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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
The House met at 2 p.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

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

We are grateful, O God, for the gifts 
of life and we offer this our thanks­
giving: 

For the gifts of knowledge and the 
blessings of wisdom, 

For the gifts of friendship and toler­
ance and respect, 

For the gifts of family and friends 
and colleagues and their nurture to us 
in so many ways, 

For the gifts of freedom and the 
blessings of liberty, 

For the gifts of leadership and re­
sponsibility, 

For the gifts of unity and the bless­
ings of common purpose, 

For the gifts of healing and the bless­
ings of reconciliation, and 

For the gifts of faith and hope and 
love. 

For all these gifts and the opportuni­
ties of this day, we offer this our pray­
er of thanksgiving. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam­

ined the Journa1 of the last day's pro­
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I de­
mand a vote on agreeing to the Speak­
er's approval of the Journal. 

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

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were--yeas 255, nays 
159, not voting 16, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 

[Roll No. 123] 
YEAS-255 

Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 

Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 

Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 

Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 

Allard 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 

Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 

NAYS-159 

Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 

Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 

Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 

Barton 
Brown (CA) 
Byrne 
Carr 
Clayton 
Fingerhut 

Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nuss le 
Packard 
Paxon 

Petri 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 

Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-16 
Ford (TN) 
Henry 
LaFalce 
Maloney 
Nadler 
Parker 

D 1430 

Quillen 
Sanders 
Shepherd 
Whitten 

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

as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, on to­

day's Journal vote, rollcall No. 123, I 
was unavoidably detained and unable 
to reach the Chamber before the vote 
was closed. 

I would have voted "yes." 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. EVERETT] will lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

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

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. EVERETT led the Pledge of Alle­

giance as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

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

REQUEST TO DISPENSE WITH CAL­
ENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 
ON TODAY 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the busi­
ness in order under the Calendar 
Wednesday rule be dispensed with 
today, Wednesday, March 31, 1993. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, can the gentleman 
from New Mexico tell us what items 
are on the Calendar Wednesday that 
could possibly be acted on if Calendar 
Wednesday were to proceed forward? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
will be pleased to do that if the gen­
tleman will yield. 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
the House Calendar there are no eligi­
ble measures. 

On the Union Calendar there are only 
three bills. H.R. 1430 was not laid over. 
H.R. 235 and H.R. 720 have seen their 
corresponding Senate measures passed 
in the House earlier this week. 

Mr. WALKER. Could the gentleman 
tell us what the subject matters of 
those bills are? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I certainly will. 
H.R. 235 is to provide for certain land 

exchanges in the State of Idaho, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 320 is the bill of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER] to au­
thorize the adjustment of the bound­
aries of the South Dakota portion of 
the Sioux Ranger District of Custer 
National Forest. 

The third bill, H.R. 1430, as I men­
tioned, has not been laid over. That is 
the debt limit bill. And as the Speaker 
announced earlier, that is being 
worked on right now. 

Mr. WALKER. So further reserving 
the right to object, two of the meas­
ures, as I understand it, are measures 
that were already acted on, Senate 
bills, and so we have already acted, so 
they have been rendered rather moot, 
so we would not take those up. But the 
only eligible bill for possible consider­
ation under the Calendar Wednesday 
would be the debt limit bill, and as I 
understand it, because we are going to 
bring up the budget bill a little bit 
later that contains now the debt limit, 
that that would be the reason for not 
ra1smg that under the Calendar 
Wednesday. Is that correct? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
from New Mexico and I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec­
tion is heard. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is 

Calendar Wednesday. 
The Clerk will call the committees. 
The Clerk called the committees. 

EXTENDING SUSPENDED IMPLE­
MENTATION OF CERTAIN RE­
QUIREMENTS OF FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAM ON INDIAN RESERV A­
TIONS 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 284) 
to extend the suspended implementa­
tion of certain requirements of the food 
stamp program on Indian reservations 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, reserv­
ing the right to object, I shall not ob­
ject, and yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA], chairman of the House Agri­
culture Committee, to explain the leg­
islation. 

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

This is the Senate bill which delays 
until January 31, 1994, this coming Jan­
uary, the implementation of regula­
tions that would implement the Food 
Stamp Act on Indian reservations. 

Now they are not required to have 
staggered issuance of food stamps, and 
also they have monthly requirements 
of reporting of income, and there is 
some concern expressed in a GAO re­
port that has been issued on that item. 
So all this bill does is to delay the im­
plementation until January 31 in order 
to accommodate further study. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of S. 
284, a bill to amend the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 to delay until January 31, 1994, first, the 
implementation of an exemption from the re­
quirement of households residing on Indian 
reservations to file periodic reports of income 
and household circumstances, and second, 
the requirement for staggered issuance of 
coupons on Indian reservations. 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act Amendments of 1991-Public Law 
102-237-requires that on April 1 of this year, 
State agencies issue food coupons on a stag­
gered basis. On that same date, State agen­
cies are also required to exempt households 
residing on Indian reservations from monthly 
reports. 

The requirement of staggered issuance on 
Indian reservations in the current law was in-

tended to discourage retail stores from in­
creasing their food prices on the day that food 
stamps are issued. The monthly reporting ex­
emption was intended to overcome the prob­
lems many Indian households have in com­
pleting the monthly reporting requirements. 

However, comments from the General Ac­
counting Office [GAO] as well as comments 
from State agencies and several Indian res­
ervations indicate differing views on the merits 
of the current provisions of law. 

Mr. Speaker, the delay in implementation of 
these provisions will allow the Committee on 
Agriculture additional time to obtain more in­
depth information on the pros and cons of 
staggered issuance and monthly reporting re­
quirements on Indian reservations. Meanwhile, 
the Committee on Agriculture, both majority 
and minority members, support prompt pas­
sage of S. 284. 

The Congressional Budget Office advises us 
the legislation has no direct spending impact 
on the Federal budget. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for his explanation on 
this legislation, which is concurred in 
full by the minority. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 284, a 
bill that extends the suspension of the imple­
mentation of certain provisions concerning 
food stamp families living on Indian reserva­
tions. 

Recently I received a letter from the sec­
retary of the Kansas Department of Social and 
Rehabilitation Services regarding the Food 
Stamp Program and two provisions, originally 
included in the 1990 farm bill, affecting Indian 
reservations. These provisions exempt families 
living on Indian reservations from the pro­
gram's periodic income-reporting requirements 
and require States to stagger issuance of food 
stamp benefits throughout the month for these 
families. 

They were originally included in the 1990 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade 
Act. However, Congress subsequently delayed 
implementation of the provisions until April 1 , 
1993, and required the General Accounting 
Office to report on the effect of these provi­
sions. 

The GAO report provided the comments of 
13 State agencies, including Kansas, respon­
sible for administration of the Food Stamp 
Program and 2 Indian organizations, all of 
which opposed implementation of the provi­
sions. The reasons cited include increases in 
the complexity and the cost of the Food 
Stamp Program for both administrators and 
families receiving benefits. 

The bill under consideration today further 
delays the requirement that States implement 
these two provisions on April 1 , 1993. It sus­
pends implementation until January 31, 1994. 

I support S. 284 and urge my colleagues to 
support it as well. 

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

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

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

lows: 
s. 284 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. REPORTING AND STAGGERED ISSU· 

ANCE FOR HOUSEHOLDS ON RES­
ERVATIONS. 

Section 908(a) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act Amendments of 
1991 (Public Law 102-237; 7 U.S.C. 2015 note 
and 7 U.S.C. 2016 note) is amended by strik­
ing "April 1, 1993" both places it appears and 
inserting "January 31, 1994". 

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

MANAGEMENT POLICY NEEDED 
FOR GULF OF MEXICO 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am introducing legislation 
along with Senator BOB KRUEGER of 
Texas that will promote economic de­
velopment and environmental protec­
tion in and around one of our Nation's 
most important natural resources-the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

The Gulf of Mexico is a vital eco­
nomic and environmental resource for 
our Nation. Yet the Federal Govern­
ment has no coordinated policy with 
the coastal States to monitor the 
growing pollution and development 
pressures being experienced along the 
gulf. 

Mr. Speaker, the residents and the 
environment along the gulf deserve 
better. 

Our proposal will establish a frame­
work by which Federal and State agen­
cies can work together to better man­
age and coordinate both the economic 
development and the protection of nat­
ural resources of the gulf region. Our 
proposal is modeled after the Federal­
State partnerships in place for the 
Chesapeake Bay and the Great Lakes. 

Establishment of a Gulf of Mexico 
Commission will help all levels of gov­
ernment foster sustainable develop­
ment. And it will provide a means of 
dealing with the gulf's pollution prob­
lems in a more coordinated and cost-ef­
fecti ve manner. 

In addition, this legislation will re­
quire the Secretary of Agriculture to 
compile an inventory of all Federal and 
State laws and regulations affecting 
the use of wetlands for agricultural 
production. This information will help 
the Secretary formulate recommenda­
tions for wetlands policy across the 
United States, with a particular em­
phasis on the economic and environ­
mental interests of the Gulf of Mexico 
and the prudent use of agriculture 
lands in the coastal States. 

Finally, creation of a Gulf of Mexico 
Commission will also complement and 
enhance the administration's efforts to 
negotiate a supplemental agreement on 
the environment with Mexico in con­
junction with the proposed North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

I have urged the administration to 
ensure that this side agreement in­
cludes a bilateral framework to deal 
with the problems of the Gulf of Mex­
ico-in reality, our other border with 
Mexico-and I have been assured the 
administration is committed to that 
goal. 

I encourage my colleagues here in 
the House to review the legislation 
Senator KRUEGER and I are introducing 
today and to join us in cosponsoring 
the Gulf of Mexico -Act. 

THE NEW CLINTON LEXICON 
(Mr. BURTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, want to 
congratulate President Clinton and my 
Democrat colleagues for being able to 
manipulate the media by using termi­
nology that is kind of new to Ameri­
cans. They came up with the term 
"gridlock," which was picked up, and 
on gridlock there is a difference of 
opinion between the Democrats and the 
Republicans on how we run this econ­
omy, and they have been very success­
ful through the media in getting their 
point across. 

PORK BARREL PROJECTS 

Billions of dollars of pork is put in 
the so-called economic stimulus pack­
age. It is not called pork but it is 
called job creation and it is called eco­
nomic stimulus. 

Now today we heard on the news that 
President Clinton's package is going to 
reduce the deficit by $504 billion over 
the next 5 years. The fact of the matter 
is that it is going to have $244 billion in 
new spending in there, and it is going 
to add over $1 trillion to the debt. 
Never mind that, though. The media 
picks up what he wants them to pick 
up, and they have been selling his pro­
gram. 

Well I have a couple of terms that I 
would like to add to the lexicon today, 
and those two are Clintonomics, 
Clintonomics, and Clintastrophe that 
is going to occur when we pass his 
package. 

D 1440 

WHAT A DIFFERENCE AN 
ELECTION MAKES 

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the 
House today is set to pass the largest 
deficit reduction package in our Na­
tion's history. What a difference an 
election makes. 

It may seem like an eternity, but less 
than 1 year ago, our deficit was grow­
ing like kudzu vine at a pace of $11,000 
per second. Partisan gridlock and iner­
tia shackled Congress from doing any-

thing at all to keep spending under 
control. 

We had a President blithely con­
vinced that our economy was the envy 
of the free world, while Americans 
flocked to the unemployment office. 
Now, Congress is about to make a his­
toric vote on a far more specific and 
gutsy deficit reduction package than 
anyone could have imagined 1 year ago. 

It began with President Clinton's vi­
sionary proposal which, defying all ex­
pectations, was improved upon by the 
Congress. The plan cuts an unprece­
dented $500 billion from the deficit. Not 
a single penny of new taxes or manda­
tory savings is used for new spending. 
It adheres to the strict discretionary 
spending caps in the 1990 Budget En­
forcement Act. And it finally reorders 
our spending priorities away from the 
cold war and to the productivity war. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not that someone 
might not have done it better, but that 
it has been done at all. Fiscal respon­
sibility begins, and gridlock ends, 
today with a "yes" vote on the budget. 

CUT SPENDING, NOT RAISE DEBT 
CEILING 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, here we 
go raising the debt limit again, with­
out passage of either a balanced budget 
constitutional amendment or a line­
item veto, that would be to surrender 
the fight against big government's big 
spending. 

What we need is, of course, a bal­
anced budget amendment, with a tax­
limitation provision to ensure the 
budget gets balanced by reducing gov­
ernment, not by increasing taxes. 

We also need a line-item veto that 
gives the President a tool to cut waste 
immediately. 

It makes no sense to raise the debt 
limit again and again, without address­
ing the real reason Congress finds it 
necessary to raise the limi t--more 
spending. 

Mr. Speaker, what we have to do is to 
get the Government spending under 
control. Let us be honest with the 
American people: If we want to con­
tinue spending, perhaps we should re­
move the ceiling forever and admit 
that Congress has no plans, no plans at 
all, to control big government's appe­
tite. 

IT IS JOBS, STUPID 
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the only 
humane measure of the economy is 
jobs. It is the number of people unem­
ployed and the number of people em-
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ployed that matters most. It is not the 
profits for the greedy. It is not the set 
of complicated statistics. It is jobs, 
stupid. 

We need the full stimulus package to 
create jobs. 

In New York State and in New York 
City, unemployment is above 10 per­
cent and still climbing. In my district, 
unemployment is above 15 percent and 
climbing. 

According to the New York Times, in 
a suburb 50 miles from New York, IBM 
yesterday began the layoff of 4,000 em­
ployees, and the same thing is happen­
ing across the Nation. Across the Na­
tion there are many more thousands of 
layoffs to come. 

Let us pass the stimulus package 
now. We need the jobs. We need the 
jobs in the summer program; this sum­
mer we need the jobs in the community 
development block grant. We need the 
jobs. That is the most important thing 
about the economy. 

It is jobs, stupid. 

ROCK CHALK, JAYHAWK, KU 
(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and 

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

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak­
er, not only is it my privilege to rep­
resent the National Collegiate Athletic 
Association, the NCAA, headquartered 
in Overland Park, KS, my hometown, I 
am honored to represent the University 
of Kansas, the Kansas Jayhawk basket­
ball team, and Coach Roy Williams. 

In an unabashed spirit of partisan­
ship, I have made a somewhat friendly 
bet with our distinguished colleague, 
Mr. DAVID PRICE, the gentleman from 
North Carolina who represents the Uni­
versity of North Carolina at Chapel 
Hill. 

Naturally, I fully expect to collect 
the North Carolina barbecue which Mr. 
PRICE has so generously wagered. As 
much as I would like to promote Kan­
sas beef in Nor th Carolina, it is my 
hope that Mr. PRICE will have to settle 
for the mouthwatering thought of 
eight Kansas steaks. 

It is an interesting sidelight that 
Dean Smith, the Tar Heels coach, was 
born in Emporia, KS, and was a mem­
ber of the Jayhawks' 1952 NCAA cham­
pionship team. And, Coach Williams 
was born in Asheville, NC , and served 
as an assistant to Dean Smith. 

Mr. Speaker, I fail to see how Kansas 
can lose. Rock Chalk, Jayhawk, KU! 

UNC TAR HEELS VERSUS KANSAS 
JAYHAWKS 

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, March madness is upon us. 

This weekend four of the Nation's pre­
mier college basketball teams will tip 
off in the final four round of the NCAA 
tournament in New Orleans. The gen­
tlewoman from Kansas and I do share a 
special interest in this contest, not 
only do we proudly represent the dis­
tricts which UNC Chapel Hill and the 
University of Kansas call home, but as 
she mentioned, our rivalries are inten­
sified given the fact Tar Heel Coach 
Dean Smith, a native of the Sunflower 
State, will be facing his protege, 
Jayhawks Coach Roy Williams-a 
former Tar Heel assistant coach and a 
North Carolinian by birth. 

I commend my colleague from across 
the aisle for her loyalty and her opti­
mism. However, while the Jayhawks 
may have wings, they do not have a 
prayer in this game, for as we all know, 
the skies above New Orleans are and 
will always be Carolina blue. And I am 
looking forward to those fine Kansas 
steaks±. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM DEPENDS 
ON CAMPAIGN REFORM 

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I had 
not come to the well to talk about bas­
ketball but about campaign reform. 
But I do not want to disappoint too bit­
terly my friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. PRICE], and my 
friend, the gentlewoman from Kansas 
[Mrs. MEYERS], and my friends from 
Michigan, but the University of Ken­
tucky Wildcats from my home State of 
Kentucky are going to win it all down 
in the Big Easy this coming weekend. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, this 
morning I heard from a pollster some 
very disquieting information. While 
the American people want health care 
reform and are generally in favor of 
paying for it, they do not believe that 
heal th care reform will be passed by 
the Congress, because they do not 
think Congress can extricate itself 
from the thralls of the special interests 
who have an interest in health care 
legislation. 

It leads me to say, Mr. Speaker, once 
again, that underlying reform of heal th 
care or anything on our docket for the 
remainder of this Congress is changing 
the campaign finance laws to limit 
PAC's, political action committees, 
limit the amount of overall spending, 
limit bundling and soft money. 

Mr. Speaker, again, before we can re­
form anything, we have to reform the 
campaign finance law. 

CUT SPENDING FffiST 
(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, very soon 
we will be asked to vote to once again 
increase our national debt. 

We are already over $4 trillion in the 
hole. 

This country would be booming eco­
nomically today if we were not so deep­
ly in debt. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
American people do not want us to go 
further into debt. 

The people would vote against rais­
ing this debt limit any further, yet a 
majority in this House will probably go 
against their wishes and vote for this 
bill. 

The American people are saying, loud 
and clear, cut spending first. 

Yet, with the exception of the De­
fense Department, almost every agency 
is asking for large increases in spend­
ing. 

I do not know of a single agency or 
department in the executive or judicial 
branches of our Government that is 
voluntarily reducing its budget at all. 

If we could significantly cut Federal 
spending, and balance our budget, it 
would hurt some bureaucrats. 

But it would help millions of regular 
people by strengthening our economy. 

If we keep on increasing spending and 
going further into debt, we are going to 
face very severe economic problems in 
this Nation in the years ahead. 

D 1450 

IN SUPPORT OF AN EQUITABLE 
DISTRIBUTION OF STIMULUS 
FUNDS 
(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given 

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, today, 
I wish to applaud my colleagues in 
Congress for the progressive action 
that this body has taken in regards to 
the President's budget proposal and 
stimulus package. We must begin to re­
build our economy by directing our at­
tention to our Nation's infrastructure 
which is in dire need of investment. 

I am particularly concerned about 
those areas which have not adequately 
rebounded from the resurgence of the 
economy. Often, these areas have not 
been appropriately considered on the 
Federal, State, and local levels. Con­
sequently, I have introduced a resolu­
tion before Congress which calls for an 
equitable distribution of stimulus 
funds to encompass the needs of dis­
tressed rural and urban regions. This 
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu­
tion 72, addresses means by which am­
biguous stimulus package funds are to 
be distributed. Furthermore, this 
measure places emphasis on those 
areas which are most desperate due to 
neglect or specific economic disloca­
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that reductions 
in the USDA budget as well as other re­
lated rural programs will have a promi­
nent impact on rural America. For the 
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month of February, the national unem­
ployment rate hovered around 7 per­
cent. This translated into real terms 
means that almost 9 million people are 
still unemployed. Meanwhile, dis­
tressed regions scattered across the 
country face lethargic economies, and 
many have their problems compounded 
by military base closures. 

My desire is that stimulus funds be 
properly directed to take into account 
specific levels of distress. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in this task. 

BTU TAX SHOULD NOT BE 
APPROVED 

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

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, on the 
campaign trail, candidate Clinton said 
that middle-class Americans had had 
enough in taxes, that it was time to 
give them some relief. I agreed with 
this sentiment at the time, and I still 
do. Unfortunately, President Clinton 
does not agree with candidate Clinton, 
and the result is that the President 
now proposes to increase rather than 
decrease taxes on the middle class by 
implementing a Btu tax. 

The President says that his primary 
motivation for the Btu tax is deficit re­
duction and that we will raise $73 bil­
lion for this purpose over 5 years. But 
the President also recognized how ag­
gressive this energy tax is and proposes 
to respend $37 billion to ease the im­
pact. This will not ease the impact on 
my constituents, whose average in­
come is $14,000. It certainly is a tax 
that will discriminate against areas 
like the State of Maine and the New 
England area because oil will be taxed 
twice as much. 

So my constituents will bear a dis­
proportionate burden of this tax. I 
would ask the Members of the House to 
support the resolution of the gentle­
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN­
SON] and myself to oppose the energy 
tax. 

NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO'S RE­
PORTING SHOULD BE BALANCED 
(Mr. CANADY asked and was given 

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

Mr. CANADY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to voice concern over the lack of 
balanced reporting on the Middle East 
by national public radio which receives 
a major portion of its funding from the 
American taxpayers. 

I would direct my colleagues' atten­
tion to a report published in a recent 
issue of Commentary magazine. 

Based on a study of NPR stories over 
6 months in 1991, the media watchdog 
group CAMERA, identified a disturbing 
trend. 

For instance, according to CAM­
ERA's study, out of 278 stories on Is­
rael and the Arab-Israeli conflict, not a 
single story reported on the balance of 
military power or the threat posed to 
Israel by weapons of mass destruction. 

But numerous stories did assail Isra­
el's policies without providing appro­
priate context. 

The report cites many lapses in 
NPR's news judgment or objectivity. 

As a recipient of taxpayer funding, 
NPR should be strictly objective and 
balanced. 

It is a travesty for tax dollars to be 
used to support propaganda against the 
State of Israel. 

I found CAMERA's report disturbing, 
and I am sure many of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle will share my 
concerns. 

I would urge national public radio to 
carefully consider the findings of this 
report, and to rectify the imbalance in 
its coverage of the Middle East. 

INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS 
SHOULD APPLY ONLY TO AMER­
ICAN-MADE PRODUCTS 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
American workers, and IBM workers, 
too, had their taxes raised in 1981 to 
pay for tax credits given to American 
companies who bought computers made 
in Japan and Germany. Today, 4,000 
IBM workers who build computers lost 
their jobs. Last year there were 45,000 
of those IBM workers, and there are 
25,000 more scheduled this year. 

And, guess what: Congress is right 
now coming back with another invest­
ment tax credit program. I say it 
should be illegal for the Congress to 
give tax credits for the purchase of 
computers or any goods made overseas. 
The tax credit should only be given 
when an American product is made. 

I guarantee you one thing: IBM 
workers should be furious over a Con­
gress that targeted their jobs back ·as 
far as 1981. 

I guarantee you another thing: Mr. 
Speaker, the Japanese and the Ger­
mans are not offering to pay unemploy­
ment benefits for those workers in New 
York: You can bet your sweet job on it. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE EQUI­
TABLE HEALTH CARE FOR SE­
VERE MENTAL ILLNESSES ACT 
OF 1993 
(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was 

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

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, this 
afternoon I join with my colleague, 
Congresswoman MARCY KAPTUR, in in­
troducing the Equitable Health Care 

for Severe Mental Illnesses Act of 1993. 
A companion bill was introduced yes­
terday in the other body. 

Our bill reasserts that mental illness 
is real, an illness in need of medical 
treatment. 

For too long our heal th care system 
has tolerated unconscionable cutbacks, 
through insurance companies and em­
ployer sponsored plans denying cov­
erage for serious mental illness. 

Our bill will make certain that any 
heal th care reform plan undertaken by 
Congress includes equitable coverage 
for persons with severe mental ill­
nesses. This means an end to heal th 
care discrimination and the rationing­
! stress rationing-of mental health 
treatment. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
stress that care for the mentally ill is 
preventive medicine, and can reduce 
the costs to society that are being paid 
in other ways, such as SSI payments, 
and the countless numbers of homeless 
people on our streets who are mentally 
ill and cannot afford treatment. 

All of these costs are spread across 
the American taxpayer, and the Amer­
ican health care delivery system. So to 
those who would say we cannot afford 
to cover treatment for these severe 
mental illnesses, I say we cannot afford 
not to. 

Our bill is good health policy, good 
family policy, and good fiscal policy, 
and I urge my colleagues' support of 
this critical legislation. 

IBM LAYOFFS 
(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remark~.) 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, to­
day's New York Times includes a story 
that details the disturbing layoff of 
over 5,000 IBM jobs in upstate New 
York. 

Ironically, today's New York Times 
also carries a story that outlines the 
compensation package for the new CEO 
of IBM-a base salary of $2 million, a 
one-time compensation of $5 million 
for leaving his former job, and stock 
options that add up to millions more. 

How can any business justify a $7 
million salary to one executive while 
simultaneously shattering the lives of 
over 5,000 hard working employees? 

Mr. Speaker, such corporate irre­
sponsibility is an affront to every 
working-class American that has been 
sacrificing and struggling through a 
persistent economic recession. 

Big business must do more to protect 
working-class citizens and less to add 
to the rolls of Livestyles of the Rich 
and Famous. 

RAISING THE DEBT CEILING AND 
THE BALANCED BUDGET AMEND­
MENT 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, it 
does not surprise me that this adminis­
tration has found another catch phrase 
to disguise its habit to spend. There is 
a flaw, however, to using the term tem­
porary as a reference to increasing the 
debt ceiling: The term has been used 
before, and we know that in the end, 
the word can hardly be distinguished 
from the term permanent. 

Yes; that is right. This week, this 
body will attempt, yet again, to in­
crease the debt ceiling. Mr. Bentsen 
says we have to increase the national 
debt by $225 billion, but he also says it 
will only be on a temporary basis until 
September 30. The word temporary 
might appear to reduce the danger of 
such governmental spending, but what 
Bentsen really means is that a longer 
lasting extension of the Government's 
borrowing ceiling is expected to be in­
cluded in a major deficit reduction leg­
islation next year. 

In one decade, from May 1980 through 
November 1990, this body voted to in­
crease the debt ceiling 32 times. Eleven 
of the thirty-two times, Congress 
called its debt-ceiling increase only 
temporary; six additional times, this 
body voted to permanently increase 
that which had previously been termed 
temporary. All in all, more than half of 
the votes to increase the debt ceiling 
were in the name of a temporary, in­
crease; it led to a debt ceiling increase 
from approximately $935 billion to ap­
proximately $3 trillion. Today it stands 
at over $4 trillion. 

The only way to stop this irrespon­
sibility is by voting for the balanced­
budget amendment. Double speak 
should not fool us. The American peo­
ple have asked us to genuinely cut 
spending, and this is what we have 
to do. 

D 1500 

THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
(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, today 
we have an opportunity to begin mak­
ing a small dent in the armor of the 
Federal budget deficit. 

Today we have an opportunity to say 
no to pork barrel spending and yes to 
common sense in our budget process. 

Today we have an opportunity to say 
yes to an important weapon that can 
help our President eliminate spending 
that helps only a few of us, so that the 
Congress can concentrate on solving 
the problems that affect all of us. 

We can take this small step by say­
ing yes to line-item veto legislation. 

In the past 2 weeks we have consid­
ered the budget resolution, the stimu­
lus package, the debt ceiling. 

We have debated where we are going 
to find the funds to finance important, 
meaningful programs. We have debated 
our need to eliminate some programs 
that do not work or are not needed. 

Well, these discussions are impor­
tant. 

But we need to do more than just 
talk. 

We need to take action-and this is 
our opportunity. 

I urge my colleagues to take a step 
that is action, not talk, and support 
strong line-item veto legislation. 

WHERE ARE THE BIG SAVINGS? 
(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 

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

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the last day for the House select 
committees. 

For many Members, their support for 
shutting down the committees was a 
tough decision, but one they made in 
order to make Congress share in the 
sacrifice necessary for deficit reduc­
tion. 

But, Mr. Speaker, without sounding 
like a commercial for long distance 
telephone service, I want to ask my 
colleagues: "Where are the big sav­
ings?" 

Almost $2. 7 million for the select 
committees have been appropriated for 
this year and remain unspent-and if 
we do not take action, it will simply be 
spent elsewhere and not 1 dime will go 
to deficit reduction. 

Likewise, just yesterday, the House 
passed a committee funding resolution 
which claimed to cut committee budg­
ets by 5 percent, but when you read the 
fine print, you will find that virtually 
none of the cuts came from the remain­
ing committees. 

Again, I ask: "Where are the big sav­
ings?" 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for some 
truth in budgeting around here. And it 
is time to really save the taxpayer's 
money. 

That is why I urge my colleagues to 
join me in sponsoring H.R. 1428 which 
would require that all leftover money 
from the select committees be used for 
deficit reduction. 

The committees are gone. So now let 
us put our money where our mouth is. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair would point 
out that the gallery will not applaud. 

COSPONSOR THE EQUITABLE 
HEALTH CARE FOR SEVERE 
MENTAL ILLNESSES ACT OF 1993 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re­
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, may I 
ask our colleagues to please join with 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
[Mrs. ROUKEMA], my very capable and 
distinguished colleague, and myself in 
sponsoring important health legisla­
tion that puts treatment of severe 
mental illness on a par with that of 
other major physical illnesses. 

The Equitable Health Care for Severe 
Mental Illnesses Act of 1993 will put 
the Congress and the executive branch 
on record as seeking to end discrimina­
tion in the health care system against 
those with severe mental illnesses. The 
legislation directs that health care 
coverage, both public and private, pro­
vide commensurate coverage for severe 
mental illness as it does for other 
major physical illnesses. 

The personal and societal costs of se­
vere mental illness are tremendous. 
Millions of individuals and their fami­
lies are in dire financial straits due to 
inequitable coverage. On top of this, 
they also suffer from a lack of access 
and affordability of treatment. 

During this Decade of the Brain, it is 
time we respond to the marvelous 
breakthroughs of modern medicine. 

Passage of this bill will also save our 
Nation over $2.2 billion annually by 
treating the illnesses, rather than pro­
viding for income support to affected 
individuals. 

Please join us. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON USING DE­
FENSE BUDGET AS HIS OWN LIT­
TLE PIGGY BANK 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

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

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, Presi­
dent Clinton is fortunate to have our 
former colleague, Les Aspin, as Sec­
retary of Defense. Secretary Aspin is a 
recognized expert on defense policy, a 
man who has spent years analyzing 
America's defense needs. 

Secretary Aspin was before the 
Armed Services Committee yesterday 
to discuss the $120 billion of defense 
cuts that President Clinton has pro­
posed. 

I asked the Secretary, "Les, where 
did this figure come from? Did it come 
from your bottom-up review of U.S. de­
fense?" No. 

"Did it come from the Pentagon's ci­
vilian staff?" 

No. 
"Did it come from the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff?" 
No. 
Well, then perhaps it came from a 

threat assessment of the problem areas 
around the world. No again. 

It came from that well-known de­
fense study group, the White House Of­
fice of Management and Budget, pulled 
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out of the air. That is the number they 
said to Les Aspin. "Now go and make 
the cuts, but don't get into any detail. 
That is bad politics." 

The Clinton defense cuts are not 
being made in a rational way with a 
eye toward the needs of our military 
and our national security. President 
Clinton is simply using the defense 
budget as his own little piggy bank, a 
convenient place to find money to pay 
for his new big-government programs. 
Perhaps that tells us something very 
strongly about this administration's 
opinion of our men and women who 
wear the uniform of our great Nation. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64, 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. SABO submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) set­
ting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998. 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-48) 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 64), setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
1996, 1997, and 1998, having met, after full and 
free conferences have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the resolution and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in­
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the 
following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994. 
(a) DECLARATION.-The Congress determines 

and declares that this resolution is the concur­
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
1994, including the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, as re­
quired by section 301 of the Congressional Budg­
et Act of 1974 (as amended by the Budget En­
forcement Act of 1990). 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con­
tents for this concurrent resolution is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget for 

fiscal year 1994. 
Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 3. Debt increase as a measure of deficit. 
Sec. 4. Display of Federal retirement trust fund 

balances. 
Sec. 5. Social security. 
Sec. 6. Major functional categories. 
Sec. 7. Reconciliation. 
Sec. 8. Sale of Government assets. 
Sec. 9. Deficit-neutral reserve fund in the Sen­

ate. 
Sec. 10. Social security fire wall point of order 

in the Senate. 
Sec. 11. Sense of the House regarding tax reve-

nues and deficit reduction. 
Sec. 12. Enforcement procedures. 
Sec. 13. Sense of the Senate provisions. 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro­
priate for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.-(A) For purposes Of 
comparison with the maximum deficit amount 
under sections 601(a)(l) and 606 of the Congres­
sional Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution-

(i) The recommended levels of Federal reve-
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $905,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $973,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,037,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,093,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,143,200,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate lev­

els of Federal revenues should be increased are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $27,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $40,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $58,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $73,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $73,200,000,000. 
(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance Con­

tributions Act revenues for hospital insurance 
within the recommended levels of Federal reve­
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $90,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $98,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $104,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $109,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $114,000,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis­
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund)-

(i) The recommended levels of Federal reve-
nues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $812,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $858,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $926,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $976,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,020,700,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate lev­

els of Federal revenues should be increased are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $21,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $28,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $44,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $59,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $57,600,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.-(A) For pur­

poses of comparison with the maximum deficit 
amount under sections 601(a)(l) and 606 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for pur­
poses of the enforcement of this resolution, the 
appropriate levels of total new budget authority 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $1,223,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,289,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,347,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,409,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,474,500,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis­
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the appropriate levels of total new budg­
et authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $1,136,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,192,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,239 ,100 ,000 ,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,290,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,341,800,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.-(A) For purposes Of 

comparison with the maximum deficit amount 
under sections 601(a)(l) and 606 of the Congres­
sional Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution, the appro­
priate levels of total budget outlays are as fol­
lows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $1,218,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,280,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,323,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,371,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,435,900,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis-

bMsements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the appropriate levels of total budget 
outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $1,133,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,184,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,216,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,252,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,303,600,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.-( A) For purposes of comparison 

with the maximum deficit amount under sections 
601(a)(l) and 606 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 and for purposes of the enforcement 
of this resolution, the amounts of the deficits 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $312,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $306,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $285,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $278,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $292,700,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act (excluding the receipts and dis­
bursements of the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund), the amounts of the deficits are as fol­
lows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $320,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $315,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $299,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $275,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $282,900,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.-The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1994: $4, 731,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $5,097,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,453,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,812,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $6,182,400,000,000. 
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLJGATIONS.-The appro­

priate levels of total new direct loan obligations 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $11,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $14,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $21,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $31,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $38,100,000,000. 
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT­

MENTS.-The appropriate levels of new primary 
loan guarantee commitments are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $149,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $146,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $144,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $138,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $136,100,000,000. 

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE AS A MEASURE OF DEFI­
CIT. 

The amounts of the increase in the public debt 
subject to limitation are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $372,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $366,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $355,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $359,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $369,700,000,000. 

SEC. 4. DISPLAY OF FEDERAL RETIREMENT 
TRUST FUND BALANCES. 

The balances of the Federal retirement trust 
funds are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $1,056,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,171,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,294,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,420,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,544,600,000,000. 

SEC. 5. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.-For pur­

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 302 
and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
the amounts of revenues of the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $336,289,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $356,423,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $375,708,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $393,038,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $410,528,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.-For purposes 

of Senate enforcement under sections 302 and 
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311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the 
amounts of outlays of the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed­
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as fol­
lows: 

Fiscal year 1994: $274,813,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $286,457,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $297,401,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $308,456,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $319,408,000,000. 

SEC. 6. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that the 

appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, new 
primary loan guarantee commitments, and new 
secondary loan guarantee commitments for fis­
cal years 1994 through 1998 for each major func­
tional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $263,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $262,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $272,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $248,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $252,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150) : 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit~ 

ments, $17,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $17,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,700,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays , $14,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,100,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $78,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $80,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $82,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$10,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $84,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $86,300,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $42,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,200,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays , $8,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $2,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $2,600,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $3,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $62.800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority , $65,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $62,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$20,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $64,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$26,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1994: 

(A) New budget authority, $119,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $118,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $133,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $131,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $148,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $146,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $163,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $162,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $178,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $151,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $171,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $167,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $184,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $183,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $201,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $201,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $221,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $221,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
(13) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act, Federal Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Trust Fund: 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $51,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $58,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $63,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $71,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $71 ,200,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $80,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $211,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $210,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $222,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $223,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $237,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $232,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $243,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $252,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11, 700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority , $34,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $23,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,500,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,400,000,000. 
(17) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $239,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $239,900,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $260,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $260,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $280,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $280,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $297,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $315,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $315,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
(20) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act, Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $250,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $250,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $271,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $271,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $289,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $305,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $305,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $321,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $321,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
(21) The corresponding levels of gross interest 

on the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1994: $307,443,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $327,744,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $347,046,,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $364,334,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $381,401,000,000. 
(22) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$2,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$4,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$0,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$0,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$13,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$32,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$32,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$32,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
(24) For purposes of section 710 of the Social 

Security Act, Undistributed Offsetting Receipts 
(950): 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$28,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$29,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$29,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations; $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$29,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$29,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$29,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit­

ments, $0. 
SEC. 7. RECONCILIATION. 

(a) COMMITTEES ON WAYS AND MEANS AND Fl­
NANCE.-Not later than April 2, 1993, the House 
Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate 
Committee on Finance shall submit to their re­
spective Houses reconciliation legislation con­
taining recommendations to change laws to in­
crease the statutory limit on the public debt to 
not more than $4,370,000,000,000. 
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(b) SENATE COMMITTEES.-Not later than June 

18, 1993, the committees named in this subsection 
shall submit their recommendations to the Com­
mittee on the Budget of the Senate. After receiv­
ing those recommendations, the Committee on 
the Budget shall report to the Senate a rec­
onciliation bill carrying out all such rec­
ommendations without any substantive revision. 

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.-The Senate Committee on Agri­
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction to reduce 
the deficit $118,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 and 
$3,170,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1994 
through 1998. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.-The Sen­
ate Committee on Armed Services shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction to reduce 
the deficit $128,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 and 
$2,361,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1994 
through 1998. 

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS.-The Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction to 
reduce the deficit $401,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 
and $3,131,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1994 through 1998. 

(4) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.-The Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction to 
reduce the deficit $1,700,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994 and $7,405,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1994 through 1998. 

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE­
SOURCES.-The Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to reduce the deficit 
$118,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 and $737,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.-The Senate Committee on Environment 
and Public Works shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to reduce the deficit 
$13,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 and $1,254 ,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.-(A) The Senate 
Committee on Finance shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con­
trol Act of 1985) to reduce outlays $2,346,000,000 
in fiscal year 1994 and $35,157,000,000 for the pe­
riod of fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

(B) The Senate Committee on Finance shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction to 
increase revenues $27,293,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994 and $272,105,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1994 through 1998. 

(C) The Senate Committee on Finance shall 
report changes in laws to increase the statutory 
limit on the public debt to not more than 
$4 ,900,000,000,000. 

(8) The Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs 
shall report changes in laws within its 
jurisidction to reduce the deficit $5,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

(9) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS.­
The Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic­
tion to reduce the deficit $77,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1994 and $10,638,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

(10) COMMITTEE ON THE JUD/CIARY.-The Sen­
ate Committee on the Judiciary shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction to reduce · 
the deficit $345,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1994 through 1998. 

(11) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE­
SOURCES.-The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to reduce the deficit 
$4,571,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1994 
through 1998. 

(12) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS.-The 
Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction to 
reduce the deficit $266,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 
and $2,580,000 for the period of fiscal years 1994 
through 1998. 

(c) HOUSE COMMITTEES.-Not later than May 
14, 1993, the committees named in this subsection 
shall submit their recommendations to the Com­
mittee on the Budget of the House of Represent­
atives. After receiving those recommendations, 
the Committee on the Budget shall report to the 
House of Representatives a reconciliation bill 
carrying out all such recommendations without 
any substantive revision. 

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGR/CULTURE.-The Com­
mittee on Agriculture shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction sufficient to reduce 
the deficit as follows: $98,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994, $119,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $515,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $1,041,000,000 in fiscal year 
1997, and $1,177,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and 
program changes in laws within its jurisdiction, 
sufficient to result in an increase of outlays as 
follows: $523,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$1,524,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $1,527,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $1,533,000,000 in fiscal year 
1997, and $1,551,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.-The 
House Committee on Armed Services shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro­
vide direct spending sufficient to reduce outlays, 
as follows: $128,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$292,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $457,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $643,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 
and $841,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suffi­
cient to result in a reduction of outlays as f al­
lows: $2,012,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$3,231,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $4,117,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $5,103,000,000 in fiscal year 
1997, and $5,800,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS.-The House Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
provide direct spending, sufficient to reduce out­
lays, as follows: $338,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$346,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $550,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $769,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 
and $789,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, program 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suf fi­
cient to result in an increase of outlays as f al­
lows: $5,000,000 in fiscal year 1994; and result in 
a reduction of outlays as follows: $18,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1995, $127,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$227,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and $260,000,000 
in fiscal year 1998, and changes in laws within 
its jurisdiction to increase revenues, as follows: 
$63,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $65,000,000 in fis­
cal year 1995, $68,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$70,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and $73,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1998. 

(4) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR.­
The House Committee on Education and Labor 
shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic­
tion that provide direct spending sufficient to 
increase outlays by $118,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994, and to reduce outlays as follows: 
$72,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $792,000,000 in fis­
cal year 1996, $2,173,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 
and $2,898,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE.­
The House Committee on Energy and Commerce 
shall report changes in laws within its jurisdic­
tion that provide direct spending sufficient to 
reduce outlays, as follows: $4,342,000,000 in fis­
cal year 1994, $7,491,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, 
$13,422,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $17,518,000,000 
in fiscal year 1997, and $21 ,744 ,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1998. 

(6) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS.-The 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs shall report 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that pro-

vide direct spending sufficient to reduce outlays, 
as follows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, $1,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1995, $1,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$1,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and $2,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1998. 

(7) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.-The House 
Committee on the Judiciary shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide di­
rect spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as 
follows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, $0 in fiscal year 
1995, $111,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $115,000,000 
in fiscal year 1997, and $119,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1998. 

(8) COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND 
FISHERIES.-The House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending sufficient to reduce outlays, as fol­
lows: $0 in fiscal year 1994, $0 in fiscal year 
1995, $67,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $68,000,000 
in fiscal year 1997, and $70,000,000 in fiscal year 
1998. 

(9) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.-The 
House Committee on Natural Resources shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
provide direct spending sufficient to reduce out­
lays, as follows: $131,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$157,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $543,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $569,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 
and $591,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(10) COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL 
SERVICE.-The House Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct spend­
ing sufficient to reduce outlays, as follows: 
$77,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, $491,000,000 in fis­
cal year 1995, $2,669,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$3,709,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and 
$3,697,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and program 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction, suf fi­
cient to result in a reduction of outlays as f al­
lows: $2,903,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$4,660,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $5,825,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $7,169,000,000 in fiscal year 
1997, and $8,164,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(11) COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANS­
PORTATION.- The House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction sufficient to re­
duce the deficit, as follows: $31,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1994, $49,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, 
$62,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $76,000,000 in fis­
cal year 1997, and $78,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(12) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS.-The 
House Committee on Veterans' Affairs shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction that 
provide direct spending sufficient to reduce out­
lays, as follows: $266,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, 
$364,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, $382,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $405,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, 
and $1,163,000,000 in fiscal year 1998. 

(13) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.-The 
House Committee on Ways and Means shall re­
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction suf­
ficient to reduce the deficit, as follows: by 
$29,441,000,000 in fiscal year 1994, by 
$41,415,000,000 in fiscal year 1995, by 
$61 ,912,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, by 
$81,794,000,000 in fiscal year 1997, and by 
$85,209,000,000 in fiscal year 1998, and changes 
in laws to increase the statutory limit on the 
public debt to not more than $4,900,000,000,000. 

(14) DIRECT SPENDING.-For purposes Of this 
subsection, the term "direct spending" means 
spending authority as defined in section 
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 and new budget authority as defined in 
section 3(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 
SEC. 8. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) from time to time the United States Gov­
ernment should sell assets; and 
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(2) the amounts realized from such asset sales 

will not recur on an annual basis and do not re­
duce the demand for credit. 

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.-For purposes of 
points of order under this concurrent resolution 
and the Congressional Budget and lmpound­
ment Control Act of 1974, the amounts realized 
from sales of assets (other than loan assets) 
shall not be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues. 

(C) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes Of this sec­
tion-

(1) the term "sale of an asset" shall have the 
same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con­
trol Act of 1985 (as amended by the Budget En­
forcement Act of 1990); and 

(2) the term shall not include asset sales man­
dated by law before September 18, 1987, and rou­
tine, ongoing asset sales at levels consistent 
with agency operations in fiscal year 1986. 
SEC. 9. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND IN THE 

SENATE. 
(a) INITIATIVES To IMPROVE THE HEALTH AND 

NUTRITION OF CHILDREN AND TO PROVIDE FOR 
SERVICES TO SUPPORT AND PROTECT CHILDREN, 
AND TO IMPROVE THE WELL-BEING OF FAM/­
LIES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for legislation that increases funding to im­
prove the health and nutrition of children and 
to provide for services to support and protect 
children, and to improve the well-being and self­
sufficiency of families and reduce dependency, 
including initiatives to expand childhood immu­
nization and family preservation and support 
services, within such a committee's jurisdiction 
if such a committee or the committee of con­
ference on such legislation reports such legisla­
tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legis­
lation are not included in this concurrent reso­
lution on the budget, the enactment of such leg­
islation will not increase (by virtue of either 
contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re­
duction) the deficit in this resolution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(b) ECONOMIC GROWTH ]N/TIATIVES.-
(1) JN GENERAL-Budget authority and out­

lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for legislation that increases funding for 
economic recovery or growth initiatives, includ­
ing unemployment compensation, a dislocated 
worker program, job training, or other related 
programs within such a committee's jurisdiction 
if such a committee or the committee of con­
ference on such legislation reports such legisla­
tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legis­
lation are not included in this concurrent reso­
lution on the budget, the enactment of such leg­
islation will not increase (by virtue of either 

contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re­
duction) the deficit in this resolution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry 'out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to section 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(c) CONTINUING IMPROVEMENTS IN ONGOING 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS AND COMPREHENSIVE 
HEALTH CARE REFORM.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for legislation that increases funding to 
make continuing improvements in ongoing 
health care programs, to provide for comprehen­
sive health care reform, or to control health care 
costs within such a committee's jurisdiction if 
such a committee or the committee of conference 
on such legislation reports such legislation, if, 
to the extent that the costs of such legislation 
are not included in this concurrent resolution 
on the budget, the enactment of such legislation 
will not increase (by virtue of either contem­
poraneous or previously passed deficit reduc­
tion) the deficit in this resolution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(d) ]NJTIATIVES TO IMPROVE EDUCATIONAL OP­
PORTUNITIES FOR INDIVIDUALS AT THE EARLY 
CHILDHOOD, ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, OR 
HIGHER EDUCATION LEVELS, OR TO INVEST IN 
THE HEALTH OR EDUCATION OF AMERICA 's CHIL­
DREN.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for direct spending legislation that in­
creases funding to improve educational opportu­
nities for individuals at the early childhood, ele­
mentary, secondary, or higher education levels, 
or to invest in the health or education of Ameri­
ca's children within such a committee's jurisdic­
tion if such a committee or the committee of con­
! erence on such legislation reports such legisla-

tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legis­
lation are not included in this concurrent reso­
lution on the budget, the enactment of such leg­
islation will not increase (by virtue of either 
contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re­
duction) the deficit in this resolution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(e) INITIATIVES To PRESERVE AND REBUILD 
THE UNITED STATES MARITIME INDUSTRY.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for direct spending legislation that in­
creases funding to preserve and rebuild the 
United States maritime industry within such a 
committee's jurisdiction if such a committee or 
the committee of conference on such legislation 
reports such legislation, if, to the extent that the 
costs of such legislation are not included in this 
concurrent resolution on the budget, the enact­
ment of such legislation will not increase (by 
virtue of either contemporaneous or previously 
passed deficit reduction) the deficit in this reso­
lution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(f) INITIATIVES TO REFORM THE FINANCING OF 
FEDERAL ELECTIONS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­
lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees for direct spending legislation that in­
creases funding to reform the financing of Fed­
eral elections within such a committee's jurisdic­
tion if such a committee or the committee of con­
! erence on such legislation reports such legisla­
tion, if, to the extent that the costs of such legis­
lation are not included in this concurrent reso­
lution on the budget, the enactment of such leg­
islation will not increase (by virtue of either 
contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re­
duction) the deficit in this resolution for-
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(A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to sections 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 

(g) TRADE-RELATED LEGISLATION.-
(]) IN GENERAL.-Budget authority and out­

lays may be allocated to a committee or commit­
tees and the revenue aggregates may be reduced 
for legislation to implement the North American 
Free Trade Agreement and any other trade-re­
lated legislation within such a committee's juris­
diction if such a committee or the committee of 
cont erence on such legislation reports such leg­
islation, if, to the extent that the costs of such 
legislation are not included in this concurrent 
resolution on the budget, the enactment of such 
legislation will not increase (by virtue of either 
contemporaneous or previously passed deficit re­
duction) the deficit in this resolution for-

( A) fiscal year 1994; and 
(B) the period of fiscal years 1994 through 

1998. 
(2) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-Upon the report­

ing of legislation pursuant to paragraph (1), 
and again upon the submission of a conference 
report on such legislation (if a conference report 
is submitted), the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen­
ate appropriately revised allocations under sec­
tions 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional levels 
and aggregates to carry out this subsection. 
Such revised allocations, functional levels, and 
aggregates shall be considered for the purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as allo­
cations, functional levels, and aggregates con­
tained in this concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.-The 
appropriate committee may report appropriately 
revised allocations pursuant to section 302(b) 
and 602(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to carry out this subsection. 
SEC. 10. SOCIAL SECURITY FIRE WALL POINT OF 

ORDER IN THE SENATE. 
(a) ACCOUNTING TREATMENT.-Notwithstand­

ing any other provision of this resolution, for 
the purpose of allocations and points of order 
under sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, the levels of social security 
outlays and revenues for this resolution shall be 
the current services levels. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION 301(i).-Notwith­
standing any other rule of the Senate, in the 
Senate, the point of order established under sec­
tion 301 (i) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 shall apply to any concurrent resolution on 
the budget for any fiscal year (as reported and 
as amended), amendments thereto, or any con­
ference report thereon. 
SEC. 11. SENSE OF THE HOUSE REGARDING TAX 

REVENUES AND DEFICIT REDUC· 
TION. 

It is the sense of the House of Representatives 
that any legislation enacting tax increases 

called for in this budget resolution contain lan­
guage providing that the net revenues generated 
by the legislation shall not be counted for the 
purpose of calculating the amount of any deficit 
increase called for in section 252(b) of the Bal­
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended by the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990. 
SEC. 12. ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES. 

(a) PURPOSE.-The Senate declares that it is 
essential to-

(1) ensure compliance with the deficit reduc­
tion goals embodied in this resolution; 

(2) extend the system of discretionary spend­
ing limits set for th in section 601 of the Congres­
sional Budget Act of 1974; 

(3) extend the pay-as-you-go enforcement sys­
tem; 

(4) prohibit the consideration of direct spend­
ing or receipts legislation that would decrease 
the pay-as-you-go surplus that the reconcili­
ation bill pursuant to section 7 of this resolution 
will create under section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985; 

(5) adopt as part of this concurrent resolution 
such of the enforcement procedures set forth in 
this subsection as this concurrent resolution 
may constitutionally include; and 

(6) enact, during this session of Congress, 
such of the enforcement procedures set forth in 
this subsection as only statute may constitu­
tionally include. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LiMITS.-
(1) DEFJNITION.-As used in this section, for 

the discretionary category, the term ''discre­
tionary spending limit" means-

( A) with respect to fiscal year 1996: 
$519,142,000,000 in new budget authority and 

$547,263,000,000 in outlays; 
(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997: 
$528,079,000,000 in new budget authority and 

$547,346,000,000 in outlays; and 
(C) with respect to fiscal year 1998: 
$530,639,000,000 in new budget authority and 

$547,870,000,000 in outlays; 
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defini­
tions, changes in inflation, and emergency ap­
propriations. 

(2) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.-
( A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), it 

shall not be in order in the Senate to consider 
any concurrent resolution on the budget for fis­
cal year 1995, 1996, 1997, or 1998 (or amendment, 
motion, or cont erence report on such a resolu­
tion) that would exceed any of the discretionary 
spending limits in this section. 

(B) This subsection shall not apply if a dec­
laration of war by the Congress is in ef feet or if 
a joint resolution pursuant to section 258 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con­
trol Act of 1985 has been enacted. 

(c) ENFORCING PAY-As-You-Go.-At any time 
after the enactment of the reconciliation bill 
pursuant to section 7 of this resolution, it shall 
not be in order in the Senate to consider any 
bill, joint resolution, amendment, motion, or 
conference report, that would increase the defi­
cit in this resolution for any fiscal year through 
fiscal year 1998 or would increase the deficit for 
any other fiscal year through fiscal year 2003, 
as measured by the sum of-

(1) all applicable estimates of direct spending 
and receipts legislation applicable to that fiscal 
year, other · than any amounts resulting from-

( A) full funding of, and continuation of, the 
deposit insurance guarantee commitment in ef­
fect on the date of enactment of the Budget En­
forcement Act of 1990; and 

(B) emergency provisions as designated under 
section 252(e) of that Act; and 

(2) the estimated amount of savings in direct 
spending programs applicable to that fiscal year 
resulting from the prior year's sequestration 

under that Act, if any (except for any amounts 
sequestered as a result of a net deficit increase 
in the fiscal year immediately preceding the 
prior fiscal year). 

(d) WAIVER.-This section may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by the affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen 
and sworn. 

(e) APPEALS.-Appeals in the Senate from the 
decisions of the Chair relating to any provision 
of this section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided between, and controlled by, the 
appellant and the manager of the concurrent 
resolution, bill, or joint resolution, as the case 
may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, 
shall be required in the Senate to sustain an ap­
peal of the ruling of the Chair on a point of 
order raised under this section. 

(f) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.-For 
purposes of this section, the levels of new budget 
authority, outlays, and receipts for a fiscal year 
shall be determined on the basis of estimates 
made by the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate. 

(g) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.-The 
Senate adopts the provisions of this section-

(]) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of 
the Senate, and as such they shall be considered 
as part of the rules of the Senate, and such 
rules shall supersede other rules only to the ex­
tent that they are inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional 
right of the Senate to change those rules (so far 
as they relate to the Senate) at any time, in the 
same manner, and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of the Senate. 
SEC. 13. SENSE OF THE SENATE PROVISIONS. 

The fallowing subsections are set forth as the 
sense of the Senate: 

(a) AsSUMPTIONS.-The levels and amounts set 
forth in this resolution are based on the fallow­
ing assumptions: 

(1) REVENUES.-(A) There shall not be an in­
crease in inland barge fuel taxes beyond those 
increases already scheduled in current law. 

(B) The Finance Committee will make every 
effort to find alternative sources of revenues be­
! ore imposing new taxes on the benefits of Social 
Security beneficiaries with threshold incomes 
(for purposes of the taxation of Social Security 
benefits) of less than $32,000 for individuals and 
$40,000 for married couples filing joint returns. 

(C) Consistent with the position of the Admin­
istration, the BTU tax will be imposed at the 
same rate on all fuels purchased by households 
for home heating purposes, and therefore the 
supplemental tax on oil will not be imposed on 
such fuels. 

(D) Any energy tax enacted during the One 
Hundred Third Congress should provide such 
relief to the agriculture industry as is necessary 
to ensure that the industry does not absorb a 
disproportionate impact of that tax. 

(2) NATIONAL DEFENSE (FUNCTION 050).-(A) If 
the estimates for inflation for fiscal years 1994 
through 1998 used in the President's fiscal year 
1994 budget request and this concurrent resolu­
tion are too low, the amounts for budget author­
ity and outlays for the National Defense (050) 
and other budget functions should be increased 
to offset the adverse effects of the higher infla­
tion. 

(B) If Congress does not enact legislation 
freezing Federal pay levels for fiscal year 1994 
and reducing the rates of increase in Federal 
pay levels for fiscal years 1995 through 1997, as 
assumed for the President's fiscal year 1994 
budget request and this concurrent resolution, 
there should be appropriate increases in the 
amounts of budget authority and outlays for the 
National Defense (050) and other budget func­
tions in this concurrent resolution to allow the 
departments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
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ernment to meet the resulting increases in costs 
for pay. 

(CJ Appropriations for fiscal year 1994 for the 
programs, projects, activities, and authorities 
under budget functional category 050 (National 
Defense) should be made at the levels of budget 
authority and outlays that are provided for in 
this concurrent resolution for such functional 
category for such fiscal year. 

(DJ If the appropriations for fiscal year 1994 
for such programs, projects, activities, and au­
thorities are less than the levels of budget au­
thority and outlays that are provided for in this 
concurrent resolution for such functional cat­
egory for such fiscal year, the savings resulting 
from the lesser levels of appropriations should 
be used only for reducing the deficit in the 
budget of the United States. 

(E) The Congress should promptly reconsider 
the amounts determined and declared by the 
Congress in this resolution to be the appropriate 
levels of new budget authority, outlays, new di­
rect loan obligations, and new primary loan 
guarantee commitments for fiscal years 1994 
through 1998 for the National Defense (050) 
functional category, in the event of material 
change in situations affecting the security inter­
ests of the United States. 

(3) GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 
(FUNCTION 250).-The budget authority and out­
lay figures for function 250 in this resolution do 
not assume any amounts for the National Aero­
nautics and Space Administration for any fiscal 
year from 1994 through 1998 in excess of the 
amounts proposed by the President for such fis­
cal year. 

(4) NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 
(FUNCTION 300).- (A) Fees charged for domestic 
livestock grazing on lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec­
retary of the Interior in western States should 
be set at an amount that permits the ranching 
industry to remain viable and reflects the eco­
nomic realities of the industry, rather than at 
an amount that meets arbitrary revenue targets. 

(B) Royalty fees charged for hardrock mining 
should be set at an amount that permits the 
mining industry to remain viable in the United 
States and reflects the economic realities of the 
industry, rather than at an amount that meets 
arbitrary revenue targets. 

(5) EDUCATION, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND 
SOCIAL SERVICES (FUNCTION 500).-(A) The Head 
Start program will be funded at the level re­
quested by the President for fiscal year 1998. 

(B) The education reform and initiatives will 
be funded at the level requested by the President 
for fiscal year 1998. 

(C) The defense conversion programs will be 
funded at the level requested by the President 
for fiscal year 1998. 

(6) HEALTH (FUNCTION 550).-(A) The Commit­
tee on Labor and Human Resources will make 
every effort to embark upon a sustained invest­
ment strategy in health research and develop­
ment over the next 5 years and support for the 
continuum of medical research should be a 
central feature in any plan to reform the United 
States health care system. 

(B) The vast majority of rising mandatory 
program costs is due to increasing Federal 
health care costs, and these costs are assumed in 
the levels set forth in this resolution. 

Budget authority ............................. . 
Outlays ......................................... . 
Revenues ...... . 

(C) Health care reform is essential to curb the 
escalating costs of health entitlement programs 
to reduce the deficit. 

(D) The reduction in health costs in this 
budget resolution should be augmented by fur­
ther savings in Federal health outlays as a part 
of comprehensive health care reform which will 
be reflected in future budget resolutions. 

(E) Comprehensive health reform will result in 
long term savings both for the public and pri­
vate sectors of the American economy, and re­
duce the deficit levels set forth in this resolution 
at an ever increasing pace. 

(F) Health care reform legislation should re­
ceive priority attention by the United States 
Congress with a target date of enactment of 
such legislation being no later than September 
30, 1993. 

(7) INCOME SECURITY (FUNCTION 600).-The 
Women, Infants, and Children (WIG) program 
will be funded at the level requested by the 
President for fiscal year 1998. 

(8) ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE (FUNCTION 
750).-(A) The Community Policing ("Cops on 
the Beat") program will be funded at the level 
requested by the President for fiscal year 1998. 

(B) Funds to reduce the availability and use 
of illegal drugs will be shifted over the next 5 
years so that the allocation shall be equally dis­
tributed between the so-called "supply side" 
(interdiction, law enforcement, and inter­
national supply reduction efforts) and the so­
called "demand side" (education, rehabilitation, 
treatment, and research programs). 

(b) DEBT LIMIT IN RECONCILIATION.-(1) Any 
concurrent resolution on the budget that con­
tains reconciliation directives shall include a di­
rective with respect to the statutory limit on the 
public debt. 

(2) Any change in the statutory limit on the 
public debt that is recommended pursuant to a 
reconciliation directive shall be included in the 
reconciliation legislation reported pursuant to 
section 310 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 for that fiscal year. 

(3) Except as provided in paragraph (4), the 
Senate shall not consider any bill or joint reso­
lution (or any amendment thereto or conference 
report thereon) that increases the statutory limit 
on the public debt during a fiscal year above the 
level set forth as appropriate for that fiscal year 
in the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
that fiscal year agreed to under section 301 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(4) The prohibition of paragraph (3) shall not 
apply to a reconciliation bill or reconciliation 
resolution reported pursuant to section 310(b) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 during 
any fiscal year (or any conference report there­
on) that contains a provision that-

( A) increases the statutory limit on the public 
debt pursuant to a directive of the type de­
scribed in section 310(a)(3) of that Act; and 

(BJ becomes effective on or after the first day 
of the following fiscal year. 

(c) DEFICIT REDUCTION ACCOUNT.-lt is as­
sumed that the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate and the Committee on Ways and Means 
of the House of Representatives should report 
legislation to-

(1) establish a separate account in the Treas­
ury into which all of the amounts by which the 
aggregate levels of Federal revenue should be 
increased would be deposited; 

HOUSE-PASSED-TOTAL BUDGET 
[In billions of dollars] 

(2) ensure that any revenues deposited in such 
account would not be available for appropria­
tion; and 

(3) provide that any such revenues deposited 
in such account would be used to retire out­
standing debt obligations of the United States 
Government. 

(d) LINE-ITEM VETO AUTHORITY INCLUDING 
APPROPRIATIONS AND TAX EXPENDJTURES.-The 
President should be granted line-item veto au­
thority over items of appropriation and tax ex­
penditures and that line-item veto authority 
should expire at the conclusion of the One Hun­
dred Third Congress. 

(e) USE OF SAVINGS FROM GOVERNMENT 
STREAMLJNING.-Any amounts saved through 
the efforts of the National Performance Review 
Task Force headed by the Vice President and as 
a result of any other reorganization and stream­
lining of the Federal Government should be ap­
plied to offset the cost of any economic stimulus 
package enacted in fiscal year 1993, and any 
amounts saved in excess of those necessary to 
offset the cost of any such economic stimulus 
should be applied to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit and for no other purpose. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

MARTIN 0. SABO, 
RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
DALE E. KILDEE, 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, 
HOWARD L. BERMAN, 
ROBERT E. WISE, Jr., 
JOHN BRYANT, 
CHARLES W. STENHOLM, 
BARNEY FRANK, 
LOUISE SLAUGHTER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

JIM SASSER, 
FRITZ HOLLINGS, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
and the House at the conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
1996, 1997, and 1998, submit the following 
joint statement to the House and the Senate 
in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the managers and rec­
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The Senate amendment to the text of the 
resolution struck out all of the House resolu­
tion after the resolving clause and inserted a 
substitute text. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment which is a substitute for the 
House resolution and the Senate amend­
ment. 

EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 

The following tables show the functional 
allocations and budget aggregates included 
in the conference agreement over 5 years. In 
addition, a table follows that breaks out 
credit amounts by function. 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

1.505.8 1,579.6 1.639.5 1,708.0 1,787.7 
1,495.0 1,563.2 1,610.2 1,662.6 1,744.5 
1,241.5 1,326.4 1,406.1 1,478.9 1,546.0 

Deficit (-}/surplus (+) ............................................................ ..................... ..... ... ......... . ...................... ........... ....... ... ................. ...... . -253.5 -236.8 -204.1 -183.7 -198.5 
Oebt subject to limit . ......... ................ .............. ..... ................................. ....... ................................ ... ............ ............................ .. ...... . .......... .. ................... . 4,715.3 5,076.8 5,428.4 5,776.3 6,141.4 
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HOUSE-PASSED-TOTAL BUDGET-Continued 
[In billions of dollars) 

050 National defense: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ...... ........ . 

150 International affairs: 
Budget authority ..... ... ......... .... ....................................................... ......... ............. . ............ ........................................... ........ . 
Outlays .................................................. . .............................. ........................... . 

250 General science, space and technology: 
Budget authority ........ ......... ......................... .. 
Outlays ......................................... .. ............... . 

270 Energy: 
Budget authority ................. . 
Outlays .......... , .................... .. .. .. ..... . 

300 Natural resources and environment: 
Budget authority 
Outlays . 

350 Agriculture: 
Budget authority .... . 
Outlays ................................................... . 

370 Commerce and housing credit: 
Budget authority ..... .. ... ...................................... . 
Outlays ................................................................ . 

400 Transportation: 
Budget authority 
Outlays .. ...... ..... ............................ ...... . 

450 Community and regional development: 
Budget authority .................................... . 
Outlays ........................................................................ . 

500 Education, training, employment and social services: 
Budget authority .......... .... ..... .. ........................... .. 
Outlays ........ .. ... .................... .. ............. . 

550 Health: 
Budget authority . 
Outlays ... .. 

570 Medicare: 
Budget authority ......................... ..... . 
Outlays ................................................. ........... .. 

600 Income security: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

650 Social Security: 
Budget authority ...... ... .. ............... .. 
Outlays .. ...... ........ ......... ......... .. ......... . 

700 Veterans benefits and services: 
Budget authority ...... ... . ........................ . 
Outlays ..................................................................... . 

750 Administration of justice: 
Budget authority .......... . 
Outlays .. ... .... ........... . ................................................. .................. ..... ..... ... ........... ..... . 

800 General government: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ...... 

900 Net interest: 
Budget authority ...................................... ........................................ .. ..... ............. .. 
Outlays . 

920 Allowances: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ....... .. ......................... .. ........... . 

950 Undistributed offsetting receipts: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ..... 

Budget authority ....................................................... ..................................................... . 
Outlays ................................................................................. . 

HOUSE-PASSED-ON BUDGET 
[In billions of dollars) 

Revenues ................................ .. ............................ .. ......... ....... ..... ..... ................... .. ...... .......................................... .............................................................. . 
Deficit ( - )/surplus (+) 
Debt subject to limit .. ......... .. 
050 National Defense: 

Budget authority ................. . 
Outlays ..................... .. .. ...................... .. 

150 International affairs: 
Budget authority ..... .. .. .. ...... .. ................ .. ... . 
Outlays ............................. .... .... .......................... ..... .... . 

250 General science, space and technology: 
Budget authority ........................... .. 
Outlays 

270 Energy: 
Budget authority ..................................................................... . 
Outlays .................................................................................... . 

300 Natural resources and environment: 
Budget authority .. ........................ ............................... . ............................. ..................................................................................................... ................. .................. . 
Outlays ............... . ....................................................................... ................ ................................... .............................................................. .... ... .......... ......... ...... ...... .. ..... ..... . 

350 Agriculture: 
Budget authority ........................ ......................... . 
Outlays ....................... ... .......... .......................... . 

370 Commerce and housing credit: 
Budget authority .. .... 
Outlays 

400 Transportation: 
Budget authority ... ........................... . 
Outlays ............................. .. ......... .. 

450 Community and regional development: 
Budget authority ............... ........................................ ........... .. .. .................... .. ... . 
Outlays ...................................... ..... .... ............... ...... ................ .............. .. ............ . 

500 Education, training, employment and social services: 
Budget authority .. ........... .. .................................. .. 
Outlays ... .. .............................. ....... . 

550 Health: 
Budget authority ....... .............. .... .. 
Outlays ......................................... . 

1994 

263.2 
276.5 

19.7 
18.9 

18.1 
17.6 

4.8 
3.8 

20.6 
20.8 

15.l 
14.4 

21.6 
11.0 

40.3 
36.5 

8.9 
8.8 

56.0 
52.2 

119.2 
118.1 

151.2 
149.8 

209.9 
210.6 

323.1 
321.7 

34.7 
36.3 

15.1 
15.3 

13.0 
13.1 

208.7 
208.7 

0.0 
0.0 

- 37.4 
- 39.1 

1994 

1,222.1 
1,217.7 

905.3 
-312.4 
4,715.3 

263.2 
276.5 

19.7 
18.9 

18.1 
17.6 

4.8 
3.8 

20.6 
20.8 

15.1 
14.4 

16.9 
8.5 

40.3 
36.5 

8.9 
8.8 

56.0 
52.2 

119.2 
118.1 

1995 

262.0 
271.9 

18.9 
18.3 

19.3 
18.6 

5.9 
4.1 

22.6 
20.7 

13.6 
12.2 

17.7 
13.1 

40.9 
37.7 

8.6 
8.3 

60.4 
55.3 

133.7 
132.1 

171.6 
167.3 

218.5 
219.1 

339.3 
338.0 

35.4 
35.5 

15.6 
15.8 

12.8 
14.2 

226.0 
226.0 

- 5.3 
- 5.3 

- 37.9 
- 39.7 

1995 

1,288.2 
1,276.7 

970.2 
-306.5 
5,076.8 

262.0 
271.9 

18.9 
18.3 

19.3 
18.6 

5.9 
4.1 

22.6 
20.7 

13.6 
12.2 

17.0 
13.1 

40.9 
37.7 

8.6 
8.3 

60.4 
55.3 

133.7 
132.1 

1996 

253.1 
264.2 

17.9 
17.5 

20.1 
19.6 

5.5 
4.3 

22.2 
21.5 

12.4 
10.5 

14.2 
1.2 

41.7 
39.2 

8.8 
8.1 

62.1 
54.5 

148.1 
146.7 

184.2 
183.0 

229.9 
224.3 

355.6 
354.2 

36.0 
34.6 

15.9 
16.0 

13.2 
13.9 

241.2 
241.2 

-4.0 
-4.0 

-38.6 
-40.3 

1996 

1,337.4 
1,315.1 
1,030.6 
-284.5 
5,428.4 

253.1 
264.2 

17.9 
17.5 

20.l 
19.6 

5.5 
4.3 

22.2 
21.5 

12.4 
10.5 

13.9 
3.5 

41.7 
39.2 

8.8 
8.1 

62.1 
54.5 

148.1 
146.7 

1997 

247.6 
248.4 

17.7 
17.1 

20.8 
20.4 

5.6 
4.5 

22.4 
21.8 

11.7 
10.0 

10.9 
-11.2 

43.0 
39.9 

9.0 
8.3 

63.8 
61.1 

163.3 
161.7 

201.6 
201.0 

243.2 
234.0 

372.6 
371.0 

36.2 
36.4 

16.1 
16.2 

13.3 
13.8 

253.8 
253.8 

-5.0 
-5.0 

-39.6 
-40.6 

1997 

1,393.9 
1,355.0 
1,086.0 
- 269.0 
5,776.3 

247.6 
248.4 

17.7 
17.1 

20.8 
20.4 

5.6 
4.5 

22.4 
21.8 

11.7 
10.0 

9.9 
-10.4 

43.0 
39.9 

9.0 
8.3 

63.8 
61.1 

163.2 
161.7 
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1998 

253.4 
251.9 

17.5 
17.0 

21.3 
21.1 

5.8 
4.4 

22.3 
21.8 

11.6 
10.0 

12.8 
-6.8 

44.2 
40.1 

9.2 
8.6 

66.9 
64.3 

180.5 
178.7 

221.5 
221.1 

249.3 
243.2 

390.0 
388.3 

36.8 
36.9 

16.6 
16.5 

13.5 
13.9 

266.0 
266.0 

-10.8 
-10.8 

-40.7 
-41.7 

1998 

1,461.2 
1,424 .. 8 
1,135.6 
- 289.2 
6,141.4 

253.4 
251.9 

17.5 
17.0 

21.3 
21.1 

5.8 
4.4 

22.3 
21.8 

11.6 
10.0 

10.4 
-7.2 

44.2 
40.1 

9.2 
8.6 

66.9 
64.3 

180.5 
178.7 
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5 7 0 Medicare: 
Budget authority ........................................................... . 
Outlays ...................................................... . 

600 Income security: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ............ .. 

650 Social Security: 
Budget authority .............. .. ........ .. 
Outlays .. ............................. .. ....... .. 

700 Veterans benefits and services: 
Budget authority . .. ........................................................................ . 
Outlays .............. .. .......... . 

750 Administration of justice: 
Budget authority ........ 
Outlays ..... .... .. 

800 General government: 
Budget authority ....... .. 
Outlays ............ .... ......... . 

900 Net interest: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ........ . 

920 Allowances: 
Budget authority ......................... .. 
Outlays .... . ....................... . 

950 Undistributed offsetting receipts: 
Budget authority .......... 
Outlays ... 

Budget authority 

HOUSE-PASSED-ON BUDGET-Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 

HOUSE-PASSED-OFF-BUDGET 
[In billions of dollars] 

Outlays . .... ............... ..... ......... .............. . .. . .... . ......... . .................................. ............................... .. .. .. . 
Revenues ...... .. ......................................... .. 
Deficit ( - ) I surplus (+) . .. .............................................................................................. . 
Debt subject to limit ............. .. .......... .... .. .. .. .. ...... .. .. ........ .. .. .. .................... .......... .. 
050 National defense: 

Budget authority ....................... ....... .. ....................... .. 
Outlays .. . 

150 International affairs: 
Budget authority .... .. 
Outlays ........................... . 

250 General science, space and technology: 
Budget authority 
Outlays . 

270 Energy: 
Budget authority 
Outlays .. 

300 Natural resources and environment: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ................................ .... .............. ....... .... .. . 

350 Agriculture: 
Budget authority ... 
Outlays ..... .. ........ 

370 Commerce and housing credit: 
Budget authority .... .. ...... ........... .. 
Outlays .................. ...... . 

400 Transportation: 
Budget authority ....... ................................................ . 
Outlays ........................................................... .. ...... .. 

450 Community and regional development: 
Budget authority .. ........ .. ..... ... .. ..... .. ........................ . 
Outlays ...... .. ... ... ............. ....................................................................................................................................................... .. 

500 Education, training, employment and social services: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

550 Health: 
Budget authority .................................................................. ........ .. 
Outlays .................................. .... ........... . 

570 Medicare: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

600 Income security: 
Budget authority ..... .. ..... ................... .. .. .... ...... ........... . 
Outlays ..... ... ... .............. ......................................................................... .. 

650 Social security: 
Budget authority ......... 
Outlays .. 

700 Veterans benefits and services: 
Budget authority ................................................................................. ........ ... .. 
Outlays ........ .. ....... .. ....... .. .......... .. ... ................................... .... .... .. ..................................................... ... ....... ... .. . .. ... ....... .. 

750 Administration of justice: 
Budget authority ..... . ....... .. ...... .. ................... .. 
Outlays .. ... ... .... ..... ...... ........................................................ ................................. .. 

800 General government: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

900 Net interest: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

920 Allowances: 
Budget authority .. .. .............. .............. .. ............................................ .. 
Outlays ...... .. ..... ........................................................ . 

950 Undistributed offsetting receipts: 
Budget authority .. 
Outlays ...... .................................................... .. 

1994 

151.2 
149.8 

209.9 
210.6 

6.1 
8.9 

34.7 
36.3 

15.1 
15.3 

13.0 
13.1 

239.9 
239.9 

0.0 
0.0 

-30.6 
-32.3 

1994 

283.7 
277.3 
336.2 
58.9 

4,715.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

4.7 
2.5 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

317.0 
312.8 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

-31.2 
-31.2 

0.0 
0.0 

-6.8 
-6.8 

1995 

171.6 
167.3 

218.5 
2191 

6.7 
9.6 

35.4 
35.5 

15.6 
15.8 

12.8 
14.2 

260.8 
260.8 

-5.3 
-5.3 

-30.8 
-32.6 

1995 

291.5 
286.5 
356.3 
69.8 

5,076.8 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.7 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

332.7 
328.4 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

-34.8 
-34.8 

00 
0.0 

-7.1 
- 7.1 

March 31, 1993 

1996 

184.2 
183.0 

229.9 
224.3 

7.3 
10.3 

36.0 
34.6 

15.9 
16.0 

13.2 
13.9 

280.1 
280.1 

-4.0 
-4.0 

-31.0 
-327 

1996 

302.2 
295.1 
375.6 
80.5 

5,428.4 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.3 
- 2.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

348.4 
343.9 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

-38.9 
-38.9 

0.0 
0.0 

-7.6 
-7.6 

1997 

201.6 
201.0 

243.2 
234.0 

7.9 
11.0 

36.2 
36.4 

16.1 
16.2 

13.3 
13.8 

297.4 
297.4 

-5.0 
-5.0 

-31.6 
-326 

1997 

314.l 
307.6 
392.9 
85.3 

5,776.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
00 

0.0 
0.0 

1.0 
- 0.9 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
00 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

364.7 
360.l 

0.0 
0.0 

00 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

-43.6 
-43.6 

0.0 
0.0 

-8.0 
-8.0 

1998 

221.5 
221.1 

249.3 
243.2 

86 
11.7 

36.8 
36.9 

16.6 
16.5 

13.5 
13.9 

314.7 
314.7 

-10.8 
-10.8 

-32.1 
-33.1 

1998 

326.5 
319.7 
410.4 

90.7 
6,141.4 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

2.4 
0.4 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

381.4 
376.6 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

-48.7 
-48.7 

0.0 
0.0 

-8.6 
-8.6 



March 31, 1993 

050: National Defense 

150: International Affairs 

250: Space, science and technology ........... . 

270: Energy ...... . ........................................................... . 

300: Natural resources 

350: Agriculture ...... . 

370: Commerce and housing credit 

On-budget . 

Off-budget 

400: Transportation ............... . 

450: Community and regional development ............................................. . 

500: Education, training, employment. and social services . 

550: Health ........................................................................ . 

570: Medicare 

On-budget 1 ................... ....•.•. 

Off-budget .. 

600: Income Security .. 

650: Social Security ...... . 

On-budget 1 . 

Off-budget .. 

700: Veterans benefits 

750: Administration of justice 

800: General government 

900: Net interest .......................... ................................... . 

On-budget ....................... . 

Off-budget ..... .. ................ . 

920: Allowances ..... .. ..... . 

On-budget . 

Off-budget .............. ............ . 

950: Undistributed offsetting receipts .... 

On-budget ..... . 

Off-budget ..... 

Unified total ...... ................... ... ...... . 

On-budget .. 

Off-budget . 

Revenues ........... . 
On-budget 
Off-budget 

Deficit .............. ............................................. . 
On-budget deficit 
Off-budget surplus .. .... .............. .. ... .... . ..... ...... ... .... ... . 

Memo: Stimulus ............ . 
Total deficit with stimulus . .. ........... ... .. .... . 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

FUNCTION TOTALS IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 

FUNCTION 

TOTALS 

[In billions of dollars] 

BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

... .. BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

.. ....... ..... .... .. ..... BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

......... BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

.... ........ ..... ... .......... BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

... .......... ....... .. ... .......................... .. ................... Rev 
....................... .. ....... .. .... ... . Rev 

Rev 
Def 
Sur 
Def 
OT 

... .. Def 

1 Discretionary administrative costs are on-budget for purposes of caps and budget distribution. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 

050: National defense 

150: International affairs 

250: Space, science and technology .. 

270: Energy ...................... .......... ..... .. ........ ... .................. . 

300: Natural resources .................................................... . 

350: Agriculture .......... . .................................................. . 

370: Commerce and housing credit .............................. . 

SENATE-PASSED-FUNCTION TOTALS 
[In billions of dollars] 

.............. ........ ............................ ............ BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

..... BA 

1994 

263.4 
277.0 

19.7 
18.9 
18.1 
17.6 
4.8 
3.8 

20.6 
20.8 
5.2 

14.4 
21.6 
II.I 
16.9 
8.6 
4.7 
2.5 

40.6 
36.5 
9.0 
8.8 

55.8 
52.I 

119.0 
118.1 
151.2 
149.8 
151.2 
149.8 

0.0 
0.0 

211.1 
210.8 
323.1 
321.7 

6.1 
8.9 

317.0 
312.8 
34.7 
36.3 
15.0 
15.3 
13.0 
13.1 

208.7 
208.7 
239.9 
239.9 

- 31.2 
-31.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

-37.5 
-39.2 
-30.7 
-32.4 
-6.8 
-6.8 

1,507.1 
1.495.6 
1,223.4 
1,218.3 

283.7 
277.3 

1,241.8 
905.5 
336.3 
253.8 
312.8 

- 59.0 
8.6 

262.4 

1994 

263.5 
277.3 

19.1 
19.0 
18.4 
17.8 
4.7 
3.8 

21.2 
21.6 
15.3 
14.5 
21.7 
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1995 1996 1997 1998 

262.4 253.6 248.1 253.9 
272.1 264.7 248.9 252.4 

18.9 17.9 17.7 17.5 
18.3 17.5 17.1 17.0 
19.3 20.1 20.8 21.3 
18.6 19.6 20.4 21.1 
5.9 5.1 5.2 5.4 
4.1 4.0 4.2 4.1 

22.6 22.3 22.5 22.5 
20.8 21.5 21.9 . 21.9 
13.8 12.9 12.6 12.6 
12.4 10.9 10.7 10.9 
17.6 14.0 10.6 12.8 
13.1 I.I -11.4 -6.7 
16.9 13.7 9.6 10.4 
13.1 3.4 -10.5 -7.1 
0.7 0.3 1.0 2.4 
0.0 -2.3 -0.9 0.4 

41.0 42.2 43.7 44.9 
37.5 39.2 40.7 42.0 
8.6 8.8 8.9 9.2 
8.3 8.1 8.3 8.6 

59.2 62.8 65.1 67.4 
54.8 54.9 62.1 64.8 

133.1 148.2 163.7 180.6 
131.7 146.8 162.1 178.8 
171.6 184.2 20 1.6 221.5 
167.3 183.0 201.0 221.1 
171.6 184.2 201.6 221.5 
167.3 183.0 201.0 221.1 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

222.8 237.8 252.2 258.4 
223.4 232.2 243.0 252.3 
339.4 355.7 372.6 390.0 
338.0 354.2 371.1 388.3 

6.7 7.3 7.9 8.6 
9.6 10.3 11.0 11.7 

332.7 348.4 364.7 381.4 
328.4 343.9 360.1 376.6 

35.4 36.0 36.2 36.8 
35.5 34.6 36.4 36.9 
15.3 15.7 16.1 16.7 
15.6 15.9 16.1 16.5 
12.8 13.2 13.3 13.5 
14.2 13.9 13.8 13.9 

226.0 241.2 254.1 266.6 
226.0 241.2 254.l 266.6 
260.8 280.1 297.7 315.3 
260.8 280.I 297.7 315.3 

-34.8 -38.9 - 43.6 - 48.7 
-34.8 -38.9 - 43.6 - 48.7 
-6.0 -2.7 - 0.7 - 9.9 
-4.2 -4.0 -0.3 - 13.2 
-6.0 -2.7 -0.7 -9.9 
- 4.2 -4.0 -0.3 -13.2 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

- 38.6 - 39.3 -40.3 - 40.7 
- 40.4 -41.0 41.5 - 41.7 
-31.5 -31.7 -32.3 - 32.1 
-33.3 -33.4 - 33.3 - 33.I 
-7.1 -7.6 - 8.0 -8.6 
-7.1 - 7.6 - 8.0 -8.6 

1,581.1 1,649.7 1.724.0 1,801.0 
1,567.1 1,618.3 1,678.9 1.755.6 
1,289.6 1,347.5 1,409.9 1,474.5 
1,280.6 1,323.2 1,371.3 1,435.9 

291.5 302.2 314.1 326.5 
286.5 295.1 307.6 319.7 

1,330.2 1.413.3 1,486.3 1,553.7 
973.8 1.037.6 1,093.3 1.143.2 
356.4 375.7 393.0 410.5 
236.9 205.0 192.6 201.9 
306.8 285.6 278.0 292.7 

- 69.9 -80.6 -85.4 -90.8 
3.0 0.9 0.6 0.0 

239.9 205.9 193.2 201.9 

1995 1996 1997 1998 

262.6 253.8 248.4 254.1 
272.3 264.9 249.l 252.6 

19.1 18.4 18.3 18.5 
18.4 17.9 17.8 17.9 
18.8 20.1 21.4 21.8 
18.6 19.4 20.6 21.5 
5.5 4.9 5.1 5.1 
4.0 3.8 4.0 3.8 

23.0 23.6 24.6 24.5 
21.9 22.6 23.3 23.5 
14.0 13.1 12.9 12.8 
12.5 II.I 11 .0 II.I 
18.7 14.1 10.8 13.0 
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400: Transportation ........................................... .. 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

SENATE-PASSED-FUNCTION TOTALS-Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 

OT 
BA 
OT 

450: Community and regional development .................... .. ............................................... .................................... BA 

500: Education, tra ining, employment, and social services .......... .. 

550: Health .......... . 

570: Medicare .... 

600: Income Security .... . 

650: Social Security ................... . 

700: Veterans benefits . 

750: Administration of justice 

800: General government 

900: Net interest 

920: Allowances 

950: Undistributed offsetting receipts ........ .. ...... .... ..... . 

GRAND TOTALS 

OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 
BA 
OT 

Unified total ............................................... .................................. .............. .......... .. ............................... .................................................................................................... BA 

Revenues .................................... ......... ...................................................... .. .. . .............................................................................................. . 
Deficit ..................................... ......................................................................................................................... . 

Off-budget surplus .................. .. 
On-Budget Deficit ............................................................ . 
Debt Subject to Limit ....................... ... .... ...... .... . 

Note: Details may not add to total due to round ing. 

CREDIT TOTALS IN 1994 BUDGET RESOLUTION-BY FUNCTION 

Function 050: 
Direct loans .... 
Guaranteed loans 

Function 150: 
Direct loans .............................. . 
Guaranteed loans ..... .. .............................. .. 

Function 270: 
Direct loans ................ .. 
Guaranteed loans ........ . 

Function 300: 
Direct loans . .. ......................... .. 
Guaranteed loans .................................. . 

Function 350: 
Direct loans . 
Guaranteed loans 

Function 370: 
Direct loans ........ 
Guaranteed loans .. ............ ... ........................................................................... . 

Function 400: 
Direct loans ...................................... ............................ . 
Guaranteed loans 

Function 450: 
Direct loans ... .................................. . 
Guaranteed loaris ..... .. ..................... . 

Function 500: 
Direct loans .......... ..................................... .. ................................ . 
Guaranteed loans ......................... . 

Function 550: 
Direct loans ........................ .. 
Guaranteed loans ............... .. 

Function 600: 
Direct loans ........ 
Guaranteed loans ................... .... .. ............................................ ............... . 

Function 700: 
Direct loans .. ................ .. ................................... .. 
Guaranteed loans ........................ ............. .. 

Grand total : 
Direct loans 
Guaranteed loans .. 

[In billions of dollars] 

OT 
Rev 
Def 
Sur 
Def 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT: RECONCILIATION BY HOUSE COMMITTEE 

Deficit reduction 
Authorization: 

AGRICULTURE 

REA ........... ......................................... .. ... ... .. ......................................... .. 
Food stamps .. .. 

Subtotal, authorization ............. .. .................................................................... . 

ARMED SERVICES 
Direct spending ............................ ............. . 

[In millions of dollars] 

1994 

- 98 

-42 
565 

523 

-128 
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1994 

11.2 
40.9 
36.8 
9.0 
8.9 

54.9 
51.8 

118.7 
117.9 
151.3 
149.9 
211.8 
213.3 
323.1 
321.8 

35.3 
36.8 
15.5 
15.7 
13.7 
13.8 

208.7 
208.7 
-3.9 
-3.4 

-37.4 
- 39.1 

1,505.3 
1,498.0 
1,250.5 

247.5 
-59.0 
306.5 

4,723.7 

1995 

13.5 
41.6 
38.l 

8.7 
8.5 

56.4 
53.5 

131.7 
130.9 
171.7 
167.4 
220.2 
221.8 
339.3 
338.1 
36.2 
36.2 
16.1 
16.4 
13.6 
14.9 

225.2 
225.2 
- 6.8 
-6.5 

-37.9 
-39.7 

1,577.7 
1,566.0 
1,336.2 

229.8 
-69.7 
299.5 

5,082.5 

1996 

1.5 
43.0 
40.0 
8.9 
8.2 

60.1 
51.2 

146.7 
145.1 
184.3 
183.1 
236.2 
231.2 
355.6 
354.4 
37.3 
35.9 
16.8 
16.9 
14.5 
14.9 

240.0 
240.0 
-8.3 
- 8.0 

- 38.6 
- 40.3 

1,644.6 
1,613.8 
1,418.1 

195.7 
-80.5 
276.2 

5,428.8 

1994 1995 1996 

0 
.5 

2.7 
16.9 

1.8 
0 

.I 
0 

.6 
7.0 

2.7 
78.1 

.I 
0 

2.1 
2.4 

.4 
20.7 

0 
.4 

1.1 
23.7 

11.6 
149.7 

1995 

-119 

-86 
1,610 

1,524 

-292 

0 
.5 

2.8 
17.3 

1.8 
0 

.I 
0 

.6 
7.0 

2.7 
80.1 

.I 
0 

2.1 
2.5 

3.3 
19.6 

0 
.4 

1.0 
19.5 

14.5 
146.9 

1996 

-515 

- 133 
1,660 

1,527 

-457 

0 
.5 

2.8 
17.8 

1.8 
0 

.I 
0 

.6 
7.0 

2.8 
82.1 

.I 
0 

2.2 
2.5 

IO.I 
13.7 

0 
.5 

1.1 
20.1 

21.6 
144.2 

1997 

- 1,041 

- 172 
1,705 

1,533 

-643 

1997 

-10.9 
44.7 
41.8 

9.1 
8.5 

62.9 
59.2 

163.4 
161.0 
201.7 
201.1 
252.6 
243.9 
372.6 
371.4 
38.2 
28.2 
17.5 
17.4 
15.1 
15.3 

252.6 
252.6 

-10.4 
-10.0 
- 39.6 
- 40.6 

1,722.0 
1,674.7 
1,488.2 

186.5 
- 85.3 
271.8 

5,780.8 

1997 

0 
.5 

2.8 
18.2 

1.8 
0 

.I 
0 

.7 
7.1 

2.9 
84.1 

.I 
0 

2.3 
2.6 

20.1 
5.0 

0 
.5 

1.1 
20.8 

31.9 
138.8 

1998 

-1 ,177 

-194 
1,745 

1,551 

- 841 

1998 

-6.6 
46.0 
43.2 
9.4 
8.7 

68.0 
64.1 

181.6 
179.l 
221.6 
221.2 
260.0 
253.7 
390.0 
388.7 
39.0 
39.0 
18.3 
18.0 
15.5 
15.7 

265.3 
265.3 

- 10.6 
- 10.7 
- 40.7 
- 41.7 

1,813.3 
1,768.1 
1,554.7 

213.4 
- 91.1 
304.5 

6,161.4 

1998 

0 
.5 

2.9 
18.7 

1.8 
0 

.I 
0 

.7 
7.1 

2.9 
86.3 

.1 
0 

2.3 
2.6 

26.2 
0 

0 
.5 

1.1 
20.4 

38.1 
136.1 

1994-98 
Total 

- 2,950 

-627 
7,285 

6,658 

- 2,361 
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Authorization: Military pay ............................... . 

BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS 
Direct spending: 

Bank exam fee, FDIC 
GMA REMICs ......... .. ............ .... ... ................................... . ................................. . 
HUD/IRS income verification .... .... .. ........... ... .. ... ....................... . 

Subtotal, direct spending .............. ... ...... . 

Revenue increase: Bank exam fees, Fed. Reserve ...................... .. ............................ . 
Authorization: HUD/IRS income verification .... .............................. . 

EDUCATION AND LABOR 
Direct spending: 

Direct student loan program ....... . ................ ... .................. . 
States share FFEL default costs ............................................ . ... ................... .................. . 
Enhance identification of Medicare/caid 3d-party payers ......... ......... ....... . 

Subtotal, direct spending .. ..................... ..... ..... ............ .... .... ...... ......... .. 

Direct spending: 
Medicare ................... . 
Medicaid & other health .......... .. 
Auction FCC spectrum licenses 
Reauthorize NRC user fee ................... . 

Subtotal, direct spending .......... . 

Direct spending: Foreign service retirement 

Direct spending: Patent and trademarll fees 

Direct spending: Extend tonnage fees ................................ . 

Direct spending: 
Recreation fees, Doi 
Recreation fees, CoE 
Recreation fees, OoA ............. .. . ....................... . 
Resulting payments to states ......... . 
Extend 50 percent receipt sharing . 
Hardrock mining holding fees 
Irrigation water surcharge ...... ... .. . 
Reauthorize NRC user fee ..... . 
No. Mariana Islands agreement . 

Subtotal, direct spending 

Direct spending: 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

JUDICIARY 

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 

FEHB medicare limits ........... .... .......................................... . 
FEHB postal service liability 
CSRS postal service liability ............ .. ... ............... .. ... ........... .. ..... ............. .. . 
Survivors' annuities ... .............. .. ... .... ....... ... .......... ........... . 
Child-survivor benefits .. .... . .... .......................... .. ..... ........ .. ... ... .... ............. . 
End lump-sum payments .. 
CSRS retirement COLAs ..... . 
FSRS retirement COLAs .... . 

Subtotal, direct spending 

Authorization: Civilian employee pay .. 

Deficit reduction: 
Recreation fees, CoE ........................ . 
Aircraft registration fee .. 

Subtotal, deficit reduction 

Deficit reduction ......................... .............................. .. 

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Direct spending 

WAYS AND MEANS 

Offsets to multiple assignments: Direct spending .. . . .................... .. 

Grand total :· 
Direct spending & revenues ...... 
Authorization 

1 Not applicable. 

............ .. ................ 

.. .............................. ........................... 
.. .. ........ ..... ......... 

........................ .... ..... ... ...... ................ . 

........................ 

............. .................. 

·························· ............. .. ........ ..... 
................. ..... .. ........ ... 

ALLOCATIONS AMONG COMMITTEES 

Sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Congres­
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. §§633(a) & 
665(a) (Supp. III 1991)) require the joint ex­
planatory statement accompanying a con­
ference report on a concurrent resolution on 
the budget to include an allocation, based 
upon that concurrent resolution as rec-

ommended in the conference report, of the 
appropriate levels of total outlays, total new 
budget authority, entitlement authority (for 
the House only), and Social Security outlays 
(for the Senate only) among each committee 
of the Senate and the House of Representa­
tives that has jurisdiction over legislation 
providing those amounts. Section 602 further 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1994-98 
Total 

-2,012 -3,231 - 4,117 - 5,103 -5,800 -20,263 

-192 -200 - 208 - 216 - 224 - 1,040 
-146 - 146 -146 -146 - 146 - 730 

0 0 - 196 -407 -419 -1,022 

-338 -346 -550 -769 - 789 - 2,792 

-63 - 65 - 68 -70 -73 -339 
5 -18 -127 -227 - 260 - 627 

118 102 485 - 1669 -2331 -4,265 
0 -24 -57 -106 -118 -305 
0 -150 -250 -398 - 449 - 1,247 

118 -72 -792 -2,173 -2,898 - 5,817 

- 2,462 -4,318 -9,604 -14,026 -17,940 - 48,350 
- 180 - 1,373 -1,740 -2,103 -2,402 - 7,799 

-1,700 - 1,800 - 1,700 -1 ,000 -1 ,000 -7,200 
(1) (1) - 378 -389 -402 -1,169 

-4,342 -7,491 -13,422 -17,518 -21,744 - 64,518 

-1 -I -1 -2 -5 

-Ill -115 - 119 -345 

-67 -68 - 70 -205 

-21 - 34 -39 -45 -50 -189 
-13 -18 -18 -18 -18 -85 
-7 -11 -12 -13 -13 -56 

1 2 3 3 3 12 
-35 -39 -41 - 42 -44 -201 
-40 -40 -40 -40 -40 -200 
-10 -10 -10 - 15 -15 -60 

(1) (1) -378 -389 -402 -1,169 
-6 -7 -8 -10 -12 -43 

-131 -157 - 543 -569 -591 - 1,991 

-11 -16 -19 - 21 -24 -91 
0 -116 -116 -116 0 - 348 
0 -231 -231 -231 0 - 693 

-30 -61 -93 -127 - 162 - 473 
-5 -10 -15 -20 - 25 - 75 

0 a -2,119 -3,113 -3,382 - 8,614 
-31 -56 -75 -80 - 102 - 344 

a -1 -I -1 - 2 - 5 

-77 -491 -2,669 - 3,709 - 3,697 -10,643 

-2,903 -4,660 -5,825 -7,169 - 8,164 - 28,721 

-13 -18 - 18 -18 -18 -85 
-18 -31 -44 - 58 -60 -211 

-31 - 49 - 62 -76 -78 -296 

-266 - 364 - 382 -405 -1,163 -2,580 

-29,441 -41,415 - 61,912 -81,794 -85,209 -299,771 
2,481 4,559 10,365 15,005 19,144 51 ,554 

-32,316 -46,303 -71,186 -93,946 - 99,307 - 343,059 
-4,387 - 6,385 - 8,542 -10,966 -12,673 -42,953 

requires this allocation to include all years 
covered by the resolution, as well as the 
total for all those years. These allocations 
provide the basis for congressional enforce­
ment of the resolution through points of 
order under. the Congressional Budget Act. 
The Senate allocation follows: 
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SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT BUDGET YEAR TOTAL: 1994 

[In millions of dollars] 

Committee 

Appropriations .......... .......... . .................................. ....... .. ... ................... ........................ . 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry ............ ................ . 
Armed Services ......... ... .... .. .. . .............. . 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affa irs ....... ... .... .. . 
Commerce, Science. and Transportation ... . 
Energy and Natural Resources ............... . 
Environment and Publ ic Works ...... . 
Finance .................... . 
Foreign Relations 
Governmental Affairs 
Judiciary ............... ... ................................ . ........... .... ......................... . 
Labor and Human Resources ........... . ........ .................................. .................. .. ... .. .. .. ........ . 
Rules and Administration .. . ... .... ................... .. . . 
Veterans Affairs ... ....... ...... .. 
Select Indian Affairs ..... .. ................ ..... . 
Small Business ............... .. ............ .. 
Not Allocated to Committees 

Total ......... ......... .... .... ... ......... . 

Direct spending jurisdiction 

Budget au- Outlays thority 

$773,585 $802,521 
11,649 9,769 
39,990 39,901 
15,872 4,688 
2,543 (1 ,536) 
1,434 1,243 

23,818 1,680 
529,934 527,947 

13,716 14,161 
50,498 49,116 
2,899 2,639 
5,160 5,095 

50 16 
1,315 1.198 

587 574 
187 (292) 

(249,923) (240,415) 

1.223,314 1,218,305 

Entitlements funded in an-
nual appropriations 

Budget au-
thority Outlays 

fa:521 
. .......... $6:973 

537 ••"535 
37 37 

·········139:138 139,422 

100 100 
180 179 

5,175 4,705 

11.s.i6 
. .. 

18.839 

. .. 

179.810 170,790 

SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 5-YEAR TOTAL: 1994-98 
[In millions of dollars] 

Committee 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry ......................... ................. ....... .................. . 
Armed Services ...... ..... ..... .. ...... ...... .......... ..... . 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs ........................................................................... .......... . ........ . 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation . 
Energy and Natural Resources ............... . 
Environment and Public Works .............. . ........................ . 
Finance ....... ................... ............................. .... ... .. .......... .... ......................... .. ................................................. . 
Foreign Relations ........ ........... .......... .. .. ................. .. .. .................................................. . 
Governmental Affa irs . . ......... ........ ........ ........... ........ . 
Judiciary .. . .... .. ........ .. ...................... .......... . 
Labor and Human Resources ... ... .. .. ..................... ... . 
Rules and Administration ........ ...... . .... .. ........ ...... ... ... . .......................... . 
Veterans Affairs ..... . ................................... ..... .. ... ......... ... ... .............. . 
Select Indian Affairs ........................... . .... .... ....... .. ......... .. 
Small Business ....... . 

SENATE COMMITTEE REVENUE AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS 
FOR SOCIAL SECURITY PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 301(a) 
AND 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RESOLU­
TION FOR 1994-98 

[In millions of dollars] 

Outlays: 
Finance Committee ................ ... . 
Unassigned to committee ..... . 

Subtotal, outlays 
Revenues ..... .. . 

1994 5-year 
1994-98 

318,847 1,758,240 
(44,034) (271 ,705) 

274,813 1,486,535 
336,289 1,871,986 

REPORT LANGUAGE 

The conferees intend that, to the extent 
that this conference report does not modify 
it, language in the reports of the House and 
Senate Committees on the Budget on the 
concurrent resolution on the budget (H.R. 
Rep. No. 31, 103d Cong., 1st Sess. (1993); S. 
Rep. No. 19, 103d Cong., 1st Sess. (1993)) re­
mains as a source of legislative history on 
the drafers ' intent on the concurrent resolu­
tion. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The conferees note that enactment of defi­
cit-neutral legislation to preserve and re­
build the United States maritime industry 
could be accommodated within the totals set 
by the resolution, and express their support 
for the enactment of such legislation. 

ALLOWANCES (FUNCTION 920) 

The conferees believe that the pay re­
straint set in place in 1994 should be equi­
table and apply to both civilian and military 
employees. The conferees note that the Ad­
ministration and the Congress agree to work 

together to find savings so that locality pay 
shall be implemented in fiscal year 1994. 

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

The conference agreement is based on the 
following economic assumptions: 

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

Calendar year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Real GDP 2.8 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.4 2.0 
GDP deflater ......... 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 
Inflation (CPI) ...... 3.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 
Unemployment rate ................. 7.1 6.6 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.7 
3-mo Treasury bill ..... .. ...... .. .... 3.1 3.7 4.4 4.7 4.8 4.9 
10-yr Treasury bond ........... .... 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.4 

LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 

DISPLAY OF ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF THE 
DEFICIT 

Following the form of the resolution for 
fiscal year 1993, the Senate amendment sets 
forth a number of alternative deficit dis­
plays. Section 3 of the Senate amendment 
sets forth the increase in the debt. Section 4 
of the Senate amendment shows retirement 
trust fund balances. Section 5 of the Senate 
amendment displays, for enforcement pur­
poses in the Senate, the levels of Social Se­
curity revenues and outlays. Section 6(21) of 
the Senate amendment shows the levels of 
gross interest consistent with the levels of 
net interest shown in major functional cat­
egory 900, which appear in section 6(19) and 
6(20) of the Senate amendment. Finally, the 
Senate amendment follows the pattern of the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1993 in 
terms of demonstrating its compliance with 
the maximum deficit amount and its display 
of the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust 

Direct spending jurisdiction Entitlements funded in an-
nual appropriations 

Budget au- Outlays Budget au-thority thority Outlays 

47,705 33 ,366 83,570 38,960 
210,630 210,173 ...................... . ..... 

66,517 (11 ,372) 
·2:990 13,080 (6,855) 3,005 

8,148 7,665 188 188 
120,358 7,264 

s49:8s6 . ... '"848:862 3,064,919 3,053,795 
61 ,506 65,188 

276,829 267,231 100 100 
11,781 11,050 996 991 
14,679 10,503 26,557 24,393 

235 205 
4,948 5,009 91 ,1 18 90,900 
2,732 2,675 

294 (1 ,212) 

Fund. The House resolution contains none of 
these additional displays. The conference 
agreement follows the form of the resolution 
for fiscal year 1993 for the reasons set forth 
in that conference report. See H.R. Conf. Rep. 
No. 529, 102d Cong., 2d Sess. 58--60 (1992). 

RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS 

Section 4 of the House resolution sets forth 
reconciliation instructions for changes in di­
rect spending, revenues, deficit reduction, 
and programs. Section 7 of the Senate 
amendment sets forth reconciliation instruc­
tions for changes in direct spending, reve­
nues, deficit reduction, and the debt. The 
conference agreement contains reconcili­
ation instructions for changes in direct 
spending, revenues, programs, deficit reduc­
tion, and the debt. 

ASSET SALES 

Section 5 of the House resolution and sec­
tion 8 of the Senate amendment are provi­
sions on asset sales that are very similar to 
those in every budget resolution since that 
for fiscal year 1988. The conference agree:. 
ment contains such a provision. 

DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUNDS 

Section 9 of the Senate amendment pro­
vides for " reserve funds " allowing consider­
ation of deficit-neutral legislation in the 
Senate addressed to seven specified priority 
areas: (1) to improve the health and nutri­
tion of children and to provide for services to 
support and protect children, and to improve 
the well-being of the families; (2) economic 
recovery or growth initiatives, including un­
employment compensation, a dislocated 
worker program, or other related programs; 
(3) to make continuing improvements in on­
going health care programs, to provide com-
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prehensive health care reform, or to control 
health care costs; (4) to improve educational 
opportunities for individuals at the early 
childhood, elementary, secondary, or higher 
education levels, or to invest in health or 
education of America's children; (5) to pre­
serve and rebuild the United States mari­
time industry; (6) to reform the financing of 
the Federal elections; and (7) to implement 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
and any other trade-related legislation. The 
House resolution has no such provision. The 
conference agreement contains reserve fund 
language for the Senate similar to that in 
the Senate amendment. 
SOCIAL SECURITY "FIRE WALL" POINT OF ORDER 

Section 10 of the Senate amendment re­
peats two provisions from last year's budget 
resolution that reinforce the Social Security 
"fire wall" point of order in the Senate to 
ensure that 60-vote hurdles impede legisla­
tion that would worsen the Social Security 
Trust Fund balances. The House resolution 
has no such provision. The conference agree­
ment contains the Senate provisions. 

ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES 

Section 11 of the Senate amendment con­
tains new enforcement procedures to extend 
the system of discretionary spending limits 
as they apply to budget resolutions in the 
Senate for fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998, 
and prohibit the consideration of direct 
spending or receipts legislation that would 
decrease the pay-as-you-go surplus that the 
reconciliation bill will create. This section 
also calls on Congress to enact, during this 
session of Congress, the enforcement proce­
dures for these purposes that only a statute 
may constitutionally include. Section 6 of 
the House resolution states the sense of the 
Congress that net tax increases called for in 
this resolution should not be counted against 
the pay-as-you-go system, so that no pay-as­
you-go surplus would be created. The con­
ference agreement contains the enforcement 
procedures insofar as they apply to the Sen­
ate and restates the House language as sense 
of the House of Representatives. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE PROVISIONS 

The Senate amendment contains 22 sense 
of the Senate and similar provisions. The 
provisions cover: the debt limit in reconcili­
ation, the barge tax, the Head Start pro­
gram, the Community Policing program, 
grazing fees, hardrock mining royalty fees, 
the effects of inflation on national defense, 
appropriations for the national defense, the 
WIC program, defense conversion programs, 
education reform and initiatives, Social Se­
curity taxes, home heating fuel, the use of 
savings from Government streamlining, re­
lief from energy tax for the agriculture in­
dustry, medical research, comprehensive 
health care reform, line item veto authority, 
enhanced rescission authority, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and 
drug supply reduction programs and drug de­
mand reduction. The House resolution con­
tains no such provisions. 

Section 24 of the Senate amendment calls 
for the creation of a deficit reduction ac­
count (similar to section 6 of the budget res­
olution for fiscal year 1988) into which the 
proceeds of the revenue increases directed by 
the resolution would be placed. The House 
resolution contains no such provision; how­
ever, the report on the House resolution sug­
gested that proposals to wall off and clearly 
identify program savings or new revenue, 
such as creation of a Deficit Reduction Ac­
count, should be examined in light of the def­
icit reduction included in the resolution. 

The conference agreement contains one 
provision stating the sense of the Senate on 
these matters. 

PuBLIC DEBT LIMIT IN THE HOUSE 

Rule XLIX of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives sets forth a procedure for 
changing the statutory limit on the level of 
the public debt. 

This concurrent resolution sets forth the 
appropriate level of the public debt for the 
coming fiscal year, 1994. Under the rule, upon 
final passage by both bodies of a concurrent 
resolution on the budget, the public debt 
level for fiscal year 1994 set forth in the reso-
1 ution would be incorporated into the text of 
a joint resolution. 

Pursuant to the rule, the text of the joint 
resolution would be as follows: 

"That subsection (b) of section 3101 of title 
31, United States Code, is amended by strik­
ing out the dollar limitation contained in 
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof 
$4, 731,900,000,000 .•• 

Under the rule, that joint resolution is 
then deemed passed by the House and sent to 
the Senate for its consideration. If the Sen­
ate approves the joint resolution without 
amendment, the joint resolution is sent to 
the President for his signature. (If the Sen­
ate were to amend the joint resolution, the 
measure would be returned to the House for 
further action.) 

Legislative jurisdiction over the public 
debt remains in the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The rule does not preclude that com­
mittee from originating public debt bills 
whenever necessary. 

MARTIN 0. SABO, 
RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
DALE E. K!LDEE, 
ANTHONY C. BEILENSON, 
How ARD L. BERMAN. 
ROBERT E. WISE, Jr., 
JOHN BRYANT, 
CHARLES W. STENHOLM, 
BARNEY FRANK, 
LOUISE SLAUGHTER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

JIM SASSER, 
FRITZ HOLLINGS, 
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CHILD PORNOGRAPHY 
(Mr. LEWIS of Florida asked and was 

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

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
many Americans do not know most 
child pornography originates outside of 
the United States and is smuggled in. 

Therefore, in the late 1980's, the Cus­
toms Service established the child por­
nography and exploitation unit. 

In 1991 it was integrated into the 
larger smuggling division. 

Although Customs claims their ef­
forts to eliminate this scourge have 
been maintained, their own numbers 
indicate it has been cut to barely one­
fourth of previous levels. 

This is particularly inexcusable 
given that in the past few years child 
pornographers have invented a devious 
system for smuggling, collecting, and 
sharing their disgusting material&­
computer bulletin board&-which can 
be difficult to track. 

Therefore, I recently introduced 
House Concurrent Resolution 29 which 

calls on Customs to reestablish this 
important unit. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution and show they are serious 
about putting an end to child pornog­
raphy. 

I say to my colleagues, you could be 
saving your own child or grandchild. 
Cosponsor ·House Concurrent Resolu­
tion 29. 

CREATING NEW JOBS 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, let 
me just ·tell you about one aspect of 
President Clinton's economic stimulus 
plan. Let me just say this. He is going 
to take $850 million out of the 1994 ap­
propriations and move it into 1993 to 
allow that we can proceed with trans­
ferring that money to the State revolv­
ing funds to allow them to be able to 
start work on the waste water treat­
ment facilities, and within this they 
are going to waive the States' 20-per­
cent matching funds. This will allow 
local communities to start work now 
and it will help to create 50,000 jobs. 

Let me tell you this. With a district 
that has 14 percent unemployment, and 
most of Ohio is upward of 10 percent 
unemployment, this is going to come 
as a welcome passage of dollars to help 
us. 

So I am saying, do not just arbitrar­
ily say that you are going to vote 
against this. You had better think 
about the rest of the country. 

EVEN THE VICE PRESIDENT SAID 
IT IS WRONG TO SPEND FED­
ERAL FUNDS FOR THE TAKING 
OF A HUMAN LIFE 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, Bill Clinton, the abortion 
President, is attempting to turn back 
the clock to the days when every tax­
payer in America was forced to fund 
abortions on demand. Over the past 16 
years we have incrementally moved 
away from encouraging the killing of 
unborn babies toward nurturing and 
caring for their kids and their moms. 
Now the abortion President wants to 
change all of that. 

For 16 years, under Democrat Presi­
dent Jimmy Carter and Republican 
Presidents Reagan and Bush, Mr. 
Speaker, the Federal Government has 
chosen not to pay for abortions and not 
to pay the abortionists of unborn ba­
bies, not to pay them for ripping apart 
the fragile bodies of unborn babies or 
for chemically poisoning these helpless 
children. 

In like manner, Mr. Speaker, 37 
States, including Maine, Texas, Mis­
souri, Ohio, and Arkansas, have en­
acted policies to stop Medicaid pay­
ments for abortion. All of those State 
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laws would be superseded by Mr. Clin­
ton's proposal to scrap the Hyde 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, even AL GORE has rec­
ognized the repugnance of Americans 
to the grisly abortion procedure. A few 
years ago he wrote, and I quote: 

It is wrong to spend Federal funds for what 
is arguably the taking of a human life. 

Mr. Speaker, AL GoRE was right; it is 
wrong. 

SPECIAL TREATMENT OF GAYS 
AND LESBIANS IN MILITARY-AN 
IRRATIONAL APPROACH 
(Mr. MEEHAN asked and was given 

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

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
allowing citizens to serve their country 
regardless of their race, gender, or sex­
ual orientation is a simple matter of 
fairness. I do not question the sincerity 
of those who oppose lifting the ban, but 
I do not think their arguments will 
stand the test of honest debate. 

I had hoped that the Senate's hear­
ings would be the first part of that de­
bate. Unfortunately, the testimony and 
questioning alike have been dis­
appointingly one-sided. On the first 
day of the hearings, for instance, we 
heard supposedly neutral experts on 
military law suggest that homosexuals 
would have to be given affirmative ac­
tion preferences if they were allowed to 
serve openly. 

Promotion boards do not currently 
give preferences to ethnic or racial mi­
norities, so I have no idea why homo­
sexuals would be entitled to special 
treatment simply because they were no 
longer officially persecuted. Gays and 
lesbians simply want the same rights-­
and responsibilities-as any other citi­
zen. The idea that this controversy is 
about special treatment turns the real 
issue on its head. The real issue is 
equal treatment for everyone, equal 
treatment that is now denied to gays 
and lesbians for no rational reason. 

CLINTON'S ECONOMIC PLAN WON'T 
WORK 

(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, 
several recent polls show that Presi­
dent Clinton's job approval rating is 
lower than any recent President. 

The more the American people find 
out about the administration's eco­
nomic plan, the more they don't 
like it. 

They are right. It won't work. Even 
under the most optimistic estimates, 
the deficit is still going to be over $200 
billion in 4 years. The defense cuts are 
going to cost one-half million jobs. And 

the heaviest tax hike in history is 
going to put a lid on the economy. 

The administration's economic plan 
doesn't put people first, it punishes 
people first. Senior citizens, middle-in­
come earners, everyone who turns on a 
lightbulb or drives a car, and successful 
businesses are specifically targeted to 
be hit by new taxes. 

Last year, candidate Clinton prom­
ised $3 in spending cuts for every $1 in 
new taxes. Now it's reversed. There's 
more than $3 in new taxes for every $1 
in spending cuts. 

To reduce the deficit, we need to 
eliminate the $250 billion in new spend­
ing before we raise taxes one penny±. 

THE TRAGIC DEATH OF NAVY LT. 
PATRICK J. ARDAIZ 

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

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with pain and sorrow at the news 
of the tragic death of Navy Lt. Patrick 
J. Ardaiz, a native of Towson, MD, and 
one of my constituents. 

Lieutenant Ardaiz, a jet navigator of 
only 28 years of age, was killed Thurs­
day with four other young Americans 
when their E-2C Hawkeye radar plane 
crashed while returning to an aircraft 
carrier in the Ionian Sea after monitor­
ing airdrops of humanitarian relief sup­
plies into Bosnia. 

A graduate of Calvert Hall High 
School and the University of Maryland, 
Lieutenant Ardaiz also was a veteran 
of the gulf war and received numerous 
awards and citations during his brief 
but heroic career. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I speak for this 
entire body when I extend my deepest, 
heartfelt sympathy to Lieutenant 
Ardaiz's family, especially after Pat­
rick's father, Dr. Jose Ardaiz, a man of 
notable praise himself, died just a 
month earlier. Lt. Patrick Ardaiz is 
survived by his mother, Sheila Ardaiz 
and two younger brothers. 

As of yet, the Navy has not deter­
mined the cause of the crash. However, 
if as many suspect, the plane was shot 
down, the perpetrators of this heinous 
act must be searched out and punished 
to the fullest extent of the law. 

U.S. ARMED FORCES HISTORY 
MONTH-MAY 1993 

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, we are today introducing 
a joint resolution to designate the 
month of May 1993 as U.S. Armed 
Forces History Month. 

Now this is not just a gesture of sen­
timentality. With what the men and 
women of the Armed Forces today are 

going through, and trying times they 
are, we owe it to them to set aside a 
period of our current year to review 
the history of their predecessors in 
armed conflict across the two centuries 
of our history for there is no portion of 
our American history that is not over­
lapped by military action in defense of 
our Nation. 

So, Mr. Speaker, while we are wres­
tling with base closings, and shrinking 
dollars for the Pentagon and for retire­
ments and benefits for our veterans 
and veterans hospitals, now is the 
time, in May 1993, to review the history 
of our Armed Forces and see whether 
or not, as I know my colleagues will 
find with me, that the history of our 
soldiers, and sailors and marines in the 
Armed Forces is the history of our 
country. 

IDEAS DO HA VE CONSEQUENCES 
(Mr. MACHTLEY asked and was 

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

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ad­
mire the President for trying to reduce 
our deficit. But I have some specific, 
serious concerns about the defense 
budget. 

For the last 2 years we have had the 
Secretary of Defense and the CNO brief 
our Committee on Armed Services 
about the extent that we are going to 
see our military reduced as a result of 
this particular budget. 

In fact, as Richard Weaver, a famous 
author, said, ideas do have con­
sequences. Candidate Clinton said he 
wanted to reduce the defense budget 
$60 billion below the baseline. Presi­
dent Clinton is going to reduce, over 
the 5-year period, 1993 through 1997, the 
defense budget, $122 billion. In 1996 and 
1997, in those 2 years alone we are 
going to take $62 billion out of our de­
fense budget and ask the soldiers and 
sailors who have performed so well for 
this country to take cuts in pay be­
cause of their freeze, to be sent home 
with no particular job, and I think it 
is, frankly, wrong. They deserve better. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the American 
people take note of this. 

THREE MONTHS OF CLINTON AND 
COLLAPSING CONSUMER CON­
FIDENCE 
(Mr. HERGER asked and was given 

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, the head­
lines today read, "Third Straight 
Month of Declining Consumer Con­
fidence." Of course this is also coinci­
dentally the third straight month of 
the Clinton Presidency, and the more 
the American people learn about Presi­
dent Clinton's largest tax increase plan 
in American history, the less they like 
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it. It is understandable with the Presi­
dent reaching further into taxpayers' 
pockets to finance ever-new Govern­
ment programs, proposed income tax 
hikes, new energy taxes and taxes on 
Social Security benefits to name just a 
few, and they all tell the American 
people. "Don't buy," and they tell the 
American businesses, "Don't hire new 
employees." 

The prescription for maintaining the 
current 21-month economy expansion, 
which began back under the Bush ad­
ministration, is to generate private in­
vestment in job creation, not pork bar­
rel Government spending, and I say to 
the President, "Mr. President, avoiding 
taking more money out of the Amer­
ican taxpayers' pockets is the surest 
way to increase consumer confidence.'' 

D 1520 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The Chair will re­
mind Members not to address any 
other party but the Chair. 

GET RID OF CLOSED RULES 
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, as a 
new Member of the House, people often 
ask me what is it that surprises me the 
most about the U.S. Congress. After 
having been here 3 months, I guess I 
could say one thing, and that is voice 
vote, or the closed rule. It is the prac­
tice of basically not allowing debate on 
the House floor. 

I have come from a legislature where 
bills can be amended on the House 
floor. They can be changed and per­
fected, they can be sent back to com­
mittee, questions can be asked by any 
member of the legislature and any 
member can speak on a bill without 
having permission from the committee 
chairman or the ranking member. It is 
a free debate. 

But not so on the floor of the U.S. 
Congress. There is no such quest for 
truth, because of the closed rule. 

I am a Republican, but I know that 
the Republican Party does not have the 
franchise on all the right answers. It is 
a two-party system. We should com­
bine the best ideas of the Democrat 
Party with the best ideas of the Repub­
lican Party, and we should work to­
gether as Americans for the good of the 
country, not by party rules. 

Mr. Speaker, let us end voice law, let 
us get rid of closed rules, let us open up 
debate, and do what is best for the 
United States of America. 

DEBT LIMIT: HOW MUCH HIGHER? 
(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, how high is 
up? Are we trying to use the debt ceil­
ing to find out? Treasury Secretary 
Bentsen wants us to add another al­
most $1/4 trillion to the $4-plus trillion 
national debt between now and the end 
of September. This is a real poke in the 
eye with a sharp stick to the millions 
of Americans asking us to reduce the 
national debt. It means adding $1.2 bil­
lion a day every day for the next 183 
days. In his letter, the Treasury Sec­
retary gave us a friendly reminder that 
if we do not increase the debt limit 
right away, then Social Security re­
cipients will be unable to cash their 
monthly checks in April. Now that is 
some scare tactic. Instead of causing 
anxiety for our seniors, why not cut 
some pork spending? The 5-year deficit 
reduction of $500 billion being touted 
by the Clinton administration does not 
cut the national debt-it projects rais­
ing it to more than $6 trillion in 1998. 
I ask, when is Democratic leadership 
going to allow us to start lowering the 
debt ceiling? 

REINTRODUCTION OF THE SAVE 
THE FLORIDA BAY ACT OF 1993 

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

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
reintroducing bipartisan legislation en­
titled "The Save the Florida Bay Act 
of 1993." For my colleagues who have 
never had the pleasure of visiting this 
magnificent body of water, Florida Bay 
is located off the southern tip of Flor­
ida, between the Everglades National 
Park and the Florida Keys. Florida 
Bay serves as the principal nursery for 
Florida's largest commercial fishery, 
and its warm, clear tropical waters 
have attracted visitors from all over 
the world. 

Unfortunately, today Florida Bay is 
a dying body of water. Its clear waters 
are turning murky, and the sea life 
which was once abundant is now dis­
appearing at an alarming rate. The 
coral reefs off the Florida Keys, the 
only living coral reefs in the Nation, 
are being threatened by the changes 
occurring in Florida Bay. 

Poor decisions and poor planning by 
the Government years ago are the prin­
cipal reasons for the decline of Florida 
Bay, and we must now take immediate 
action to reverse this trend before it is 
too late. 

Mr. Speaker, we can save Florida 
Bay, but we must act now. I urge my 
colleagues to do in the Florida delega­
tion in supporting this effort by becom­
ing a cosponsor of the Save the Florida 
Bay Act. 

AMERICA DISARMING IN TIME OF 
CRISIS 

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the Com­
munist Chinese are building war bases 
in the South China Sea, North Korea is 
building nuclear weapons, the Yeltsin 
government is reeling in the Soviet 
Union, Bosnia is blowing up, and Presi­
dent Clinton is disarming America. 

BASEBALL AND REFORM 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, spring 
training is coming to an end and open­
ing day for baseball is almost here. 

As we consider the budget conference 
report today, I cannot help but think 
about baseball. 

This conference report, which Repub­
licans haven't even seen yet, will con­
tain a multibillion-dollar debt limit in­
crease. 

President Clinton says he has hit a 
home run with his budget. But as the 
American people examine his package 
closely, that supposed home run looks 
more and more like a foul ball. 

His economic stimulus plan is really 
more pork barrel Democrat spending. 
And he will pay for this new spending 
by raising the debt limit by billions of 
dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has not 
hit a home run with his economic plan. 
He has not hit a triple, a double, or 
even a simple base hit, either. 

He has hit a long, foul ball. And after 
all the specifics come out, I believe the 
Clinton plan will eventually strike out 
with the American public. 

KEEP AMERICA'S DEFENSE 
STRONG 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to speak today about base 
closures. My district in San Diego will 
pick up an additional 6,000 to 13,000 
jobs because of the base closures, and I 
should be happy. But in the State of 
California, with my Members on the 
other side, all of us realize that the 
State of California is decimated by 
over 100,000 jobs being lost. So when 
they start cutting our educational pro­
grams, our police forces, our border pa­
trol, and even social services, let us 
take a look at why we are cutting de-
fense. · 

It is not only jobs, but it is the de­
fense of this country. Our two Senators 
from California stood up and said, 
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"Don't close our bases in California. It 
is not economically sound." But yet 
those two Members last week in the 
Budget Committee voted to cut an ad­
ditional $127 billion from defense. 

How do those two Senators think it 
will affect the economy of San Diego in 
coming years? We brought our troops 
back from Desert Storm not in body 
bags because we had a strong defense. 
Let us keep it that way. 

BENTSEN FAMILY SAVINGS AND 
LOAN RECEIPTS 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
last couple of days I have listened in 
vain for some Democrat to come for­
ward who was among those who criti­
cized Neil Bush for his problems with 
the RTC to raise some criticism about 
Secretary Bentsen's son, whom we now 
find out had $20 million of forgiveness 
from the RTC as a failed savings and 
loan. 

The Bentsen family got $20 million in 
benefits, and yet not one Democrat 
who excoriated Neil Bush for weeks on 
this floor, in fact called for criminal 
charges to be leveled against him, has 
come to the floor yet to suggest that 
something is wrong in the $20 million 
of benefits that the Bentsen family got. 
Strange. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
TO ACCOMPANY HOUSE CONCUR­
RENT RESOLUTION 64, CONCUR­
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE 
BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1994, AND 
AGAINST CONSIDERATION OF 
SUCH CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. BEILENSON, from the Commit­

tee on Rules, submitted a privileged re­
port (Rept. No. 103-49) on the resolu­
tion (H. Res. 145) waiving points of 
order against the conference report to 
accompany the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth the con­
gressional budget for the U.S. Govern­
ment for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 
1997, and 1998, and against consider­
ation of such conference report, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

WAIVING A REQUIREMENT WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
A CERTAIN RESOLUTION 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di­

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 142 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 142 
Resolved, That the requirement of clause 

4(b) of rule XI for a two-thirds vote to con-

sider a report from the Committee on Rules 
on the same day it is presented to the House 
is waived with respect to a resolution re­
ported on the legislative day of March 31, 
1993, providing for consideration of a con­
ference report to accompany the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 
1996, 1997, and 1998. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN­
SON] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purposes of debate only, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

During consideration of this resolu­
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 142 
waives clause 4(b) of rule XI of the 
House of Representatives only for 
today and only for a rule providing for 
consideration of a conference report on 
the budget resolution, House Concur­
rent Resolution 64. 

Clause 4(b) of rule XI provides that, 
in the event a rule is considered on the 
same day it is reported to the floor 
from the Committee on Rules, a two­
thirds majority vote is required for 
passage. This resolution that we are 
considering today would simply waive 
the two-thirds requirement. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference commit­
tee has reached a settlement on the dif­
ferences in the House and Senate ver­
sions of the budget plan, and we are all 
aware that we are making every effort 
to move the congressional budget reso­
lution as expeditiously as possible. 

D 1530 
Adoption of this rule would allow the 

orderly consideration by the House of 
the conference report today, and I urge 
my colleagues to adopt the rule. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the standing rules of 
the House require a two-thirds vote to 
consider a rule on the same day that it 
is reported from the Rules Committee. 

This rule waives the two-thirds vote 
requirement, so that we can consider 
the budget resolution conference report 
rule today instead of tomorrow or some 
other day. 

I do not intend to ask for a recorded 
vote on this resolution, but I want the 
record to be perfectly clear that I am 
opposed to the provisions of this budg­
et resolution conference report, as is 
every single Republican and a bunch of 
Democrats besides. 

Mr. Speaker, during the budget proc­
ess, a number of alternative proposals 
were offered which would have allowed 
for fewer taxes, less spending, more 
deficit reduction, and more taxpayer 
relief-the real keys to any kind of eco-

nomic recovery. Unfortunately, these 
proposals were defeated because the 
Members of this House could not stand 
up for the people and vote against their 
own porkbarrel and own self-interest. 
And that is a shame. 

Now we have another chance, the 
American people, through you, their 
representatives have another oppor­
tunity to voice their opinions on $336 
billion in new taxes almost all of which 
fall on the backs of middle-class Amer­
ica, and on the $231 billion in new 
spending which all but wipes out any 
meaningful deficit reduction. Mr. 
Speaker, regardless of political ideol­
ogy, Republican or Democrat, liberal 
or conservative, the American people 
must be listened to. 

This budget resolution before us 
today does not reflect the American 
people's ever increasing opposition to 
more taxing and more spending. 

And that is exactly what this budget 
does. It proposes a huge increase in the 
tax burden forced on the backs of the 
American people. The domestic spend­
ing increases are greater, listen to this, 
they are greater than the domestic 
spending cuts. The spending increases 
in this budget are greater than the 
spending cuts. The huge tax increases 
take effect long before any substantive 
spending cuts occur, if they ever do 
occur, and there are practically none 
even for the first 2 years. And that is 
not responsible. 

The amount of deficit reduction 
claimed is unlikely ever to be realized. 
And even by the terms of this con­
ference agreement, the projected defi­
cit level starts to go up again in the 
final year covered by this budget reso­
lution. 

We raise taxes $336 billion on the 
American people, and the deficit is 
going to go up in the fifth year. This 
clearly is not fiscally responsible budg­
eting, my colleagues. What it is is an 
antigrowth, antibusiness, antijobs 
budget that will hurt rather than help 
the American. economy. What are we 
doing here? 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the kind of 
change that the American people voted 
for in the last election. We can and 
should do better. And my colleagues all 
know it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 9 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER], the deputy whip. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
It will probably come as no surprise 

to Members to find out that I am a lit­
tle disturbed about what is happening 
here. 

If I understand correctly, the rule 
that we now have before us is to basi­
cally waive the two-thirds require­
ment; is that correct? 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from New York. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, that is 

the reason for this rule. There will be 
another rule following in a few min­
utes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the rea­
son for the two-thirds requirement is 
to give Members an opportunity to un­
derstand the legislation on which they 
are voting. In other words, if we are 
going to run something out to the floor 
without 1 day's notice, so that Mem­
bers have a chance to familiarize them­
selves with the legislation, we are sup­
posed to have to pass it with a .two­
thirds vote to put a larger onus on ac­
tually passing the legislation; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
gentleman is absolutely correct. 

Mr. WALKER. What we are doing in 
this rule is doing a bypass of the abil­
ity of Members to unqerstand what is 
in the legislation coming down the 
pike; is that not the purpose behind 
this rule? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, it is. 
And even worse, I will say to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania, the next 
rule that we will be debating in a few 
minutes, which will actually bring the 
budget onto the floor, waives a 3-day 
layover. 

We were, when we went into session 
about an hour and a half ago, for the 
first time handed this report which we 
are going to be expected to vote on 
without having read it. 

Mr. WALKER. And it is my under­
standing, and if the gentleman can tell 
me whether this is right or wrong, that 
this whole thing was basically agreed 
to in a late-night session with abso­
lutely no Republicans in the room; is 
that not correct? That this is a deal 
that was cut amongst the Democrats 
and that the budget document that we 
will have before us, that none of us had 
a chance to see, our Members were not 
even invited in the room to negotiate 
on; is that not correct? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen­
tleman is correct. And these pages are 
not numbered, so I cannot refer to the 
middle of the document. But there are 
handwritten notes, which no Repub­
lican has ever seen, which deal with 
bringing up two reconciliation bills, 
one today which deals with a debt of 
$4,359,600,000,000. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I noticed 
that, too. And the copy that I got actu­
ally has one figure crossed out and an­
other figure put in, which I understand 
that the figure that was put in was not 
the figure that was in the committee 
last night when they passed the docu­
ment out, that that was added during 
the course of the Committee on Rules 
meeting that brought this rather silly 
rule to the floor; is that correct? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, that is 
right. Now the Committee on Rules is 
writing budgets. 

Mr. WALKER. So, in fact, what we 
have is a situation where late last 

night, a handful of Democrats got to­
gether, came up with a budget, no Re­
publican was allowed in the room to 
deal with the budget. They handwrote 
material into it. They are in the proc­
ess of changing that, as we go through 
this process. 

They have already, with one change, 
taken the public debt, understand this, 
with one little change this way, one 
little sweep of the pen, they took the 
debt from $4,359,000,000,000 to 
$4,370,000,000,000. With one sleight of 
the hand they added $11 billion to the 
debt. 

Yet we are not supposed to be given 
a chance to look through this docu­
ment further to find out what else they 
might have done by sleight of hand. 
For all we know, buried down in all of 
these figures, and there are literally 
dozens and dozens, I mean, as I flip 
through here, every one of these pages 
has figures on it, how do we know what 
is in some of these figures? We have ab­
solutely no idea what is down in this 
document that a few Democrats con­
cocted in a closed room late last night 
and then want to bring to the floor and 
waive the two-thirds rule in order to 
bring it out here. 

My guess is that if there is ever one 
document that we ought to be taking a 
look at, it is this. This is hundreds of 
billions of dollars in spending and hun­
dreds of billions of dollars in debt. And 
they are adding to the debt. And by one 
little sleight of hand, with one red pen, 
down in the middle of this, they just 
add $11 billion to the debt that no one 
knows where it came from. And we are 
going to waive the rules in order to 
have this go on. 

I have got to tell my colleagues, this 
is another example of everything that 
the American people believe is wrong 
with the Congress. 

When middle-class America is upset 
with the Congress, of adding to their 
debt, adding to the $17,000 per person in 
debt that we have already accumulated 
in their name, this is the kind of 
sleight of hand that they are particu­
larly concerned about, because what 
they are concerned about that goes on 
in the Congress is, in dark rooms some­
where there are people adding up tril­
lions of dollars in spending and then 
adding with red pens along the way bil­
lions of dollars more in debt. And no 
one knows what is going on. 

My guess here is that the reason why 
they do not want us to look carefully 
at this document is, they have no idea 
what we might find written down in it. 
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We might find some other figures in 

here that do not match with the rhet­
oric. 

Let me explain one other thing. The 
other day when we came before the 
House of Representatives with an in­
struction to the conferees about this 
bill, unanimously, unanimously the 

House of Representatives said that we 
ought to eliminate the tax on Social 
Security recipients. It was unanimous 
in this House. Everybody in the House 
of Representatives voted for it. 

In the dead of night when this docu­
ment was prepared, guess what, the So­
cial Security' tax stayed. The unani­
mous vote of the House of Representa­
tives was absolutely ignored. Once 
again, we do not want people to have 
too much of a chance to look at this, 
because they may find out what is real­
ly in it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will 
yield, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is 
absolutely right. Not only does this 
waive the 3-day layover, the following 
rule that will follow this, but it also 
waives the violation of scope for the 
conference reports. That will indicate 
that we have no idea what happened 
when they adjourned at 9 o'clock last 
night, and what they will change, as 
the gentleman has indicated, where 
they wrote in some additional figures. 
This allows them to go beyond the 
scope of either the House or the Senate 
bill. 

Mr. WALKER. Just so middle-class 
America understands what that means, 
in other words, we might have decided 
that only $100 could be spent in the one 
area, and the Senate might have de­
cided that only $120 could be spend in 
that area. Under that scope they could 
not go above $120 because that was the 
highest figure, but these guys behind 
closed doors in the dead of night with 
only Democrats in the room could de­
cide to go to $150 of spending, despite 
the fact that no one in the House or the 
Senate had approved that level of 
spending. 

I would ask the gentleman, is that 
not correct? 

Mr. SOLOMON. It is, and I do not 
want to frighten the gentleman in the 
well, but it does something even worse. 
It also waives the requirements that 
602(a) allocations be included in the 
joint explanatory statement of man­
agers. 

Normally when the budget is adopted 
each committee gets a 602(a) alloca­
tion. Those do not exist. They are not 
in the report. They are going to be put 
in at a later date. 

Mr. WALKER. I would say to the gen­
tlemen, wait a minute. Wait a minute. 
The only thing the budget resolution is 
supposed to do is assign the spending 
categories to these various committees 
so they have limits. The gentleman is 
saying that this is a budget document 
without limits? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I do not mean to 
laugh, Mr. Speaker, because it is not 
funny, but the gentleman is right. 

Mr. WALKER. In the dead of the 
night, with only Democrats in the 
room, the Democrats decided to pre­
pare a budget that increases massively 
the national debt, and are even now 
writing as we speak new numbers for 
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the new national debt, and they de­
cided then to put absolutely no limits 
on this, that there are no appropriation 
limits on the bill? 

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman is ab­
solutely correct. 

Mr. WALKER. Incredible. Incredible. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 

ask the gentleman if he still has no 
further speakers. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would say to the gentleman that we 
have acquired a speaker. I yield 5 min­
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup­
port the rule, but I will oppose the 
budget resolution. I oppose more taxes 
in America, period. If tax increases 
were the answer, the budget would al­
ready be balanced. 

I am a Democrat. No one worked 
harder to elect President Clinton and 
the Vice President than I did. I am sure 
I will support him 99 percent of the 
time, but taxes are smothering Amer­
ica, and this new tax increase, the big­
gest in American history, will become 
known as the mother of all smothers. 
It is not going to do one thing but 
cause us to lose more jobs. 

Congress must start to incentivize 
the tax code to create jobs. It is jobs, 
Congress; not taxes, jobs. 

Let me say this. We should only be 
incentivizing the tax code for the pur­
chase of American-made products. Just 
call the workers in New York at IBM 
and talk to them about the tax credits 
given for the purchase of Japanese 
computers. It is time we reward invest­
ment in America, purchasing in Amer­
ica, made by American workers with 
American hands. 

I have a question today. The question 
is very simple: What happened to the 
third, fourth, and fifth year of the last 
5-year deal in 1990? And what happened 
to the 5-year deal that the 1990 5-year 
deal replaced? And what about the 5-
year deal that was modified by the re­
vised 5-year deal that the first 5-year 
deal was supposed to accomplish? 

The truth of the matter is we should 
be in the third year of the last fifth 
year 5-year deal. 

The truth of the matter is all of the 
big savings are going to come in the 
fourth and fifth years. The truth of the 
matter is, under the Republicans, we 
have never seen it, and I am not going 
to be hypocritical, now the Democrats 
are not showing it to us, either. 

I am saying to the Congress: My dis­
trict is suffering. It is time we 
incentivize the tax code to create jobs. 
We are not doing that. We are smother­
ing America, and we will continue to 
smother America with these taxes. 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
tell the gentleman, as bad as they 

were, the one thing we can say about 
the Soviet commissars was, at least 
they stuck with their 5-year deals. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is 
actually right. The Soviet Union is 
now some flea market, the Berlin Wall 
is a speed bump, and they had 5-year 
plan after 5-year plan after 5-year plan. 

Here we are closing military bases, 
losing jobs hand over fist. Why do we 
not close the military bases overseas, 
cut some foreign aid, incentivize the 
tax code, create some jobs, and start to 
straighten our country out? I know 
that sounds too simplistic, but I have 
to agree with my Republican col­
leagues that the biggest tax increase in 
America's history will certainly not 
balance our budget. In fact, it may 
take America from chapter 11, which 
we are in now, to stone cold dead chap­
ter 7 bankruptcy. 

I am hoping, Mr. Speaker, that the 
President agrees to inc en ti vize the tax 
code for the purchase of American­
made products and for investment in 
American-made goods and services. If 
we do that we have a shot. If we do not, 
and I am sure this will fall on dead 
ears, then we will be on another 5-year 
plan, 5-year after 5-year after 5-year. 

To close, I was sort of anxious to see 
what the third, fourth, and fifth year 
would do in the last 5-year deal. I am 
not too crazy about starting another 
one. 

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my friend that Mike Ditka, my 
hero, would be very proud of his former 
quarterback, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Indi­
ana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to also con­
gratulate my colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio, because he has risen above 
partisan politics to point out one of the 
real problems that the Democrats have 
in their budget. It is not just the larg­
est tax increase in American history, it 
is more than double the largest tax in­
crease in American history. , 

This has not even been studied by 
most of the Members of Congress. They 
want to waive the 3-day rule so we do 
not know what is in this thing, and it 
is going to add to the deficit and it is 
not going to solve our economic prob­
lems. 

One of the reasons I am going to ob­
ject and vote against this rule is be­
cause they are asking us to waive this 
two-thirds majority rule to allow them 
to bring this to the floor right away, 
when they continually gag the Repub­
lican minority on issue after issue 
after issue and bill after bill. We can­
not even bring amendments to this bill 

to the floor because they gag us. We 
had some alternative budgets that did 
not increase the taxes of the American 
people by $400 billion, when we include 
the fees that they are adding in, $400 
billion when we add in the taxes and 
the fees and the other things they are 
calling spending cuts. 

They would not allow us to bring a 
bill to the floor that would allow us to 
get a balanced budget in 5 years with­
out any tax increase by limiting the 
growth in Government spending to no 
more than 2 percent per year for the 
next 5 years. 

We could do that, America, but they 
do not allow it to the floor because 
they want to tax and spend, tax and 
spend, because that is their solution to 
everything. 

I would just like to say to my col­
leagues, we are not going to stand still 
for this. We are going to call vote after 
vote on rule after rule, and keep people 
here late in the evening until we get 
some kind of fairness in this place. The 
American people do not want to see the 
economy go down the tubes. The last 
tax increase we had, which was one of 
the largest in history, in 1990, caused 
us to go into a recession. 

This is well more than double that. It 
is going to take jobs out of America. It 
is going to close down American indus­
tries and it is going to hurt unemploy­
m·ent. We are going to have 1.4 million 
fewer jobs, according to most econo­
mists, if this plan passes. 
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And yet, this is their economic stim­

ulant, recovery budget. And they are 
going to follow this, ladies and gentle­
men, with a $16 billion jobs bill, they 
call it, and it contains billions and bil­
lions of dollars of pork barrel projects 
that we have been talking about on 
this floor. 

These are things that we cannot in 
good conscience support, nor will we 
support. And we will be· fighting this 
day. And I want to congratulate once 
again my colleague from Ohio, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, for having the guts to 
stand up and point out the deficiencies 
in the Democratic plan. 

The American people want to cut 
Government spending first, take a 
meat ax to it before we even start talk­
ing about taxes, and yet time after 
time after time they come down here 
with more taxes. And this one is more 
than double the largest tax increase in 
American history. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BOEHNER]. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, last fall 
we heard an awful lot of discussion dur­
ing the campaign about budget deficits 
and the national debt. We all know the 
national debt is over $4 trillion. 

President Clinton came here about 6 
weeks ago and promised that there 
would be no more smoke and mirrors, 
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that we were going to have real num­
bers, and we were going to do some­
thing significant about dealing with 
the budget deficit. 

Well, when this budget resolution 
that we are going to consider today, 
left the House after a $365 billion pro­
posed increase over the next 5 years, 
let me read to Members what the budg­
et resolution from the House side indi­
cated in terms of the deficits for the 
next 5 years. Fiscal year 1994, $312 bil­
lion; fiscal year 1995, $306 billion; fiscal 
year 1996, $284 billion; fiscal year 1997, 
$269 billion; and fiscal year 1998, $289 
billion. This is on top of a $310 billion 
deficit this year. 

Now we are going to have the budget 
resolution, the conference committee 
report. We have cut our deals in the 
back room, and here is what the defi­
cits are going to be over the next 5 
years: $312 billion in fiscal year 1994, 
$306 billion in fiscal year 1995, $285 bil­
lion in fiscal year 1996, $278 billion in 
fiscal year 1997, and $292 billion in fis­
cal year 1998. This conference commit­
tee report actually increases the budg­
et deficit more than when it left here. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, we want to 
do something about reducing the budg­
et deficits in this country, and this 
budget resolution does nothing, abso­
lutely nothing to reduce the huge 
budget deficits that we have had. We 
are going to do nothing more than in­
crease the Federal debt by some $1.5 
trillion over the next 5 years. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I noticed a 
few minutes ago that the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] came to the floor. And since I 
was raising questions earlier about the 
figure that was in the agreement last 
night about the public debt, I am won­
dering if I could get his attention 
about maybe answering a question 
about what the figure was that was 
passed out of the committee last night. 

I would ask the gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. SABO], I was wondering if I 
could find out, since we have a copy 
here with some handwritten informa­
tion in it from your negotiations last 
night about the public debt, and it ap­
pears as though there are at least three 
different figures here, two of which 
have been scratched out. Can the gen­
tleman tell us what the figure was that 
was agreed to last night for the public 
debt? It is on page 57 of O-gin-gin-
93.284SLC. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman will give me a second and then 
yield? 

Mr. WALKER. That would be very 
helpful, and I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, which line is 
the gentleman talking about? 

Mr. WALKER. There is a handwritten 
figure. We have some handwritten ma­
terial here. 

Mr. SABO. It is 43,700,000. That is for 
the short-term debt. That mirrors the 
bill that has passed out of the House. 

Mr. WALKER. What I am puzzled by 
is that if that was agreed to last night, 
how come when this document came to 
the Rules Committee it had 43,596, and 
too many zeros to keep talking about, 
and then that was scratched out and we 
ended up with the 43,700 figure? 

Mr. SABO. Frankly, it was a clerical 
mistake. It should have been the final 
number. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen­
tleman. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis­
consin [Mr. ROTH], my former class­
mate of 15 years ago. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend from New York for yielding the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of America 
should understand that this is the 
Democrat budget. It can all be summed 
up in just nine words: Tax, tax, tax, 
spend, spend, spend, borrow, borrow, 
borrow. 

This bill is an insult to the American 
taxpayer. It is an insult because the 
bill increases spending when the Fed­
eral Government is already $400 billion 
in the red; $1 out of the $3 spent by this 
Congress is borrowed money. 

This bill is an insult because under 
this bill -the $4.1 trillion Federal debt 
will get worse, much worse. 

The Federal debt is so bad that $1 out 
of every $5 that the American taxpayer 
sends to Washington goes for nothing 
but interest payments on a national 
debt. And now the Democrats in this 
Congress are going to increase the na­
tional debt. Under this bill, things will 
only get worse. 

It is an insult to the American people 
because the Democrats in this House 
are raiding the Social Security re­
serves and other trust funds to the 
tune of $100 billion a year. Let me re­
peat that. The trust funds in our coun­
try are being raided to the tune of $100 
billion a year to cover the big spending 
that the Democrats are pushing 
through this Congress. And under this 
bill, Social Security will be raided even 
more. Yes, Social Security is being 
taxed under this bill. 

And the worst insult of all is that the 
Democrats in this House want working 
families, middle-class taxpayers, and 
remember that tax cut they were 
promised, America's senior citizens are 
going to pay even more taxes. 

The American people should under­
stand that under this bill the Demo­
crats will increase taxes on your Social 
Security benefits. The Democrats will 
tax Social Security and will tax Social 
Security benefits, because the Demo­
crats in this House cannot control 
their big spending habits. 

We Republicans are opposed to taxing 
Social Security. On February 10, the 
House Republican Study Committee 
and the House Republican Research 
Committee jointly held a congressional 
forum on the Social Security tax. We 
revealed the damage that this bill will 
do to millions of senior citizens. We de­
tailed the unfairness of taxing benefits 
that average people earn through their 
lifetime of work, just because the 
Democrats in this House cannot say 
"no" to the special interest groups. 

It is not only that they are spending 
money that upsets me. It is that it is a 
payoff to the special interest groups. 

Yesterday, I inserted in the CONGRES­
SIONAL RECORD the State-by-State im­
pact that this tax will have on senior 
citizens. 

Mr. Speaker; the Democrats' budget 
bill is an insult to the American peo­
ple, and it should be, it must be re­
jected. 

But if this budget passes, the Amer­
ican people will know who is respon­
sible for raising their taxes, because 
the big spenders, the Democrats who 
control everything, the House, the Sen­
ate, the White House, the bureaucracy, 
all of the agencies, are now marching 
on a new banner, or I should say the 
same old banner: Tax, tax, tax, spend, 
spend, spend, borrow, borrow, borrow, 
which is the battle cry of the Demo­
crats in this House. 

D 1600 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, a very good member. 

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

Mr. Speaker, you know, we have 
often heard the old joke of Washington 
as being Disneyland on the Potomac. I 
can tell you right now this afternoon 
where we are, we are on Fantasy Is­
land. 

To begin with, I think it is most 
amazing that the rules of this House 
that would say that a bill that did not 
sit over requires a two-thirds majority, 
but that rule can be overruled by a 
simple majority. Now, to me, the sense 
of fairness and of fair play, full disclo­
sure and everything else, this makes 
absolutely no sense to all. 

But then, look at this budget care­
fully. Look at the tax, the extra tax on 
Social Security. The President and 
most Democrats, I would say, would 
say, "We will never raise taxes on the 
middle-class people." What are we 
talking about? We are talking about 
people who make $25,000 a year. We are 
raising their taxes on Social Security. 
If you are married and have $32,000 a 
year income, we are raising your taxes 
on Social Security. 

The President answers that in typi­
cal Fantasy Island fashion by saying, 
"No. That is a cut." 
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Mr. President, are you cutting Social 
Security? My friends, you cannot have 
it both ways. Today with your vote, 
you are either going to reject that 
failed fantasy policy or you are going 
to do one of two things, either raise 
taxes on the middle class or cut Social 
Security. You cannot have it both 
ways. That is the choice that you have 
to make today. 

So I say to my colleagues, think 
carefully about this vote. This rule is 
wrong, and it should be rejected. This 
budget is foul, and it should be re­
jected. 

This is nothing less than the double 
cross of 1993. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor­
gia [Mr. LINDER]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, for 6 or 7 years this 
body, the Democrats in it, have been 
trying to put in jail various members 
of the Republican administration for 
lying to Congress, Ollie North, John 
Poindexter, "Cap" Weinberger. They 
said a lie to Congress is against the 
law. 

And yet Congress lies to a much 
higher authority every day we sit here. 
We are lying to the American people. 
We lied when we said it was an emer­
gency spending bill, the stimulus pack­
age. We lied when we said it would not 
break the caps. Forty-five minutes 
later right after that promise was 
made, we found out it did. We lied 
when we defined deficit reduction. We 
all know now that it is going to in­
crease the deficit, and we are lying to 
the American people when we say we 
would require a two-thirds vote to 
bring this to the floor, and now you are 
going to waive that with a simple ma­
jority vote. 

Mr. Speaker, we are lying to the very 
people on whom we depend for moral 
support and moral authority, and it is 
time to stop our lying. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gen­
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], a 
member of the Committee on Rules, a 
very valuable member. 

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

I cannot say that I have not seen the 
document. I have seen it. It is over 
there. It is that big 100-plus-page docu­
ment with annexes to it. 

I can say that I am probably in a bet­
ter position than some members, Re­
publican members, of the Committee 
on the Budget, because I do not think 
they have had a chance to see it at all. 
Some of them have not. I think we got 
it first; I saw it first; I saw it about 2 
hours ago. 

The point of this is we are talking 
about a document that over the next 5 
years is going to raise our national 
debt at least $2 trillion, and some 
think much more. 

We now hear some saying this is 
great, let us have a little applause, be­
cause we are not going to sin quite as 
much every year. We are going to have 
some sinning going on here, no doubt 
about it; we are going to have big an­
nual deficits, but they are not going to 
be quite as bad as they might have 
been. Now, that is a great way to exer­
cise fiscal responsibility in our coun­
try. 

I think it is a little early for the ap­
plause for this. 

I think the gentleman from Ohio did 
a very excellent job of talking about 
the out years. The deficit savings, $42 
billion the first year, $65 billion the 
second year, $96 billion the third, and 
then in the fourth and fifth years, way 
out there, 135 billion dollars, worth of 
savings, 159 billion dollars, worth of 
savings. It is sort of a trust-me pro­
gram. 

I remember October 1990, and I think 
a lot of other Americans do, the fa­
mous budget deficit reduction act. You 
will recall in that it was "Trust us, we 
are going to reduce the budget deficit." 
Well, we added a big tax bite, and the 
deficit has gone up every since, and we 
never fixed the process. 

We have no restraints. Nothing binds 
us. We have no balanced budget amend­
ment. We have no line-item veto. We 
have still got a system of budgeting 
and appropriating that does not bring 
us into anywhere near balance. 

In 1998, when all is said and done with 
this program, if it gets that far, after 5 
years of sacrifice and higher taxes, we 
are still going to have a deficit of $200 
billion that year, and it is going to be 
climbing. We are going to have a na­
tional debt of $6.5 trillion or more. 
Every man, woman, and child in this 
country is going to owe more than 
$20,000 to Uncle Sam to start out their 
day. 

This is not a good program. 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 

no further requests for time, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res­
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and on a di­
v1s1on (demanded by Mr. WALKER) 
there were-ayes 8, noes 17. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I ob­
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi­
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 248, nays 
171, not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
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Green Pallone 
Gutierrez Parker 
Hall(TX) Pastor 
Hamburg Payne (NJ) 
Hamilton Payne (VA) 
Harman Pelosi 
Hastings Penny 
Hayes Peterson (FL) 
Hefner Peterson (MN) 
Hilliard Pickett 
Hinchey Pickle 
Hoagland Pomeroy 
Hochbrueckner Poshard 
Holden Price (NC) 
Hoyer Rahall 
Hughes Rangel 
Hutto Reed 
Inslee Reynolds 
Jacobs Richardson 
Jefferson Roemer 
Johnson (GA) Rose 
Johnson (SD) Rostenkowski 
Johnson, E . B. Rowland 
Johnston Roybal-Allard 
Kanjorski Rush 
Kaptur Sabo 
Kennedy Sanders 
Kennelly Sangrneister 
Kil dee Sarpalius 
Kleczka Sawyer 
Klein Schenk 
Klink Schroeder 
Kopetski Schumer 
Kreidler Scott 
Lambert Serrano 
Lancaster Sharp 
Lantos Shepherd 
LaRocco S!sisky 
Laughlin Skaggs 
Lehman Skelton 
Levin Slattery 
Lewis (GA) Slaughter 
Lipinski Smith (IA) 
Lloyd Spratt 
Long Stark 
Lowey Stenholm 
Maloney Stokes 
Mann Strickland 
Manton Studds 
Margolies- Stupak 

Mezvinsky Swett 
Markey Swift 
Martinez Synar 
Matsui Tanner 
Mazzoli Tauzin 
Mc Curdy Taylor (MS) 
McDermott Tejeda 
McHale Thornton 
McKinney Thurman 
McNulty Torres 
Meehan Torricelli 
Meek Towns 
Menendez Traficant 
Mfume Tucker 
Miller (CA) Unsoeld 
Mineta Valentine 
Minge Velazquez 
Mink Vento 
Moakley Visclosky 
Mollohan Volkmer 
Montgomery Washington 
Moran Waters 
Murphy Watt 
Murtha Waxman 
Natcher Wheat 
Neal (MA) Whitten 
Neal (NC) Williams 
Oberstar Wilson 
Obey Wise 
Olver Woolsey 
Ortiz Wyden 
Orton Wynn 
Owens Yates 

NAYS-171 
Barrett (NE) Blute 
Bartlett Boehlert 
Bateman Boehner 
Bentley Bonilla 
Bereuter Bunning 
Bilirakis Burton 
Bliley Buyer 
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Callahan Hobson Paxon 
Calvert Hoekstra Petri 
Camp Hoke Pombo 
Canady Horn Porter 
Castle Houghton Pryce (OH) 
Clinger Huffington Quinn 
Coble Hunter Ramstad 
Collins (GA) Hutchinson Ravenel 
Combest Hyde Regula 
Cox Inglis Ridge 
Crane Inhofe Roberts 
Crapo Is took Rogers 
Cunningham Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher 
Deal Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen 
De Lay Kim Roth 
Diaz-Balart King Roukema 
Dickey Kingston Royce 
Doolittle Klug Santorum 
Dornan Knollenberg Saxton 
Dreier Kolbe Schaefer 
Duncan Kyl Schiff 
Dunn Lazio Sensenbrenner 
Emerson Leach Shaw 
Everett Levy Shays 
Ewing Lewis (CA) Skeen 
Fawell Lewis (FL) Smith (Ml) 
Fields (TX) Lightfoot Smith (NJ) 
Fish Linder Smith (OR) 
Fowler Livingston Smith (TX) 
Franks (CT) Machtley Sn owe 
Franks (NJ) Manzullo Solomon 
Gallegly McCandless Spence 
Gallo McColl um Stearns 
Gekas McCrery Stump 
Gilchrest McDade Sundquist 
Gillmor McHugh Talent 
Gilman Mclnnis Taylor (NC) 
Gingrich McKean Thomas (CA) 
Goodlatte McMillan Thomas (WY) 
Goodling Meyers Torkildsen 
Goss Mica Upton 
Grams Michel Vucanovich 
Grandy Miller (FL) Walker 
Greenwood Molinari Walsh 
Gunderson Moorhead Weldon 
Hancock Morella Wolf 
Hansen Myers Young (AK) 
Hastert Nussle Young (FL) 
Heney Oxley Zeliff 
Herger Packard Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-11 

Barton Henry Nadler 
Conyers Kasi ch Quillen 
Ford (TN) La Falce Shuster 
Hall (OH) Mccloskey 

0 1626 
The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Nadler for, with Mr. Quillen against. 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64, 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di- . 

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 145 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol­
lows: 

H. RES. 145 
Resolved , That upon adoption of this reso­

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the concur­
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for the fiscal years 1994, 
1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998. All points of order 

against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re­
port shall be considered as read. The con­
ference report shall be debatable for one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

SEC. 2. The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget may submit for printing in the 
Congressional Record not later than April 1, 
1993, the allocations required by section 
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. The allocations so submitted shall be 
considered to be the allocations otherwise 
required to be included in the joint explana­
tory statement of the managers on the con­
ference report to accompany ' a concurrent 
resolution on the budget. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS). The gentleman from Califor­
nia [Mr. BEILENSON] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the customary one-half hour of 
debate time to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 145 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of the conference report accompanying 
House Concurrent Resolution 64, the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for 
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998. 

The rule provides 1 hour of debate on 
the conference report to be equally di­
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Budget Committee. All points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration are waived. 
Finally, the rule authorizes the Budget 
Committee chairman to submit for 
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
by April 1, 1993, the committee alloca­
tions required under section 602(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act. The 
printed allocations will be considered 
to be the allocations submitted pursu­
ant to section 602(a). 

0 1630 
House rule XLIX provides that upon 

adoption of the conference report, the 
Clerk is directed to engross a joint res­
olution which incorporates the debt 
limit number for the budget year fiscal 
year 1994 from the budget resolution. 
The effect of adopting the conference 
report today, therefore, will be to send 
to the Senate a joint resolution raising 
the debt limit from $4.15 to $4.7319 tril­
lion. 

In addition, the conference report in­
cludes reconciliation directives to the 
Ways and Means Committee and the 
Senate Finance Committee to report to 
their respective Houses by April 2 a bill 
that will raise the debt ceiling to $4.37 
trillion, which is sufficient to get us 
through September 30 of this year, 1993. 
It is our understanding that the House 
will vote separately on this short-term 
debt limit bill, even though House Rule 
49 is in effect. 

Finally, the conference agreement 
also directs the Ways and Means Com­
mittee and the Senate Finance Com­
mittee to report a long-term debt limit 
increase as part of the larger budget 
reconciliation bill which is to be re­
ported to the Budget Committee by 
May 14, and it will be considered by the 
full House shortly thereafter. 

I wish to commend the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], for his ef­
forts in working with the Senate to 
come to an agreement on a budget res­
olution that cuts an additional $50 bil­
lion from the President's budget plan 
over the 5-year perio_d from fiscal year 
1994 through fiscal year 1998. In all, im­
plementation of the conference report 
will reduce the Federal deficit by $42 
billion in fiscal year 1994 and by $496 
billion over the next 5 years. 

The conference report represents 
real, substantive spending cuts. As 
under the original House-passed budget 
resolution, discretionary spending will 
be frozen, with no increase for infla­
tion, for the next 5 years. Thus, this 
plan calls for less spending, in actual 
dollars, on discretionary programs in 
every year from 1994 through 1998 than 
we spent in 1993, and it will exceed the 
savings required by the fiscal year 1994 
and fiscal year 1995 discretionary 
spending caps contained in the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990. 

The remainder of the $496 billion in 
deficit reduction is achieved through 
reconciliation. The conference report 
instructs 13 House committees to re­
port legislation reducing spending or 
raising revenues which will be com­
bined into a single, omnibus reconcili­
ation bill for consideration by the 
House later this year. That legislation, 
making permanent changes in law, will 
enable us to put in place this year the 
budget savings that will be achieved 
over the next 5 years. 

In all, the conference agreement as­
sumes spending cuts of $1.21 for each 
dollar of tax increases. This calcula­
tion counts the increase in taxes on So­
cial Security benefits for beneficiaries 
above certain thresholds as a tax in­
crease rather than as a cut in benefits. 

Despite the substantial deficit reduc­
tion called for by this agreement, it 
also assumes full funding of Head 
Start, of WIC, of child immunization, 
and of the Mickey Leland Hunger Pro­
gram. All of these programs, I believe 
many Members would agree, are abso­
lutely essential to ensuring the edu­
cation, health, and well-being of our 
Nation's children, the very future of 
our Nation, whose needs have been ne­
glected for too long. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of the con­
ference report on the fiscal year 1994 
concurrent resolution on the budget 
will set us on a course toward substan­
tially lowering the size of the deficits 
the Federal Government has been run­
ning in recent years and, along with 
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that, slowing the rapid growth of the 
Nation's debt that has resulted from 
these deficits. 

But the difficult work, I would re­
mind the Members of the House, on the 
budget remains before us. The budget 
resolution, as Members are aware, is 
only the blueprint for Federal spending 
and revenues. Decisions on actual pro­
gram cuts and on any specific tax in­
creases will be made as other commit­
tees report the specific spending and 
revenue measures called for by the res­
olution. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON]' my 
friend, for yielding the time, and, Mr. 
Speaker, it is too bad there are not 
more Members on the floor, because 
those of my colleagues, who are back 
in their offices, should know their po­
litical career could be riding on the 
next vote that takes place on the floor 
of this House, because they may be vot­
ing to raise the national debt ceiling 
by $586 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this rule because the rule is wrong, be­
cause the budget resolution conference 
report that it makes in order increases 
taxes too much, it cuts spending too 
little, and it does nothing to bring 
about meaningful deficit reduction, 
meaningful deficit reduction. 

This rule, Mr. Speaker, includes a 
waiver of the 3-day layover require­
ment that allows Members to have a 
chance to learn what it is that they are 
being asked to vote on, not exactly a 
wild and crazy idea when we look at 
this $11/2 trillion budget. Not one Mem­
ber of this Congress has any idea what 
is in this except for about five people 
that finished writing it about midnight 
last night. In this case the budget reso­
lution conference report was not even 
filed until after the House convened at 
2 o'clock this afternoon, and there are 
only two copies of this for 176 Repub­
lican Members on this side of the aisle, 
and people are coming over here, fight­
ing over copy and that of the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK­
ER]. 

Mr. Speaker, that means Members of 
Congress had no opportunity to go over 
this conference agreement, and, Mr. 
Speaker, this is not the right way to do 
business. This is not some small piece 
of legislation we are talking about. 
This budget resolution purports to set 
the priorities for this Nation for the 
next 5 years. 

And, Mr. Speaker, waiving the 3-day 
layover requirement is never a good 
idea, never, but in this case it is really 
a terrible idea. 

Let me tell my colleagues what else 
it does. This rule waives the scope of 
the conference rule which prohibits 
putting material into the conference 
report which was not in either the 
House or the Senate version, and that 

is why, when my colleagues look at all 
these handwritten notes on each page, 
many things have been added after the 
conferees adjourned last night and dis­
banded. 

What is in this budget that my col­
leagues are going to be voting on? For 
example, this conference report in­
cludes a provision written into the 
margin which provides a separate rec­
onciliation deadline for setting a debt 
limit. One more time we are bending 
the rules, Mr. Speaker, and, Mr. Speak­
er, I want my colleagues to be fully 
aware of what it is that they are being 
asked to vote on by adopting this rule. 

Not only will my colleagues be adopt­
ing the conference report on the budg­
et, but, by that same vote, they will be 
voting to raise the debt limit from 
$4.145 trillion up to $4. 731 trillion. That 
is an increase, get this, an increase, of 
$586 billion. 

How much money is that? When the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL­
ENSON] came to this Congress with me 
15 years ago, Mr. Speaker, that is how 
much the whole Federal budget was 15 
years ago: $586 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues, 
"Now, Members, you might think 
you 're not really voting to increase the 
debt limit by voting for this budget 
resolution, but, under House rule 
XLIX, that is exactly what you're 
doing, and don't let any of your leader­
ship try to tell you that you're not." 

House rule XLIX is the so-called Gep­
hardt rule that provides that, once we 
have adopted this conference report, 
the Clerk will take the debt limit level 
from the budget resolution and put it 
in the joint resolution which shall be 
deemed to have been passed by the 
House when we adopt this resolution. 
That means that my colleagues are 
voting to increase the debt limit by 
$586 billion with their vote on this 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not legislating. 
It is a red-ink-producing machine on 
automatic pilot. 

Where is the accountability? Where 
is the "representative" in the House of 
Representatives? Why should we be 
hiding behind these rules instead of 
stepping out front and voting on these 
major issues the way people sent us 
here to do, and that is what they ex­
pect of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I attempted, up in the 
Committee on Rules, to amend this 
rule so that we could remove that 
automatic pilot and put the Members 
of the House back in control of the 
major decisions being made on behalf 
of the American taxpayers. My amend­
ment to the rule would simply say, 
quote, that the provisions of the Gep­
hardt rule shall not apply to this con­
ference report. Instead the House will 
have to bravely stand up and vote to 
raise the debt limit. 

D 1640 
I would urge my colleagues to defeat 

the previous question so that I might 

be able to offer that amendment to the 
rule now and give the House this 
chance to do its sworn duty of super­
intending the debt of this country. By 
so doing, my colleagues, you will in 
turn give us an opportunity on this 
floor to vote on a legislative line-item 
veto, and right now you are being pro­
hibited from doing that, and vote on a 
balanced budget constitutional amend­
ment, two matters which absolutely 
must be considered in connection with 
any further efforts to raise the na­
tional debt ceiling. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask Members to vote 
down the previous question so that 
they may vote for a temporary public­
de bt-limi t bill and for a line-item veto 
and balanced budget amendment. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as to the budget 
itself, this budget resolution is a disas­
ter about to happen. Does this Con­
gress realize what it is about to do? We 
as a body are going to levy $336 billion 
in new taxes on the backs of the Amer­
ican people. That is the largest tax in­
crease in the 200-year history of this 
Nation. 

We as a body are going to set the 
stage for spending $231 billion in new 
Government spending over the next 5 
years, without any meaningful deficit 
reduction. As a matter of fact, the defi­
cit will even rise in the 5th year of this 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not right, this is 
not fair, and it certainly is not the 
right way to deal with the American 
economy. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, if Members 
vote this budget today, they will be 
voting to raise the debt limit, as I have 
said before, by $586 billion, because vot­
ing for this budget today will take 
away their only opportunity to vote for 
a temporary debt limit that only raises 
the debt limit $225 billion. That is what 
we would be faced with if we did not 
have this bill before us. Members will 
also be ducking out on their chance to 
vote for a true line-item veto. 

Mr. Speaker, at the end of this rule I 
will try to defeat the previous question 
so we can knock out the Gephardt rule 
that automatically approves raising 
the debt ceiling by that $586 billion for 
an entire year. So Members should re­
member when they come over here, do 
not vote yes on the previous question. 
If they do, they are going to be voting 
for this debt ceiling increase. Vote no 
on that previous question. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would tell my friend, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], that we 
apparently, at least at the moment, 
and perhaps forever, have no further 
requests for time. So if the gentleman 
wants to proceed, he should please do 
so. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen­
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN­
SON] was fair on the last rule and did 
not try to take advantage of that, so at 
this point I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
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tinguished gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER], a member of the Commit­
tee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Glen 
Falls, NY [Mr. SOLOMON]' for yielding 
me this time, and I rise in strong oppo­
sition to this rule and the process 
around which we are even considering 
this budget. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that 
when we look at\ once again, waiving 
the 3-day layover, when we look at the 
facts, as we have, as the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] shows, 
that this is an inordinately complex 
measure that has come before us. 

One is reminded of one of the Fram­
ers of our Constitution, James Madi­
son, who in coauthoring with Messrs. 
Hamilton and Jay the Federalist Pa­
pers, in the 62d Federalist, James 
Madison had to have been thinking 
about what is before us today when he 
wrote the following: 

It will be of no avail to the people that the 
laws are made by men of their own choice if 
the laws be so voluminous that they cannot 
be read or so incoherent that they cannot be 
understood. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we 
have a very simple choice here. I urge 
opposition to the previous question so 
that we can work to try desperately to 
improve this process and allow Mem­
bers to have the chance to look at this 
budget. It is clearly a sham for us to 
think that we can reach far beyond 
what that Random House Dictionary, 
back there describes as a budget, to im­
pose on the American people something 
that is anything but that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from California [Mr. KIM], a 
new and outstanding freshman Member 
of this House. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, here we go 
again. 

We are asked to raise our national 
debt limit by $225 billion. Over the next 
6 months, we are asked to accumulate 
debt at a rate of $1.2 billion per day. 

Is this the President who was going 
to cut the deficit in half in 4 years? 

Now we meet today to increase the 
debt by $225 billion to $4.37 trillion­
yes, trillion. I cannot support this re­
quest. I find it outrageous. 

Why more debt? I will tell you why­
$16 billion for the so-called emergency 
supplemental appropriations measure 
that was passed last week that we are 
told will put America back to work­
but we are also told in that bill that 
every American taxpayer should pay 
$28 million to bail out the D.C. budget 
shortfall. We are forced to pay for pub­
lication of two fish atlases and studies 
of the sicklefin chub. These are Presi­
dential imperatives. These are emer­
gencies? This is supposed to stimulate 
our economy? How? 

The increase in the debt limit is irre­
sponsible. It is not only irresponsible---

it violates every wish and every hope of 
the Nation's taxpayers. 

Our President promised Americans 
that he would immediately begin debt 
reduction and sound fiscal policies. He 
has not and we can only wonder if he 
ever will. As yet, we have not seen his 
tax legislation, and we have no way of 
determining the tax burden Mrs. Clin­
ton's health plan will include. This is 
not a time to rise the debt limit. It is 
time to reduce spending. It is time to 
end the monumental waste in Govern­
ment. 

The people in my district do not 
want to pay millions for fish atlases. I 
do not think any of us have even seen 
a sicklefin chub and the cities in my 
district are very hard pressed for reve­
nue but none of them expect a bailout 
from the Federal Government. And I 
am proud of them. 

The American people voted for 
change, I do not see any change. I see 
waste, I see debt limit increases, I see 
no inclination to cut this outrageous 
spending. I do see broken promises and 
vacant rhetoric and I do not like it one 
bit. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], the deputy 
whip. 

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

Mr. Speaker, this is a document that 
we have before us which is the con­
ference report on the budget that was 
prepared in the dead of night by Demo­
crats only, and the more information 
we find out about, the worse it looks. 

I am told, for example, that the con­
ferees on this budget document met 
one time on Tuesday. They met for a 
photo op. Then when it got to the real 
business of negotiations, the Repub­
lican conferees were completely shut 
out of the room and were not permitted 
to negotiate. All the negotiations were 
carried on behind closed doors, and the 
Republicans were not permitted in. 

Now, that is how this budget docu­
ment was arrived at. And guess what? 
Even after they arrived at that docu­
m~nt in the dead of night, the Repub­
lican conferees, the people who were 
members of the committee, were not 
even given a copy of it until it was 
filed in the House at 2 o'clock this 
afternoon. 

That is fairness, folks? That is the 
way it operates in the House of Rep­
resentatives. 

Why do they not want Republicans 
and others to see this document? Why 
are there only two copies of this docu­
ment provided to the Republican side 
of the aisle? Why are there no docu­
ments around the floor? Because the 
more you look at this document, the 
worse it gets. 

For example, this document does not 
even include the cost of the President's 
$16 billion stimulus package. And be­
cause it excludes that cost, it means 

that it is a total phony in terms of 
spending. 

Then when you get down and begin to 
add up the numbers, and we have had 
some people back doing number 
crunching now, when you add up the 
numbers, you find out that this con­
ference report provides for less deficit 
reduction than the House-passed budg­
et resolution over the 5-year period. 

D 1650 
And in fact, when we really look at 

it, we find out that under the con­
ference agreement, spending will climb 
by almost $40 billion more than the 
House bill over a 5-year period. 

The House went into the conference 
behind closed doors with Democrats 
only there, and the House got taken to 
the cleaners. And so we end up with a 
document on the floor that they can­
not justify. And then we look at an­
other little thing that happened. The 
House voted unanimously not to raise 
the taxes on Social Security recipients. 
And what happened behind closed 
doors? For $40 billion, did the House at 
least get our position taken on not tax­
ing Social Security recipients? No. We 
gave that up, too. 

The House just got royally taken to 
the cleaners by the U.S. Senate that 
wanted to spend more money. And now 
we are going to vote on this without 
knowing anything about it. 

Let me tell my colleagues a couple of 
other things about this particular deal, 
this particular bill, the way it is struc­
tured does one thing and one thing 
only. For all of the thick pages here, 
for all of these pages, this bill does 
only one thing for real. It raises the 
public debt. 

The main obligation under the budg­
et resolution is to provide 602(a) alloca­
tions to the Committee on Appropria­
tions. I realize middle-class America 
does not know what that means. What 
that means is that it sets a limit that 
the Committee on Appropriations can 
spend. This bill does not do it. 

The rule that we have out here right 
now says that they do not have to file 
those until some time later. So this 
bill has no 602(a) allocations in it, 
which means it has no caps. So that 
the only thing this bill does, this bill 
does only one thing for real, it raises 
the debt by $586 billion. That is the 
only real thing that is in this bill. 

Every Member who ·votes for this bill 
is voting to do only one real thing, and 
that is to raise the debt by $586 billion. 
Each Member who casts a vote for this 
particular document can only say that 
"What I did was I voted to raise the 
debt by $586 billion. I set no limits. I 
got nothing from the Senate. In fact, 
all I got was more spending. I did not 
get to keep the Social Security people 
off taxes. No. All I got was to raise the 
bill on the public debt by $586 billion. 
As a Member of the House, that is all I 
can do." 
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I would suggest to my colleagues, 

they might want to vote against that. 
The first place they can vote against it 
is to vote for the motion of the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
on the previous question. 

What he will do is strip out the debt 
question to make certain that when 
the bill comes to the floor, it will not 
have the debt in it. That means it will 
have nothing in it. If we passed the pre­
vious question, this will be a worthless 
document because the only thing it 
does is raises the debt by $586 billion. 
But it will be the only key note. It will 
be the only place where Members will 
have an opportunity to eliminate the 
debt · section. And if they do not vote 
for the Solomon motion, what they are 
going to end up with is a budget pres­
entation on the floor that allows them 
to do one thing and one thing only: 
Raise the debt by $586 billion. 

I would suggest they might not want 
to do that. They may want to support 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON]. Then we can have a real de­
bate about what is really in this docu­
ment, which is pretty bad, a document 
that is a spending document and a tax­
ing document. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

I hope that middle America is paying 
attention to this debate, because one of 
the most salient points that was just 
made was that President Clinton has 
proposed what is called an economic 
stimulus package that is costing $16.5 
billion, and it is not even included in 
the budget that they are talking about. 

All the deficit spending that is in 
that budget, which is into the billions 
and billions and billions of dollars, 
even though there is a $400 billion-plus 
tax increase in there, does not include 
this $16 billion so-called economic 
stimulus package that is filled with 
pork. 

It has got swimming pools in there 
for various comm uni ties around the 
country. It has got gymnasiums in 
there for various communities around 
the country. It has got parking garages 
in there. It has got libraries in there. 

These are things that local commu­
nities ought to pay for but taxpayers 
from around the country are taking 
care of their friends in Alabama and 
their friends in Florida and their 
friends in California with these pork­
barrel projects. And the thing that is 
most irksome about this, if there is 
such a word, is that the President has 
not even put it in this budget. 

It is $16 billion more that is going to 
be added to the debt in addition to 
what this does. 

I just heard from my colleagues this 
is going to increase the national debt 
by $586 billion over the next year. I 

wonder how many other things we are 
going to have added to this debt over 
the next year. Certainly, this $16.5 bil­
lion so-called economic stimulus pack­
age, which I call pork package, is going 
to be added in addition to it. 

We have to start coining new words, 
new definitions around here. Today I 
started one: Clintonomics. 

Remember Reaganomics? Everybody 
criticized? Remember Clintonomics, 
because it is going to cost 1.4 million 
jobs in the next 4 to 5 years. That is 
how many jobs we are going to lose, at 
least according to most economists. 
Clintonomics. And it is going to lead to 
a Clintastrophy, an economic 
Clintastrophy. Find that in your lexi­
con. If it is not there now, it should be. 

The first thing we ought to do is 
start addressing the problem of Gov­
ernment spending. Just 10 years ago we 
had our first $1 trillion national debt. 
Now we are almost to $4.5 trillion in 
debt. It took us 200 years to get to $1 
trillion and less than 10 years to more 
than quadruple it. And what are we 
doing? Instead of cutting spending, we 
are raising your taxes more than dou­
ble the largest tax increase in U.S. his­
tory. And that is supposed to solve our 
problems? Remember that when you 
get your paycheck next year. Remem­
ber that when you pay your utility bill 
and you are paying $400, $500 more for 
gas or electricity in your home next 
year, because that Btu tax, the big­
time unemployment tax we call it, is 
going to be hitting each and every one 
of you. 

The problem is, this really concerns 
me, is that the media has not really 
gone into the program and explained it 
to the American people. It is no wonder 
to me that the people of this country 
want President Clinton to succeed. I 
want him to succeed. But at the same 
time, while he is succeeding, I do not 
want to see him take the economy 
right down the tubes to a degree that is 
worse than what we have seen over the 
last 3 to 4 years. 

We raised taxes in 1990 to the tune of 
$184 billion. And what did it cost? It 
cost us jobs, and it cost us an economic 
recession. 

Now they are raising taxes more than 
double that. Sure, we want President 
Clinton to succeed, but we want the 
economy to succeed even more. And 
the way to make sure the economy suc­
ceeds and grows so that we create more 
jobs and do not lose them overseas is to 
cut Government spending first. That is 
the key. Government spending is out of 
control. · 

We brought in $500 billion in tax rev­
enues 10 years ago. Now it is $1.2 tril­
lion, almost triple what we brought in 
10 years ago. Yet we are still running 
$300 to $400 billion in red each year. So 
raising taxes is not the answer. 

Since we raised taxes $184 billion in 
1990, for every $1 in new taxes, we have 
spent $2.70. So the problem is not that 

we are not getting enough revenue. The 
problem is spending is out of control. 
And they will not make the hard deci­
sions on cutting spending. 

We had a proposal called the 2-per­
cent solution that would freeze all Gov­
ernment spending and no more than a 
growth rate of 2-percent per year over 
the previous year. They would not let 
us even bring it out of the Committee 
on Rules to the floor. That would have 
balanced the budget in 5 years without 
a tax increase. That is the problem. 

They want to raise taxes and they 
want to spend us into oblivion. And 
they are going to do it unless America 
rises up and says, "No more, no more." 

The problem is they face a dilemma 
that Benjamin Franklin said. the sec­
ond Continental Congress fac~d. and 
that is, they have to either hang to­
gether or hang separately. And they 
are swallowing very hard this huge tax 
increase of President Clinton. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Many of us have just been trying to 
very rapidly go through this budget 
document. I hope every Member has 
the chance to observe the largest pro­
posed tax increase in history, the $2 
trillion increase in the debt limit and 
the unpresidented overspending before 
they cast their votes, I think many of 
the Members, and I think the American 
people do not realize the increased debt 
that this resolution advocated. If we 
look on page 8, we increase the debt 
limit of the U.S. Government from the 
current $4 trillion to $6.182 trillion, at 
the end of this 5-year cycle. 

D 1700 
If the American people realized that 

we are continuing to increase the debt 
this amount that we are simply reduc­
ing the increase in spending and not re­
ducing actual spending they would not 
approve. We are not dealing with the 
real problem. A government that is too 
big and out of control is taking the 
money out of the American taxpayer's 
pocket to satisfy special interest 
spending. I think Americans should say 
to their Congressman and Congress­
woman, "Wait a minute, something is 
wrong, stop overspending.'' 

If the Members will look at this 
budget resolution they will notice 
something else that seems to be a little 
tricky in this document. Instead of 
making Congress vote on increasing 
the debt ceiling, we simply say we are 
going to assume a bill is passed to raise 
the debt ceiling. So once we pass this 
document we have already precluded a 
separate vote on increasing the debt 
ceiling for 1994. 

We not only increase the debt ceiling 
for fiscal year 1994 but also on page 70 
we increase the debt ceiling for a full 
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calendar year 1994, to get us through 
that election cycle. Individual Con­
gressmen do not have to cast an embar­
rassing vote to again raise the debt 
ceiling when we are running for elec­
tion in 1994. 

I am concerned, No. 1, at the speed 
with which we are asked to accept this 
document. I am concerned, of course, 
as every Member of Congress and the 
American people should be, that we are 
increasing taxes by $240 billion and we 
are not doing anything to control over­
spending and the huge debt that we are 
passing on to future generations. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. SABO], the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from California, 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, we will visit in a little 
more detail about the budget resolu­
tion later, but I hear so many just 
total distortions of what we are doing 
that I had to rise for a couple of min­
utes. 

The facts are that we have a con­
ference report today that will produce 
$496 billion of real deficit reduction for 
this country, a combination of spend­
ing cuts and revenue increases; revenue 
increases, 72 percent coming from the 
top 5 percent of the income scale in our 
country, people with incomes over 
$100,000. 

I listen to some of my friends who 
speak with such vehemence. They had 
their President for the last 4 years. 
Rarely could they find themselves to 
have the capacity to agree with him. 
That is part of the problem why we 
have had the gridlock we have had over 
recent years. 

We have today a real program, a 
President who has advanced it. We 
have the potential to move that pro­
gram forward. In my judgment that is 
the obligation we have to the American 
people. This is a program that will 
serve the American people well. 

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

Mr. SABO. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask the gentleman, were any Repub­
licans included in the negotiations on 
the final product of the budget? 

Mr. SABO. I would say to the gen­
tleman, no, they were not heavily in­
volved in final negotiations. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, heavily involved? 
Were any of them involved at all? 

Mr. SABO. They were involved in the 
conference committee meeting, but, I 
have to be frank, not in the actual ne­
gotiations. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, in fact, those negotia­
tions took place behind closed doors, 
with absolutely no Republicans in the 
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room, is that not correct, I would ask 
the gentleman? 

Mr. SABO. I think our Republican 
friends, who I give the highest marks 
to in the work and effort they have put 
into this process, obviously have some 
very fundamental policy disagreements 
with us. The potential for us finding 
any agreement that they would find ac­
ceptable was exceedingly remote. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, isn't that the purpose of 
a conference committee, that the con­
ferees get together? After all, it was a 
Republican motion that suggested that 
we ought to eliminate the Social Secu­
rity tax. It was adopted unanimously 
on the floor, and then the Republicans 
were shut out of the conference, and 
guess what, we come back here and the 
tax on Social Security is still left in 
the bill, despite the fact that the House 
unanimously said we ought not to have 
it. 

Mr. SABO. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania at times confuses me. A 
little while ago he said there was noth­
ing in this resolution. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am simply saying to 
the gentleman that the only operative 
thing in the resolution is that we are 
raising the public debt. They have no 
602(a) allocations in it. Those do not 
come until a couple of days from now. 

Mr. SABO. Tomorrow. 
Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 

yield again, they are not in the resolu­
tion as we are passing it. I am suggest­
ing to the gentleman that Republicans 
might have wanted to be in the room 
to fight for the one thing that the 
House did approve unanimously of the 
Republicans' and that was to eliminate 
the Social Security tax. They were 
shut out of the room and not allowed 
to bring that into the debate. 

Mr. SABO. I would just suggest to my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva­
nia, that the Republicans clearly dis­
agree with this package. We under­
stand that. They have a different view 
of where the country should go. We ac­
cept that. They have a different view of 
how the tax structure in this country 
should be structured. We accept that. 
They have a very fundamental dif­
ferent view of what the role of the Gov­
ernment is. We accept that. 

They have made these points. I think 
their members of the Committee on the 
Budget have made that point. I dis­
agree with those fundamental assump­
tions, but in .our judgment this does 
things that are real, and it is a pro­
gram developed by a new President 
with new vision for this country. We 
believe that it moves us forward in 
very positive ways. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, we only took part in ini­
tial negotiations. 

Mr. SABO. I would tell the gen­
tleman, the opening statements were 
part of the ongoing process that re­
sulted in an agreement. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to my friend, the 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

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

I want to commend the gentleman, 
Mr. Speaker, for the work that he has 
done. I do not know that we need to do 
a civics 101 lesson here. It seems to me 
that while the art of legislative democ­
racy to function is for there to be some 
negotiation, the frustration of the 
American people over the last 12 years 
has been that at some point we were 
not able to put together a legislative 
package that would be signed by a 
President. There were differences on 
our side and there were differences 
from the Republican President. 

While I think the gentleman ought to 
be commended for trying to take in to 
account the wide variety of opinion, 
not just in the Republicans and the 
Democrats but even within the Demo­
cratic caucus on these issues, the final 
analysis is he needed to come to clo­
sure. He needed to come to an agree­
ment that he could . bring to the floor 
and pass and that the President of the 
United States would sign. 

I think that if we understand how a 
democracy works, at some point we 
have to count the votes in the con­
ference committee and on the floor. 
There has to be a proposal made by one 
side that can carry the day, and the 
gentleman has done that in a very ad­
mirable fashion. 

This weekend, as I was going around 
my district, on WCBS Radio out of New 
York they said they were about to do a 
little ditty, a little song about Con­
gress. I almost covered by ears, because 
they have not been all that good lately. 
Suddenly I heard on WCBS Radio, 
"Congressmen in motion, passing legis­
lation, getting it to the President to be 
signed," and I want to commend this 
gentleman for the work that he has 
done, the hours he has put in. I think 
he has been more than generous in lis­
tening to the opposition, in trying to 
accommodate the breadth of opinion 
that exists in the Democratic caucus 
and the Republican caucus. At some 
point, and we are at that point now, we 
need to move forward with a package, 
yes or no. 

We are going to have that oppor­
tunity. People can vote for it or they 
can vote against it. The thing we can­
not allow to occur is an endless debate, 
an endless set of negotiations that con­
tinues gridlock and continues to pre­
clude Government from doing what it 
needs to do. That is to take action to 
try to get this economy going again. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
for his work and patience. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. I want to make only this 
observation. I have noticed over the 
years it is very easy for Members of 



6954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 31, 1993 
Congress to scream their personal pas­
sions for a certain position, which then 
gets 50 votes and does not accomplish 
much except to make the person who 
has given very vehement speeches feel 
good. 

Our challenge is to work with the 
President, put a program and a pro­
posal forward that has the potential of 
getting 218 votes, moving to the other 
body, and eventually passing and be­
coming law. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
The last gentleman I see, who just 
came out of the Cloakroom, my good 
friend, the gentleman from Connecti­
cut [Mr. GEJDENSON], started out by 
saying that these people do not need a 
lesson in civics 101, and then he pre­
mised his whole argument over the fact 
that the President has to sign this doc­
ument and we have to get it to him. 

The President will sign the budget 
agreement. We all know that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2112 minutes to 
my good friend, the gentleman from Il­
linois [Mr. EWING]. 

0 1710 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, this is the 

first time I have had the opportunity 
to go through this type of debate here 
on the budget resolution. I find it very 
interesting. I also find it cause for con­
cern because I believe that we are not 
really doing the American people's 
work here today. We are doing our own 
work. We are doing our own political 
work, our own political shenanigans. 

If we were talking to the American 
people, we would know that the work 
we are doing her today is not what 
they want done. I would suggest that 
the President and the leadership of this 
Congress, the Speaker, should try and 
get a little more in touch with what 
the American people are interested in 
seeing this body do. 

Now, the President does have his 
town meetings, but the questions I 
think are pretty canned. Everybody 
knows what they are going to be ahead 
of time. I doubt if the Speaker does 
town meetings. I would suggest it 
would be a good idea for him to do so, 
because what we are doing here today 
is not what the American people want, 
not the taxpaying American people. 
The leadership needs to get in tune. I 
will give Members an example of what 
the President has said and what he had 
done. During the campaign he said we 
are going to cut $3 for every $1 of new 
taxes. Then when we had the hearings 
in the Senate for the confirmation of 
Secretary Bentsen it was down to $2 of 
cuts for every $1 of new taxes. I believe 
when the President came here to this 
body that had been reduced to 1 in 1. 
Ladies and gentlemen, today we are at 
4 in 1. We are now at $4 of taxes for 
every $1 of cut. 

What we have here is big taxes, very 
little cuts and, gentlemen, we have a 
big increase in the debt. 

I sometimes believe that the Amer­
ican people must feel like a parent or a 
grandparent who watches their spend­
thrift children mortgaging their future 
for more frivolous expenditures and 
knows that they are faced with utter 
disaster and sits by helplessly. No won­
der the American · people are fed up 
with the actions of this Congress. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no further requests for time on 
our side, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of our time. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I heard my 
good friend, MARTIN SABO, Who I have 
great respect for, and who has done as 
good a job as I think he could on this 
budget, say he heard some vehemence. 
And I just want to say that I do not 
want to talk vehemence right now. I 
just want to be frank, and I want to be 
sincere, I really do, because I am wor­
ried. 

When this budget bill left this House, 
we all were concerned that all of the 
proposed cuts in the budget, which 
only totaled about $200 billion at that 
time, were all falling in the last 3 years 
of this 5-year budget. In the first year, 
1994, there was only $6 billion in cuts in 
spending. In the second year there was 
only $10 billion in cu ts in spending. 
And now that the bill has come back to 
us, and we have been trying to read 
through it, it looks like there are abso­
lutely no cuts in spending during 1994 
and 1995. 

Now what is significant about that, 
ladies and gentlemen, is we have been 
operating under a 5-year budget going 
back to 1990 when George Bush broke 
his promise of no new taxes, and he 
agreed to those new taxes, and he 
agreed to spending caps which were 
written into the law. That law with the 
spending caps expires at the end of 
1995. So here we have a budget coming 
back here with no spending cuts at all 
in the remaining 2 years of the budget 
cycle when we actually have spending 
controls. 

That means in 1993, 1994, and 1995 
when President Clinton is proposing 
heavy cuts, it means there is no spend­
ing cap controls whatsoever. 

Do Members think that Qongress is 
going to live up to what is in this budg­
et when they never have under Repub­
lican or Democrat administrations in 
the past? The answer is no. 

That is why I am gong to propose in 
a few minutes to defeat the previous 
question. All we are going to do, ladies 
and gentleman, especially my col­
leagues on this side of this aisle, all we 
are going to do is bring back a rule to 
this floor which is going to remove the 
debt ceiling bill out of this bill, we are 
going to strike it out. That means 
Members will not be voting for a $586 
billion increase in the debt ceiling. And 
we will have a legitimate vote on that 
tomorrow, not today, at which time 

you and I will have an opportunity to 
offer a line-item veto. 

Now there are about 85 Democrats on 
this side of the aisle who want that op­
portunity to vote for a line-item veto, 
and there are a lot more on our side. 
We want the opportunity to attach 
that line-item veto to that debt ceiling 
bill. If you come over to this Chamber 
and vote "no" on the previous ques­
tion, you will be voting "no" to in­
crease the debt by $586 billion, and you 
will be voting "yes" to give ·yourselves 
the opportunity to attach that line­
item veto the debt ceiling, which 
means to the American people there is 
going to be some kind of spending con­
trols, perhaps in the next 5 years. 

That is all we are asking. Members 
better think about it because their po­
litical career could be riding on it. Two 
years from now we are going to be ac­
countable for what we do on this floor 
today. 

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time and yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

In closing, let me just make three 
very brief comments, if I may. 

The first is that raising the debt 
limit is, in this gentleman's opinion at 
least, the responsible thing to do. 
Many of us on this side of the aisle 
voted to do just that on several occa­
sions over the past 12 years at the re­
quest of Mr. Reagan and Mr. Bush. 
They were correct in asking us to do it. 
We were correct, those of us who joined 
in supporting their requests, in making 
that possible. 

I think Members understand that 
that is something that comes with the 
territory, and that some of us who re­
sponsibly believe is the correct thing 
to do. 

Second, I would say to my good 
friend from New York, and he is my 
good friend who raised some concern 
earlier on about the portion of the rule 
which waives scope in this particular 
rule, we do, I say to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], as I am 
sure he knows, but let me point out to 
other Members, we do so in order to in­
struct the Ways and Means Committee 
to report out a debt limit bill to the 
floor by Friday, a debt limit bill for fis­
cal year 1993 so that Members in fact 
can have a separate vote on it. 

As the gentleman also probably now 
knows, although did not at the original 
time, our Rules Committee does in fact 
meet in 40 or 45 minutes to report, I as­
sume and hope, a rule so that that par­
ticular bill in fact can be voted on. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will my 
good friend yield at that point? 

Mr. BEILENSON. Of course, I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
mean to be contentious or vehement at 
all, but the problem is that we are 
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going to be deprived from the oppor­
tunity of trying to attach a line-item 
veto to that debt ceiling bill. We all 
know it is coming out under a closed 
rule which the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] has requested. We 
are going to try to prevent that, but we 
know we will not succeed, and therein 
lies the argument. If you vote no on 
the previous question now, it will force 
us to have that opportunity to have 
that line-item veto attached, because 
you are going to need Republican votes 
to raise that debt ceiling. You cannot 
do it by yourself, unless you do it 
through this method here. 

Mr. BEILENSON. I understand the 
gentleman's point. It is a perfectly le­
gitimate point. I simply wanted Mem­
bers to know, and wanted the public to 
know that our waiver of scope here was 
a reasonable thing to do and was re­
quired by the fact that we are directing 
the Ways and Means Committee on our 
side and the Finance Committee on the 
other side in the other house to report 
out by day after tomorrow, and in fact 
the Ways and Means Committee al­
ready, as the gentleman knows, has 
done it here today, a debt limit bill on 
which there will be a separate vote, 
presumably on tomorrow. 

The third thing that I did want to 
mention is the responsible I hope, at 
least partially, and I know the gen­
tleman will not accept it, and will not 
agree with my position, but the gen­
tleman makes a perfectly valid point 
about the line-item veto, and I think it 
is fair to say that is a separate matter, 
it ought to be a separate matter, it de­
serves to be brought up separately, and 
so far as this gentleman is aware, and 
I think the Members of both sexes and 
on both sides of the aisle are aware, 
there is now every indication that 
some such bill will be before us in the 
relatively near future, probably when 
we come back from our work period 
over the Easter recess. But in any case, 
it will be in the relatively near future. 
So I think the gentleman and his 
friends on that side will have an oppor­
tunity within a very few weeks to have 
a vote of one sort or another on one 
sort or another of a line-item veto bill . . 
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In any case, for the reasons that our 

good friend, the gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. SABO], the distinguished 
chairman of the Cammi ttee on the 
Budget, suggested and for the reasons 
that were stated, I thought so well, by 
me in my opening remarks almost an 
hour ago, I ask support for our rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on ordering the previous question. 

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 

quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi­
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 5(b)(l) of rule XV, 
the Chair may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for a recorded vote 
on the resolution without intervening 
business. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 251, nays 
173, not voting 6, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 

[Roll No. 125] 

YEAS-251 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 

Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 

Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 

Barton 
Clyburn 

Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 

NAYS-173 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 

NOT VOTING-6 
Ford (TN) 
Henry 
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Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

LaFalce 
Quillen 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the resolution. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-yeas 250, nays 
172, not voting 8, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) · 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

[Roll No. 126] 

YEAS-250 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Har.tings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E .B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 

NAYS-172 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 

Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
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Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 

Barton 
Brooks 
Clyburn 

Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl . 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 

NOT VOTING-8 
Ford (TN) 
Henry 
Jefferson 

Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

LaFalce 
Quillen 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

D 1752 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

the provisions of House Resolution 145, 
I call up the conference report on the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998. 

The Clerk read the title of the con­
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Pursuant to House Resolution 
145, the conference report is considered 
as read. 

(For conference report and state­
ment, see prior proceedings of the 
House today, March 31, 1993.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, before I make com­
ments about our budget resolution, I 
would be remiss if I did not first thank 
the staff of the Committee on the 
Budget for their incredibly hard work 
in putting this budget resolution in 
place. They are an incredibly good 
staff, and I deeply appreciate the ef­
forts they have made. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I have to say to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], 
my good friend who, while we disagree 
on substance, I think he has done a re­
markable job as the ranking member of 
the minority in presenting a Repub­
lican alternative and Republican vision 
of where they think this country 
should go. 

Mr. Speaker, last November the 
American people elected a new Presi­
dent because they wanted some fun­
damental change in this country. They 
wanted real problems dealt with, and 
they wanted a Congress that would re­
spond to that President and that Presi­
dential leadership with action. 

We come to that point today where 
we have the option of moving the 
President's new vision for this country 
forward. We produced this budget docu­
ment which achieves that goal. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not an end; it is 
really the beginning of a process, be­
cause later will come reconciliation 
bills, the appropriation bills, a variety 
of authorizing bills that implement the 
policies of this new President. 

I think we have a good conference re­
port for our colleagues. It does some 
very basic things: 

It provides $496 billion of deficit re­
ductions over the next 5 years. It meets 
the spending caps for discretionary 
spending that were contained in the 
1990 Budget Act and limits discre­
tionary spending for each of the next 5 
years to levels that are below that 
which we expect to spend in 1993. It 
deals with some of the more fundamen­
tal problems that we face in moving 
the President's program forward in 
saying that we have to deal with the 
youngest kids in our society in terms 
of the WIC Program and Head Start 
Program to make sure they get a good 
start in life. It deals with the training 
of our work force in this country in 
that we invest in our infrastructure 
and that we deal with the problem of 
our new emerging high technology in 
this country and this world so that we 
have a competitive economy for the 
21st century. It also deals with some of 
the basic needs of hard-working Ameri­
cans who work full time and still are in 
poverty by increasing the earned in­
come tax credit. 

Let me just briefly summarize some 
of the things from the House bill to the 
conference report. The House bill re­
flected the revenue suggestions by the 
President which placed the emphasis 
on having the most affluent Americans 
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pay the most of the new revenue in­
creases. The Senate, we found, went be­
yond us and had $22 billion of new 
taxes beyond the House bill. They are 
not in the conference report. The Sen­
ate had $13112 billion less of discre­
tionary spending cuts than the House. 
We split that difference. The Senate 
had $2.8 billion less in cu ts in the ag 
area, and we receded to the Senate. 
The House, in a very important policy 
change, had made some recommenda­
tions for changing COLA's, some for 
people under age 62 and others for peo­
ple over age 62. The conference report 
contains those recommendations as it 
relates to COLA adjustments for people 
who are under age 62 which has $2.7 bil­
lion savings over the next 5 years. The 
Senate had less in the earned income 
tax credit than the House, the con­
ference reflects the House position, and 
there were some other technical 
changes in terms of the conference re­
port. 

However, Mr. Speaker, in summary 
what it produces is a document with 
$496 billion real deficit reduction over 
the next 5 years. It fundamentally 
moves the new President's program 
forward to make us competitive and 
ready for the 21st century. 

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

D 1800 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Well, I guess I come to the floor 

today, I do not know, just I guess 
stunned, shocked. I guess I should not 
be though. I have been in the House 
long enough that I should not be that 
way. 

Mr. Speaker, I want first of all to say 
that in many respects, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] was suc­
cessful in the negotiations. In other 
words, he got the Senate to move par­
tially our way. 

Well, let me tell you what we have in 
this budget deal. We have higher taxes 
coming out of the conference than we 
had coming out of the House. It is hard 
to believe, is it not, that the House 
passed this bill that had 21/2 times as 
many taxes as there. were spending 
cuts, and we come back, and we have 
got more taxes. 

Now let us talk about spending. We 
know we have $182 billion in new spend­
ing programs offered by the majority 
as investment programs. You decide 
whether more Government spending is 
investment or not. I think more Gov­
ernment spending is just that, more 
Government spending, more debt. But 
we come back from conference with 
more spending than we had when we 
left the House. 

Now, if you wonder about why this 
chart is in such bad shape, it is because 
of the time we had to put this thing to­
gether. I would have liked it to have 
been a little more professional, but this 

reflects the amount of time we have we tried to reduce taxes, we tried to re­
had on this. But let me tell you what duce the debt, and we were roadblocked 
the bottom line is: The deficit under every single step of the way. We, the 
this plan goes up, as opposed to the Republicans over here, do you know 
plan that left the House. It goes up by what we were subjected to? Gridlock. 
$1,090,000,000,000. There is a picture in Sports Illus-

So we hear talk about the fact that trated of a guy with a tennis shoe 
we have a great deficit reduction plan, stamped on the side of his face, and 
and you know what the bottom line is? that is what happened to us. 
You know what the rubber is when it Mr. Speaker, we may be defeated in 
meets the road? You know what hap- this package, but we are not beaten. 
pens when you get under the hood and Let me tell you, you are going to have 
start to look at what is going on? You to come in here over the next several 
get over $1,090,000,000,000 more in defi- months, and we are going to have pic­
cit, and added on top of it a big fat tax tures of your economic program. We 
increase and more Government spend- are going to take a look at the reve­
ing. And we won in conference, in a nues, and we are going to take a look 
manner of speaking. We pulled it our at the cuts, and we are going to take a 
way, and we still went up in every sin- look at the deficit, and we are going to 
gle one of these categories. take a look at the performance of this 

So when Members go home, they economy. 
have got to talk about taxing the Mr. Speaker, let me tell you, the dif­
American people in order to have more ference could not be more stark, the 
spending in order to have a analysis will not be more clear. The 
$1,090,000,000,000 deficit increase. sad thing though is when this economy 

Mr. Speaker, do you know what? I does not work like it should, when you 
am going to tell Members now, that cannot make the cuts in defense be­
that ain't going to sell. You know, I do cause they are not responsible, when 
not know what kind of mail Members your taxes go up, when your deficits go 
are getting, but I can state the kind of up, unfortunately, we are going to have 
mail I am getting says, "Cut spending to tell you that we told you so. 
first. If you are going to have any But do you know what the real trag­
taxes, use them to reduce the deficit, edy is? There will be no solace whatso­
and get Government spending down." ever in having to tell you that, because 

What we have got here is a 
$1,090,000,000,000 increase in the Federal it will be the country that will be hurt. 
deficit, accompanied with those big fat And maybe this debate is good. Demo­
taxes. crats feel, the majority party feels, 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you about that the central Government, the King 
the conference. I have been to a lot of Kong Government that is big, that is 
conferences. I have been on the con- tall, that is powerful, that is a bully, is 
ference committee now about seven or the way to solve America's problems. 
eight times with the Committee on We do not happen to believe that. We 
Armed Services. we get in there, we think that an absence of Government, 
have a meeting, we get together and that limited Government, is the an-
negotiate. swer. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you about Mr. Speaker, we are polarized. We are 
the budget conference. You are going going to find out over the next couple 
to hear a lot about this budget con- of years whether King Kong Govern­
ference. ment works, whether a powerful 

We show up to a photo session. We sit central Government trying to run 
around a table and everybody makes America is the answer to America's 
their speeches about what they think problems. I do not think we will find 
ought to be done. Then the chairman of that it is. 
the conference adjourns the con- Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
ference. Then the Democrats go behind my time. 
closed doors, write the bill, and then Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
we find out what it is. So there is no minutes to the gentleman from Michi­
negotiating, there is no discussion, gan [Mr. KILDEE]. 
there is no back and forth. Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

Maybe in a sense this is good, be- support of the conference report on the 
cause the Republicans have made every fiscal year 1994 budget resolution. This 
single effort in the House of Represent- resolution requires over $496 billion in 
atives, we have made every effort pos- deficit reduction over the next 5 
sible to try to improve the package, to year&--over half of which will be from 
try to reduce Government spending, to cuts in spending. The cuts in spending 
try to lower the taxes on the American set in this budget are real, they are 
people, and every single one of those deep, and they are enforceable. 
proposals was rejected on party line The 5-year spending caps will keep 
vote. Every single one of those propos- discretionary outlays lower in each of 
als that was taken up there to the the next 5 fiscal years than they were 
Committee on Rules to try to reduce in fiscal year 1993. Not compared to 
the taxes in specific ways was rejected baseline spending, not adjusted for in­
by the Committee on Rules. flation-but in absolute terms, we will 

Mr. Speaker, it is not our package. spend out less dollars in fiscal year 1998 
We tried. We tried to reduce spending, than we do in fiscal year 1993. 
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At the same time, our budget resolu­

tion provides room in the discretionary 
budget for President Clinton's impor­
tant domestic initiatives. Particularly 
in function 500, the education, training 
and social services function, which is 
the heart of the Clinton program. 

Mr. Speaker, no one can deny that 
the more than $3 trillion in additional 
debt which 12 years of Reagonomics 
has placed on our children is a terrible 
legacy of the 1980's. We have been buy­
ing more Government than we have 
been willing to pay for-and passing 
the bill onto the next generation. 

Addressing the Federal budget deficit 
is not only a fiscal and economic im­
perative-it is a moral imperative. 

This budget resolution is a major 
step toward reducing the debt passed 
on to our children-while at the same 
time investing in their education, their 
jobs, and their future. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup­
port this budget. 

D 1810 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished .gen­
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc­
MILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio and compliment him on the 
great work that he has done. Again, I 
want to compliment the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], the chair­
man of the committee, for his leader­
ship. 

I would like to emphasize, however, 
one thing the gentleman from Ohio has 
said. Republicans may have showed up 
at the initial conference, and that was 
about it. I did not even get an invita­
tion, and I am a conferee. I would have 
thought the chairman of the commit­
tee would have thought, "My gosh, how 
in the heck are we going to go forward 
without MCMILLAN?" 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. McMILLAN. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman did not receive an invitation, 
my apologies. We did miss his elo­
quence. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
maybe the gentleman takes us a little 
bit for granted. That is my point. I do 
not mean him personally, the process 
does. 

Basically, this is a Democratic budg­
et. The public needs to understand 
that. And if my colleagues think hav­
ing a Democrat in the White House is 
what made th~ difference, wrong again. 
Same thing was true last year. 

We went through the same process. 
We went down there, and we had an ini­
tial meeting. And then the Democrats 
in the Senate and the House got to­
gether, and they came up with their 
budget proposal. And that has been 
going on for the 8 years that I have 

been up here in which we have had Re­
publican Presidents. 

So I want the public to understand 
what we are doing here. I want to talk 
a little bit again, specifically, about it. 

The public needs to understand that 
what we are doing in this proposed 
budget is on a net basis, and this is 
CBO scoring, increasing net taxes by 
$267 billion over 5 years and attaining 
net spending reduction of $160 billion. 

Now, that is $425 billion worth of def­
icit reduction spread over 5 years. But 
when we talk about deficit reduction, 
we are talking about against what is 
called the baseline budget. 

That is an increased level of spend­
ing. So what happens, after all these 
taxes are raised, and we can see it right 
up there on that chart, the deficit, the 
debt of the United States over that 5-
year period will be increased by over $1 
trillion. That is over $1,000 billion. It 
will increase, despite the fact that we 
are raising those new taxes. 

In the first year, that is $27 billion of 
net new taxes and $9 billion in net 
spending increases. That is even before 
counting the $16 billion in this so­
called emergency supplemental re­
quest, which is not needed anyway, as 
a stimulus. 

The Republican proposal, on the 
other hand, proposed in excess of $430 
billion worth of spending cuts and no 
tax increases, absolutely no tax in­
creases. And the public needs to under­
stand that. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to focus on 
spending first, especially in what is 
really round one of a two rounder. Be­
cause when health care reform comes 
up within the next 2 months, we are 
probably going to have another $80 bil­
lion a year worth of tax increases on 
top of the $80 billion a year of tax in­
creases that are contained in this pro­
posal. 

I want the public to understand what 
we are doing here. We are not reducing 
the deficit, except ~gainst the baseline. 
We are increasing debt by $1,000 billion. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the chairman, who 
did an excellent job. 

My Republican colleagues are com­
plaining about their exclusion from a 
process which they had de facto boy­
cotted; namely, it has been clear for all 
the time that I have been here that the 
Republicans did not plan to vote for a 
budget. Having planned not to vote for 
it, they should not be surprised when 
Members did not make a great effort to 
win their votes. 

The budget that comes forward does 
put limits on spending. It says that the 
discretionary spending, domestic and 
military and foreign, will be the same 
at the end of the 5-year period as it was 
at the start. There are increases. The 

increases are in Social Security. The 
increases are also in the medical part 
of the budget. 

Now, we do have a two step process, 
and the President will be bringing for­
ward soon a plan to deal with the medi­
cal problem. The President has been 
very explicit. We have a two step proc­
ess here. 

First, let us get discretionary spend­
ing under control. Then we will deal 
with the medical care part, and the 
President will be bringing forward a 
program that will deal with that. 

I also want to talk some about spend­
ing, because what strikes me about my 
Republican colleagues is that spending 
is a bad word. And it is an undifferen­
tiated bad word. 

We have not heard them say "Good 
spending is one thing and bad is an­
other." All spending is bad. 

If we want to increase funds for im­
munization, if we want to increase 
funds for Head Start, if we want to in­
crease funds for trying to educate chil­
dren whom we have not well educated, 
that is spending. 

Now, I do not want to be unfair to my 
Republican colleagues. I do not mind 
it, but not in this context. It is not 
necessary. 

The fact is that they are not against 
all spending. When the military wants 
to spend money, that is fine. The mili­
tary, in fact, they have told us is get­
ting too little out of this. So they 
think that we are spending too much 
on immunization, too much on Head 
Start, too much on trying to house the 
homeless and not enough on the mili­
tary. 

When we hear Members talk about 
spending in general as a bad thing, we . 
have what we had for 12 years. 

I believe in this society that a vi­
brant, vigorous private sector is essen­
tial, if we are to have prosperity. But 
my Republican friends think, as they 
thought during the 1980's, that a vigor­
ous private sector is both a necessary 
and a sufficient condition for the qual­
ity of life we want. And they are wrong 
on this. 

The private sector must do well. 
That is a necessary condition. But it is 
not sufficient. There are, in fact, im­
portant parts of our life, public health, 
public safety, even economic coopera­
tion, as we see in other countries, 
where there is a valid and positive role 
for the public sector. 

And this assumption that all virtue 
adheres to the private sector and the 
public sector has nothing positive to 
contribute is the root cause of the in­
tellectual confusion that is rife on the 
Republican side of the aisle. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). The Chair wishes to advise 
Members controlling the debate time 
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA­
SICH] has 201/2 minutes remaining, and 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] has 191/2 minutes remaining. 
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, the Clin­
ton/Democrat budget is a fraud on the 
American people. Consideration of the 
budget resolution conference report is 
part of this continuing fraud agreed to 
by the ruling Democratic elite in pri­
vate in the dark of the night, hurried 
to the floor just a short time ago. Re­
publican Members and most Democrat 
Members have barely seen the report, 
let alone had time to study it. Hence, 
the handwritten kind of charts that w-e 
have got here. How can this body claim 
it is voting responsibly on the budget 
resolution when its contents are un­
known? But it is easy to see why it is 
being rushed to the floor. If familiarity 
breeds contempt, familiarity with this 
budget may cause a revolution. 

Like thieves in the night, this budget 
steals away this country's economic fu­
ture while the public sleeps. It robs the 
country of our current economic recov­
ery by imposing $327 billion of taxes on 
the American people, the largest tax 
increase in American history. 

Dozens of new taxes. Let me just list 
a few of them for my colleagues: an in­
come tax, a wage tax, a corporate in­
come tax, an energy tax, a possessions 
tax, a service industry tax, a tax for 
tax identification number validation, a 
tax deduction restriction on business 
expenses, a pension tax, a security 
dealers tax, a tax by disallowing mov­
ing deductions, a gas tax, an estate 
tax, a club dues tax, a tax on FSLIC as­
sistance payments, a tax on inter­
national corporations, an IRS tax, a 
commodity tax, a harbor maintenance 
tax, an inland waterway tax, an SEC 
tax and, of course, a tax on Social Se­
curity benefits. 

These taxes hit not just the rich. 
Clinton's campaign promises notwith­
standing, they hit everybody, begin­
ning with those who make $20,000 per 
year. These are taxes that fly in the 
face of history and logic. 

Taxes do not lead to economic 
growth. They slow growth. They penal­
ize success. They reduce entrepreneur­
ial activities and reduce growth. 

In fact, the Clinton budget here, even 
by its own admission, is going to add, 
as is pointed out here, $1.1 trillion to 
the debt over the next 5 years. 

D 1820 
Mr. Speaker, the result is today an­

other tax and spend train that is leav­
ing the station loaded up with special 
interest spending, dishonest budgeting, 
and massive tax increases. The only 
hope is this train will derail before it 
leads use to economic ruin. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, as a new Member of this 
body listening to this debate, I am 
more than a little surprised. First of 
all, I am somewhat astounded, Mr. 
Speaker, that Members of the minor­
ity, those who sat quietly by while 
budgets handed down by Republican 
administrations of the last 12 years 
drove the national debt of this country 
from $1 to $4 trillion, a 300-percent in­
crease, today show such chagrin at the 
budget proposed by President Clinton, 
a budget which makes a greater effort 
at deficit reduction than ever proposed 
by a President in the history of this 
country. 

The other thing that surprises me is 
the difference in arguments made ear­
lier in the Committee on the Budget 
and arguments made here on the floor. 
In the Committee on the Budget we 
heard a great deal of argument that it 
was not fair treating the accounting 
for the earned income tax credit, treat­
ing those costs as a tax cut. After the 
conference committee treated half of 
those as a spending increase, just as 
they had earlier urged, howls of protest 
emanated from the minority regarding 
the increases in spending that merely 
result from a changed accounting 
treatment, one they had earlier urged. 

The other thing that I am surprised 
about is how they argue this is non-re­
sponsive to the calls of the public for 
reduced public spending. This budget 
resolution proposes over the next 5 
years lower discretionary spending lev­
els than were expended or than are to 
be expended in 1993. That is a very sub­
stantial reduction, and one that has to 
be acknowledged in the treatment of 
this. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I just 
want to say that the budget proposal 
before us is an extremely sound one. It 
attacks the deficit foursquare, and 
much of the rhetoric heard on the floor 
should not be taken into serious ac­
count. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
rarely has the phrase "pig in a poke" 
been more apt than with this resolu­
tion. The administration has managed 
to keep the pork spending in, the fat 
tax increases in, and even the true fea­
tures of this pig-of-a-plan 'hidden in the 
poke. The only thing they seem to have 
left out of the bag is the deficit reduc­
tion. The Paul Bunyon of a deficit re­
duction plan that Bill Clinton an­
nounced on this floor just 2 months ago 
has returned to us as Tiny Tim today. 

Who really knows what is in this 
budget resolution? We have no idea 
what programs go with numbers that 
were put together just last night. Why? 
Because the administration has never 
provided us with any specifics. We still 
have not seen their budget, which has 
been delayed yet again and will not ap­
pear before this document has been 

forced through. The only certainty is 
that there are far higher taxes and far 
less deficit reduction than Americans 
know or want. 

When all is said and done on this 
budget plan, one simple truth remains: 
the Congress and the White House will 
not cut spending unless it is for the Na­
tion's defense. They won't cut person­
nel unless they salute and wear a uni­
form. They won't cut programs unless 
they are painted olive green or battle­
ship gray. 

No force on Earth could decimate our 
Armed Forces as this plan will do. No 
foreign adversary could reduce our 
competitive advantage as will this 
plan. 

Republicans have alternatives: We of­
fered $430 billion of deficit reduction 
without $1 of tax increases. 

My colleagues who are about to vote 
for this resolution may someday regret 
this vote, but not half as much as the 
American people will. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31h 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi­
gan [Mr. DINGELL], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
first of all to commend the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget and his colleagues for hav­
ing brought us a worthwhile and a 
workable document, a package which is 
responsible, which addresses the ques­
tion of deficit, which provides the nec­
essary revenues, which keeps intact es­
sential programs. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
on this side of the aisle, this is the only 
game in town. This is a package which 
will work. This is the package which is 
going to pass. 

I would remind them that we have 
been warning our Republican col­
leagues for years that the Republicans 
have consistently under 12 years of 
their administrations sent up here 
budgets that were outrageously out of 
balance. The Democrats in the leader­
ship of Congress have cut each and 
every one of those budgets over the 
years, and we must say that we are de­
lighted that our Republican colleagues 
are now joining us. This is a worth­
while change and we commend them 
for it. It is good. 

Having said that, I want to say that 
I in tend to support this conference re­
port and urge my colleagues to do it, to 
do the same thing, because I think it is 
in the public interest. 

I would like, however, to address one 
modest concern that I think the House 
should have. In this conference report 
there is a curious provision which re­
quires the committees of the House by 
Friday, May 14, to report their rec­
onciliation recommendations to this 
body. The Senate committees will have 
until Friday, June 18, to do the same 
thing, 1 month and 4 days later. I find 
this a curious thing. I suspect that it 
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may perhaps reflect an inability or a 
reluctance on the part of the other 
body to do the work which they are 
supposed to do in a seemly and timely 
fashion. 

I would urge my colleagues to note 
that this will not be the first time in 
which the other body has been incapa­
ble of meeting its constitution_al and 
its statutory responsibilities. Perhaps 
my dear friend, the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, can explain to us why the 
other body needs this time of tender 
and extraordinary consideration, and 
why the House committees are facing a 
different time limit. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I must say 
that on the part of the House, we have 
great confidence that the gentleman 
and other committee Chairs who get 
the reconciliation instructions will be 
able to move very efficiently and effec­
tively. 

The choice on the part of the Senate 
in their thought was that they, frank­
ly, needed more time. 

Mr. DINGELL. We will meet our 
deadlines, I would say to the gen­
tleman. We will make the cuts which 
are imposed. They are harsh. We hope 
our senatorial colleagues will meet the 
deadline. We think that would be won­
derful. It would be a refreshing change, 
and I thank my friend, the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I hear so much rhetoric 
from my friends on the Republican side 
that there are no cuts in this budget. 
We know we have frozen the discre­
tionary spending at below 1993 levels, 
but the gentleman chairs a committee 
and has to make some decisions. Have 
we given the gentleman some tasks in 
terms of reducing spending, I would 
ask? 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is emi­
nently correct, Mr. Speaker. There are 
massive cuts in Medicare and Medicaid 
here. There are massive increases in 
expenditures, even in small agencies 
like the SEC, and I am talking about 
revenue increases, and cuts in expendi­
tures by those agencies. 

We will meet those deadlines, in co­
operation with my good friend. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman "from California [Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, this con­
ference report is being sold as a plan 
for deficit reduction and stimulation of 
the economy. That is a tragedy, a trag­
edy, because the likely outcome will be 
exactly the opposite, a far larger defi­
cit and reduced economic growth. 

For example, this budget plan con­
tains the largest tax increase in Amer­
ican history. As a matter of fact, it is 
nearly twice as large as the second 

largest tax increase, which was im­
posed in 1990. Yet this plan not only 
does not restrain Government spend­
ing, it actually adds another $1 trillion 
plus to our national debt. 

Is this what the public voted for in 
the last election? Certainly not. The 
voters were told that President Clinton 
would cut taxes ·for the middle class. 
Instead, the average family of four will 
pay at least $500 more in added taxes 
next year under the Clinton plan. Even 
senior citizens on fixed incomes will 
pay more. For many, 85 percent of 
their Social Security benefits will now 
be taxed. 

Is this fairness? What will this mas­
sive tax increase do to the economy? 

D 1830 
According to Lawrence Kudlow, chief 

economist for a top Wall Street invest­
ment firm, we will actually lose 3.2 
million jobs by 1996, and reduce eco­
nomic output by $450 billion. 

Here we go again. If we adopt this 
conference report, we are following the 
exact same path we took in 1990. Two 
and a half years ago in 1990 we raised 
taxes in our ill-fated attempt to reduce 
the deficit. It did not work then, and it 
will not work now. Let's resoundingly 
reject this budget plan before it sends 
our economy into a massive recession. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening in favor of the House/Sen­
ate conference agreement. I think it is 
one that is well worthy of support. 

We could go over the list and pick 
out any number of areas with which we 
agree strongly or disagree to some ex­
tent, but let me first make it clear 
that I would like to talk about section 
050, national defense, where the budget 
authority is 263.4 and the outlays are 
277. It is my understanding these are 
the Senate figures which came back. 

I also wish to say that for the coming 
year of 1994 these will be adequate, and 
we can work within this budget on the 
Armed Services Committee. 

However, I wish to send a warning, 
Mr. Speaker, that in the days and 
years ahead as we look at our national 
defense, we as a Congress and we as a 
Nation must make a decision as to 
whether we want to have the best na­
tional defense possible or not. I sin­
cerely hope, Mr. Speaker, that we will 
be able to look in the future and not 
let this budget free-fall on national de­
fense. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi­
gan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, I thank the gentleman from Ohio 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I think most of us are 
all after the same goals. What is ago­
nizing is the fact that this Congress is 
trying to deal with reducing the defi­
cit. I think we all want to do that. 

However, this budget resolution in­
creases our debt by $1 trillion. It in­
creases the ceiling on spending, it in­
creases the ceiling of what we are 
going to be allowed to spend by $2 tril­
lion. 

For those Americans who have ob­
served what is happening in the U.S. 
Congress and have qbserved the fact 
that this Congress has increased the in­
debtedness of the American people by 
$3 trillion over the last decade, they 
should be every upset that this budget 
again increases the debt ceiling by an­
other $2 trillion over the next 5 years. 
The spending debt limit is increased 
within the language of this resolution 
because Congress is embarrassed to 
vote on increasing the debt ceiling to 
these new heights by a separate vote. 
We simply say when we pass this we 
pass a new debt limit for 1994 and 
project a new obnoxious debt of $6.182 
trillion within 5 years. 

And we not only increase the debt 
ceiling, but we get through the next 
election by increasing the debt for a 
whole calendar year so that we are not 
going to be forced to vote on new debt 
ceilings during the 1994 election. 

I . think if the American people knew 
that we were increasing taxes and not 
reducing spending for the next fiscal 
year, that we are increasing the debt, 
they would say "no, cut spending 
first." 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gentle­
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH­
TER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to urge the adoption of the conference 
report House Concurrent Resolution 64, 
the budget resolution for fiscal year 
1994. 

By adopting this resolution, the 
Members of this House will take a cri t­
i cal step along the path of long-term 
deficit reduction. This resolution con­
tains measures that will reduce the 
Federal deficit by $496 billion by 1997. 
Discretionary spending will be frozen 
for 5 years at 1993 outlay levels. 

The sacrifices called for in this reso­
lution do not fall disproportionately on 
any one group. 

The spending cuts are real and the 
fairness in our Tax Code, eroded during 
the past decade, is restored by asking 
those most able to pay to do so. 

The resolution endorses new initia­
tives so that we can begin to invest in 
America again. Advancements in 
health care, support for our children, 
revitalization of our Nation's infra­
structure and manufacturing base, and 
new investments in high technology 
will stimulate long-term economic 
growth. 

We know that budget deficit reduc­
tion in the years beyond fiscal year 
1998 will be stymied unless we can con­
trol the escalating cost of health care. 
Research and prevention are proven 
cost containment tools. And this reso-
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lution includes new investments for 
women's health research and childhood 
immunization that I have worked 3 
years to achieve. 

The resolution calls for additional 
defense spending cuts so that our mili­
tary budget will begin to reflect post­
cold war realities, such as the dissolu­
tion of the Warsaw Pact and the eco­
nomic collapse of the former Soviet 
Union. While it is true that regions of 
this country will be challenged to 
make painful transitions from a mili­
tary economy to a commercial one 
again, this resolution supports bold de­
fense conversion strategies, ignored for 
years by previous administrations. 

I am disappointed that the other 
body would not agree to reduce defense 
spending by the levels approved in the 
House resolution. But, our fight to 
eliminate wasteful weapon systems 
plagued with inefficiency and cost 
overruns, will continue in full force 
during the appropriations process. 
There are defense spending cuts that 
we can achieve over the next 5 years 
that will not hurt our economy here at 
home. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
that at the same time we were paying 
$170 billion for the defense of our allies, 
many of our defense contracts were 
awarded to these foreign countries to 
produce spare parts for our weapon sys­
tems, such as the Patriot missile we 
used in Desert Storm. 

Finally, this resolution supports new 
investments to stimulate long-term 
economic growth through new invest­
ments in infrastructure, commercial 
research, and high technology. I am 
particularly pleased with the bold new 
investment in high-speed rail. This is a 
transportation innovation I have advo­
cated for the past 4 years. 

Not only is high-speed rail environ­
mentally sound and energy efficient, it 
will provide a major boost to our econ­
omy. 

House Concurrent Resolution 64 pre­
sents a strong challenge to this Con­
gress. The spending cuts compel us to 
make certain that every Federal dollar 
must be invested wisely. 

This resolution provides the dis­
cipline we need to get Federal spending 
under control and our country on a 
sound economic course again. I urge its 
adoption. 

0 1840 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] , from 
Cleveland, OH. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I am rising 
to oppose this budget resolution, be­
cause instead of providing the promis­
ing new direction it claims to do , this 
plan represents a continuation of the 
failed fiscal policies of the past. 

What other conclusion can be drawn 
from this document that hardly anyone 
here in the House of Representatives 

has had a chance to read, let alone re­
view and analyze? 

Apparently, the House leadership has 
decided that the best course of action 
for them to take is to ram this charade 
of a budget plan through the House, be­
fore anyone can actually read the var­
ious proposals within it. In fact, the 
speed and haste with which the House 
Democratic leadership is acting makes 
me wonder what it is that they have to 
hide. 

Is there something in this budget 
plan that they don't want the Amer­
ican people to see or know about? 

I think I know why the majority 
leadership wants this bill passed as 
quickly as possible. If the American 
people actually realized that the 
Democrats in Congress are asking 
them to pay over $300 billion in new 
taxes, so that another trillion dollars­
can be piled onto the public debt after 
4 more years of deficit-spending, they 
might be angry. 

And it is being promoted by Presi­
dent Clinton and the Democrats in 
Congress with a distortion and subver­
sion of the English language in an at­
tempt to camouflage exactly what it is 
they are doing. 

In the few, short months since its in­
auguration, the Clinton administration 
has knowingly and calculatedly rede­
fined words like contribution, savings, 
investment, sacrifice, patriotism, 
emergency, deficit reduction, stimulus, 
and family income for its own political 
profit. 

This is not just public relations jar­
gon and glibness-it is far more seri­
ous. It 's a wholesale debasement of the 
English language. 

The greatest thinkers of western civ­
ilization, from the Old Testament 
prophets to the most current post-mod­
ern philosophers, have all testified to 
the importance of the word, because in 
politics especially, words make clear 
our intentions and give voters the abil­
ity to choose and evaluate the people 
who seek to lead them. 

That is why George Bush's statement 
"Read my lips-no new taxes" during 
the 1988 Presidential campaign was 
such a liability for him during the 1992 
campaign. When George Bush made his 
statement, millions of voters felt that 
he was entering into a solemn covenant 
with them-that he absolutely, posi­
tively would not raise their taxes dur­
ing his term in office. 

Well, when he broke his vow by sign­
ing into law the huge tax increases in­
cluded in the 1990 budget agreement, 
the voters felt betrayed, and they acted 
accordingly. 

And I, for one, believe that George 
Bush got exactly what he bargained 
for, and deserved, from the American 
people last November. 

Now, here we are not 6 months later, 
being asked to approve the biggest tax­
ing and spending program in the his­
tory of the Republic, and it is being 

promoted by a slick promotional cam­
paign in which taxes are called con­
tributions, pork-barrel spending is 
called investment, economic recovery 
is called an emergency, and a $1,000 bil­
lion increase in the national debt is 
called deficit reduction. 

It is no wonder to me that most peo­
ple's ability to analyze and evaluate 
their leaders' policies has become im­
paired. When the established meanings 
of words are twisted and subverted, 
how can anyone expect the people to be 
able to make educated and thoughtful 
decisions? 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that all of my 
fellow firstterm Members will join with 
me in opposition to this mockery of a 
budget. We were not sent to Washing­
ton, DC, on a campaign of change and 
reform so that we could be part of the 
failed status quo. We were sent to town 
to make bold, dramatic, and fundamen­
tal changes in Federal policy. This 
budget fails that test. It does not de­
serve our support, and it should be re­
jected. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary­
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget, and I con­
gratulate him for the work that he has 
done. 

I rise in support of the product of the 
committee and the conference and 
would ask the gentleman to enter into 
a colloquy with me. 

I want to commend you on your ef­
forts in the conference to reduce the 
burden on Federal workers and retir­
ees. Am I correct that changes made in 
the conference will provide a full cost­
of-li ving adjustment to r etirees above 
age 62? 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Spea ker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, the gen­
tleman is correct. 

Mr. HOYER. And finally, am I also 
correct that the conference report 
maintains the agreement that the Ad­
ministration, Authorizing, Appropriat­
ing and Budget Committees will work 
to find acceptable alternative methods 
for achieving the budget savings so 
that locality pay shall be implemented 
in fiscal year 1994? 

Mr. SABO. The gentleman is abso­
lutely correct. 

Mr. HOYER. And to clarify, when I 
say fiscal year, beginning January 1, 
1994? Is that correct? 

Mr. SABO. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Con­
necticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHAYS. Give me a break, blame 
the other side? Blame that other body? 
Blame yourselves. 

And, freshman Democrats, do not 
think you are making a difference 
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here, because you are going along. It is 
the same old story that the debt is 
going to go up $1 trillion because of 
what you are doing. 

I respect the Members of the other 
side. You are good people. ·But I do not 
respect what is happening here. I do 
not respect what you are doing. 

The debt ceiling you are raising in 
this bill; $2 trillion. You are not reduc­
ing the deficits. They are going up. 
They are going to add $1 trillion. 

Now, when Republicans met your 
challenge, and your challenge was to 
come in with specific cuts, we did. 
When the President spoke fr:om this 
dais, he talked about 4 to 1 taxes to 
spending cuts. To your credit, you 
went to the President and said that is 
too high, and you got him down to 2 to 
1. It is still too high; $2 of taxes for $1 
of spending cuts, and then you cave in 
to the Senate and you blame the Sen­
ate, and you are back up to 3 to 1. Do 
not blame the Senate. Blame your­
selves. 

Vote against this package. Vote to 
cut spending. Vote to bring some san­
ity to this place and get this trillion­
dollar deficit, that you are going to add 
in the next 5 years, down. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW­
SKI], chairman of the Qommi ttee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this resolution but I 
do so with some reluctance. 

I have been quite public about my de­
sire to help President Clinton achieve 
his deficit reduction goals. He has been 
elected by the American people to ac­
complish change in this country and a 
part of that change involves reducing 
significantly our national debt. There 
is no bigger responsibility before us. 
When it comes to deficit reduction, I 
am on the team, and quite willing to 
play downfield blocker as the President 
quarterbacks us to reduced deficits. 

It is the President's responsibility­
and I believe desire-to lead. And I be­
lieve that he will. In that regard, my 
position has been clear: I am prepared 
to support, and help pass, the Presi­
dent's plan. 

This budget resolution conference 
agreement requires an impressive $496 
billion of deficit reduction over the 
next 5 years. It also lays a heavy re­
sponsibility on the shoulders of the 
members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. In large measure, that is 
appropriate, given our jurisdictional 
responsibilities and the substance of 
the President's legislative agenda for 
deficit reduction. I am concerned, how­
ever, that this conference agreement, 
in several instances, goes beyond the 
President's proposals, making assump­
tions that it will be difficult for the 
Committee on Ways and Means to 
achieve. 

Let me be specific. On the revenue 
side, we will be expected to raise $272 

billion over 5 years. That is $4 billion 
more than the Joint Committee on 
Taxation [JCT] now estimates that the 
President's plan will achieve. I do not 
want anyone to be confused about my 
position on this: I have no intention of 
raising more revenues for deficit reduc­
tion than the President proposes. Pe­
riod. 

On the spending side, the conference 
agreement assumes all of the adminis­
tration's Medicare cuts-a total of $48.3 
billion-and nearly $26 billion in new 
outlays for an expanded earned income 
tax credit. 

There is considerable discussion 
about placing other new spending ini­
tiatives in · the reconciliation bill, in­
cluding proposals for childhood immu­
nization and family preservation serv­
ices. I support the goals of both of 
these programs, so long as we pay for 
them. Toward that end, I expect that 
the President will propose ways to off­
set the costs of these initiatives. If he 
does not, I do not plan to suggest reve­
nue sources of my own. 

Here is the bottom line, I say to my 
colleagues. The job ahead of us is enor­
mous, even with an effective ally like 
Bill Clinton. This package asks us to 
do roughly $6 billion more than the 
President's plan when it comes to 
items within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means-$4 bil­
lion in revenues, $1.5 billion for family 
preservation, and $600 million from as­
suming the trade adjustment assist­
ance entitlement is converted to dis­
cretionary spending. I cannot assure 
you that I will be able to make up the 
difference. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to make a com­
ment on the speech that the very dis­
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means just made. It ap­
pears as though, before this document 
is even leaving the House, before we 
even pass the conference committee re­
port, we are already losing the deficit 
reduction. 

I think what I heard, is that we are 
going to lose several billion dollars 
from where the conference committee 
has agreed to produce revenues, so be­
fore we even get out the door, we have 
lost money. Of course, we lost a ton of 
money coming across the treadway. We 
got out there in the rotunda, and we 
got fouled up somewhere around there. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first compliment the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio for the fine, ex­
emplary job he has done in handling 
the budget resolution initially when it 
came to the floor and how he has de­
ported himself with this conference re­
port. 

I rise in opposition to the conference 
report today. The report sets forth the 
budget blueprint for the next 5 years, 

based in large part on the budget out­
line proposed by President Clinton. 

The budget blueprint still contains 
the basic elements that caused me, and 
most of the Members on our side, to op­
pose the House budget resolution when 
it was voted on March 18. 

It calls for the largest tax increase in 
U.S. history. Now, maybe that point 
has been made any number of times 
earlier today, but it bears repeating 
until it finally soaks in with the Amer­
ican people. 

It calls for large spending increases 
in Federal spending over the next 5 
years, and when the taxes, that were 
mislabeled as spending cuts, and all the 
fee increases are taken out of the list 
of spending cuts, that list becomes 
very short. The largest item on that 
list is the $112 billion cut in defense 
programs. 

What will the final product actually 
look like when the legislation imple­
menting this blueprint is enacted? In 
my view, it may be unrecognizable. We 
know that the Democrats in Congress 
have already started to tinker with the 
President's plan. 

0 1850 
In this blueprint the conferees agreed 

to a higher revenue level than was in 
the House-passed resolution. They have 
scaled back some of the cuts in agri­
culture programs after coming under 
criticism, and they have increased dis­
cretionary spending. And after adding 
together the revenue number and the 
higher spending number, the result is a 
higher deficit. 

Like the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH], who talked to me very briefly 
earlier on the floor of the House, today 
said "You know, this conference report 
has higher taxes, more spending, and a 
bigger deficit." I believe the situation 
has just gotten completely out of hand. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. I thank the minority 
leader for yielding. 

You know, outside of the fact that it 
has higher taxes, higher spending, and 
a bigger deficit, it is a pretty good 
package outside of those three points. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

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

Mr. SABO. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, just so we have the 
record straight, the resolution assumes 
the same revenue as the House budget 
resolution. It did not increase the reve­
nue assumptions. 

Mr. MICHEL. From the way I see it, 
when the record is finally complete, 
you can bet your bottom dollar, it 
means higher taxes, higher spending, 
and a bigger deficit. There is no way 
you are going to get around that. 
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Democratic Senators convinced the 

President that the mining and grazing 
fee increases proposed should be 
dropped from the budget, and the 
President warned us that special inter­
ests would try to change the budget 
plan. What he did not tell us was that 
he would cave in to special interests 
once he received pressure from his own 
Democratic Members. 

Finally, I would like to make sure 
that Members are clear, when they 
vote for the budget resolution con­
ference report, that they are also vot­
ing to increase the public debt limit 
from $4.1 trillion to $4. 7 trillion. The 
House, under rule XLIX, the Gephardt 
rule, has a special procedure whereby 
the public debt figure reflected in the 
budget resolution is separately en­
grossed in a joint resolution. It is 
deemed to have passed the House by 
the same vote as that on the budget 
resolution conference report. This sep­
arate joint resolution is then sent di­
rectly over to the other body. 

In addition, the House tomorrow is 
going to be asked to pass a short-term 
debt limit extension under a 
minireconciliation process. It will ex­
tend the debt limit through the end of 
this fiscal year until September 30. We 
hear that the administration wants the 
short-term debt limit extension in 
order to pressure our Democratic 
friends in the fall to pass the larger 
reconciliation bill, which will contain 
another provision to raise the debt 
limit when it is reached at that time. 

For these many reasons, I must vote 
against the conference report today 
and urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Well, Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the resolution, and 
let me say to my colleagues that this is 
where the rubber meets the road. We 
have a serious problem in America. We 
have all known that. 

On the other .side, I have heard lots of 
complaints that they were not allowed 
four alternatives, only two; we are call­
ing things something that we should 
not call them. 

Someone got up and said, "gridlock"; 
the media and the Democrats have in­
vented the word gridlock. The bottom 
line is this: The last time we were at 
such a crucial crossroads in America 
was 1981. There was a new President 
swept in on a mandate for change. He 
had a budget that he presented. I op­
posed it. But there were 55 of my 
Democratic colleagues-I have their 
names here-who voted for that budget 
because they knew that we have to 
move. They would have written some­
thing differently than what the Repub­
licans proposed, but we would have had 
deadlock. I do not hear any of that 
from the other side. 

I think the gentleman from Ohio does 
deserve credit, as I mentioned before, 

for presenting such a detailed budget. 
But it did not have the votes to pass. 

What the other side should have done 
was come over and say, "Okay, for the 
good of the country we are willing to 
play ball. We would like a few changes 
here and there, and then we are going 
to join you in finally reducing the 
monster of the deficit that has brought 
this country down to its knees." 

They did not; and they carp and com­
plain. 

The resolution that we have here, my 
colleagues, is not perfect, but it is 
going to set America right again. It is 
going to get a handle on the deficit, 
our No. 1 economic problem, and start 
putting Americans back to work as it 
frees up that money for the things we 
need. 

There is no other alternative. 
You are either saying "no" or mov­

ing America forward. 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 

minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. INGLIS]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I hear a lot of discus­
sion in this Chamber, and I am very 
concerned about it, as a freshman 
Member, to hear the discussion about a 
Republican budget and a Democratic 
budget. The fact is this is America's 
budget, and I am very concerned about 
it. It is also America's family budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot imagine a fam­
ily budgeting the way that this vote is 
about to go. Can you imagine a family 
that is $4 trillion in debt deciding that 
what it shall do in the first year in a 
$1.5 trillion budget is cut just $6 billion 
in spending and raise taxes by $28 bil­
lion? This plan has most of the cuts in 
1997 and 1998. In fact, of the $63 billion 
in unspecified cuts, $30 billion of them 
come in 1998. That I submit is an illu­
sory cut. 

There is no way that those cuts are 
going to happen in 1993; $30 billion way 
off in 1998. The fact is this is America's 
family budget, and we only budget 1 
year at a time. 

So, to claim credit for the 30 billion 
dollars' worth of unspecified cuts out 
as far as 1998 is a fraud on the Amer­
ican people. 

The American people want a family 
budget for this year, not for 1998. We 
need to cut spending here and cut it 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21h minutes to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT­
TERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. I thank the gen­
tleman for yielding. 

First, I would like to commend the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] 
for his hard work in fashioning a budg­
et resolution, that he could find 218 
votes for, in this very diverse body. We 
should never overlook how difficult it 
is to put together a package, a budget 
for this great country of ours, that 218 
Members of this body will vote for. 

That is the ultimate test around here: 
Whether you can find the votes to get 
something done. 

The gentleman from Minnesota and 
the members of this committee have 
done a good job in fashioning the pack­
age that they bring to us today. 

Needless to say, we have a very seri­
ous budget problem. Over the last dec­
ade we have added nearly $3 trillion to 
our Nation's debt, $3 trillion in one 
decade. And I believe every American 
recognizes that that trend has to 
change. I would like to see it change 
more quickly than this particular reso­
lution calls for. But I do not have 217 
other people here on the floor of the 
House to vote the way I would like to 
vote. 

The proposal before us today is a 
very· important first step for the new 
administration in turning this Nation's 
fiscal policy around. 

As far as I am concerned, it contains 
some very tough proposals. It is going 
to be very hard for the Congress to live 
with the discretionary caps on spend­
ing that this budget resolution pre­
scribes. That is tough medicine. 

The Congress has never in recent his­
tory lived with a 5-percent spending 
cap. 

That is going to be a great challenge 
for this administration and this body, 
to live within that kind of limitation. 

In addition to that, this plan also 
tackles some of the tough entitlement 
programs. Yes; we did change Social 
Security. We are talking about freezes 
on pay, freezes on COLA 's; this is tough 
medicine. ' 

D 1900 
And yes, we are talking about nearly 

$500 billion in deficit reduction over 5 
years, and that is not going to be easy 
to achieve, either, but it is a real first 
step in the right direction of turning 
this Nation's fiscal policy around. 

In the final analysis, Mr. Speaker, we 
have to find 218 votes, and I submit to 
my colleagues that today this is the 
best plan in spite of some of its flaws 
that we can come anywhere near find­
ing 218 votes for. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for it 
and then join me in voting for spending 
levels that will be below the spending 
levels prescribed in this budget resolu­
tion as we deal with many of the appro­
priation bills later on in the process. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I have 
been hearing over and over again about 
the Republican Presidents bringing us 
this big deficit. 

Do you know what? I cannot remem­
ber a time when a Republican Presi­
dent sent a budget proposal up here 
that the day that it arrived-no, before 
it got to Capitol Hill, when it was com­
ing up in the car from the White 
House-the big spenders on the major­
ity side declared it dead on arrival. 
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You folks declared the President's 
budget dead on arrival. 

Do you know why? Because you 
wanted to spend more, that is why, and 
that is what drove the deficits sky 
high. 

Now, let me tell you about your 
President. He comes up here one morn­
ing to make a talk to the Republicans, 
because he wants us to get involved. 

I said, "Mr. President, why do you 
have $84 billion in taxes and $2 billion 
in spending cuts? You were the one 
who said you wanted change. Why 
don't you give us $84 billion in spend­
ing cuts and $2 billion in taxes?" 

Do you know what the President 
said? "I would like to give you change, 
but I have to give you what the traffic 
can bear." That is just what the gen­
tleman from Kansas said. 

Well, this is the best that can pass. 
This is the only package that can get 
218 votes; that is right. It is a lousy 
package, but you can get 218 votes for 
it. That is not the way you ought to 
pass legislation and put your blueprint 
for change and your blueprint for 
America forward. You ought to put 
something forward that you are proud 
of. 

So I said to the President, "You are 
for change; we are for change. Let's 
pull the agenda our way so we can get 
more spending cuts." 

And do you know what the President 
told me? "Give us your specifics." 

Well, we go to committee. We laid 
down an 82-page document with more 
specifics than your President had in his 
package. And do you know what you 
did? Over 101/2 hours on a party line 
vote, you rejected every single effort to 
reduce taxes and to cut spending, every 
single one. 

We wanted to participate in this 
game. You would not let us participate 
in this budget process, because you 
wanted to have more taxes. You did 
not want to have more spending cuts. 

Now, let me tell you, the American 
people are going to find out about this 
plan. And do you know who is going to 
find out about it? The senior citizens 
when they pay more taxes. They do not 
know they are being taxed under this 
program. 

When Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI slaps 
a tax on them, you are going to hear 
from them. 

People who drive cars-the only peo­
ple affected under this plan, people who 
are millionaires and people who 
breathe, and the people who drive cars 
are going to be paying more gas taxes. 

If you are from Ohio, you have the 
business community come around and 
talk about the loss of industrial jobs 
that are going to occur in our State be­
cause of the big Btu energy taxes that 
are going to occur. These folks are 
going to find out about it. 

The middle-income taxpayers who 
were promised a tax cut and got a big 
fat tax increase, they are going to find 
out about this plan. 

And let me tell you about defense. 
You cannot make the defense numbers. 
There have been some people on your 
side who talked about defense here 
today. Let me tell you, you try to cut 
$30 billion 4 years from now on and $39 
billion 5 years from now, you cannot do 
it. You cannot make those cuts. You 
cannot throw all those people out of 
work with a mindless effort to try to 
cut defense for a political reason. Your 
side will not put up with that. You are 
going to have to come up with other 
spending cuts, which I do not think you 
can do, or you are going to have to 
raise people's taxes more. 

Do you know what, folks, we have a 
choice. As Republicans who were shut 
out of this process all the way along, 
Republicans who made a good-faith ef­
fort to put our program forward to 
work with the majority, to try to cut 
spending first, we as Republicans made 
an effort. We were shut out. 

Do you know what we ought to do be­
cause we were shut out? We do not like 
this package. It raises the national 
debt another 1 trillion 90 billion dol­
lars. We have to come here and vote a 
hard "no" on this package. We have to 
vote a hard "no" to send this package 
back to the conference committee so 
that we can cut spending first and give 
the American people what they asked 
for in the November elections. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my­
self, the final minute. 

Mr. Speaker, may I say to the gen­
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] it is 
true Republican Presidential budgets 
used to be dead on arrival, and the peo­
ple running the fastest away from 
them were the gentleman's colleagues 
on the Republican side of the aisle. 

In the election in November, the 
American people said they wanted 
change. They elected a new President 
with a new vision for the future of this 
country, and they want a Congress that 
will move that program forward. Today 
is the time for us to deliver. Vote 
"yes." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Without objection, the pre­
vious question is ordered on the con­
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi­
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 240, nays 
184, not voting 6, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI} 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml} 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 

March 31, 1993 
[Roll No. 127] 
YEAS-240 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 

· Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

NAYS-184 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 

Orton 
Owens 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
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Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 

Abercrombie 
Barton 

Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 

NOT VOTING--6 
Ford (TN) 
Henry 

D 1927 

Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

LaFalce 
Quillen 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

(The following material is included 
herewith pursuant to section 2 of 
House Resolution 145, waiving points of 
order against the conference report on 
House Concurrent Resolution 64:) 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994 

[In millions of dollars) 

Current level (Enacted law) 
050 National defense .................... . 
150 International affairs ............... . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment ............. ......................... . 
350 Agriculture .............................. . 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
400 Transportation ........................ . 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment. and social services ......... . 
550 Health ..................................... . 
570 Medicare ....... ... ....................... . 
600 Income security ...................... . 
650 Social Security ........................ . 
700 Veterans benefits and services 
750 Administration of justice ....... . 
800 General Government ............... . 

Budget 
authority 

180 
169 

2,140 
9,742 
1,220 

589 

12,168 
96.446 
49,369 
74,177 

32 
17,391 

336 
7,397 

Entitle-
Outlays ment au-

180 
169 

1,895 
574 

1,521 
592 

11.486 
96,436 
49,369 
73,926 

32 
18,715 

330 
7,396 

thority 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994-Con­
tinued 

[In millions of dollars) 

900 Net interest ............................ . 

Subtotal 

Discretionary Appropriations Action 
(Assumed legislation) 

050 National defense .. .................. . 
150 International affairs ...... ... ...... . 
250 General science, space, and 

technology ....... . 
270 Energy .... .. .............................. . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment ................ .. .................... . 
350 Agriculture .............................. . 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
400 Transportation ........................ . 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment ....... ............... . 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services ......... . 
550 Health ......... . 
570 Medicare ............... . 
600 Income security .. . . 
650 Social Security ........................ . 
700 Veterans benefits and services 
750 Administration of justice ... .... . 
800 General government 

Subtotal 

Discretionary Action by Other 
Committees (Assumed Entitle­
ment Legislation) 

300 National resources and envi-
ronment .. .................................... . 

500 Education, training, employ-
ment, and social services ......... . 

550 Health .......... ... .. ...................... . 
600 Income security ...................... . 
700 Veterans benefits and services 

Subtotal 

Committee total ........ . 

AGRICUL TURAI. COMMITTEE 
Current level (Enacted law) 

150 International affairs ............... . 
270 Energy ..................................... . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment .. ............................. . 
350 Agriculture .............................. . 
400 Transportation ........................ . 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment ....... ........................... . 
600 Income security ...................... . 
800 General government 
900 Net interest ........... . 

Subtotal .......... . 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

300 Natural resources and envi-
ronment ..................... ................. . 

350 Agriculture ............... . 
800 General government 

Subtotal ........... . 

Committee total .. .......... . 

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 
Current level (Enacted law) 

050 National defense .................... . 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services ......... . 
600 Income security ...................... . 
700 Veterans benefits and services 

Subtotal ............................ . 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
legislation) 

600 Income security 

Subtotal ................. ..... ..... . 

Committee total ................ . 

BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Current Level (Enacted law) 
150 International affairs ............... . 
370 Commerce and housing credit 

Budget 
authority 

63 

271.419 

263,883 
21,714 

18,055 
5,665 

20,320 
4,117 
3,347 

14,110 

8,260 

41,073 
21,799 
2,944 

32,567 
0 

16,807 
14,489 
11,814 

500,964 

38 

247 
-191 

567 
70 

731 

773,113 

-523 
0 

490 
11,013 

50 

567 
0 

333 
0 

11,931 

-7 
-60 

2 

-65 

11,866 

12,891 

4 
27,018 

191 

40,104 

-128 

-184 

39,976 

- 717 
11 ,999 

Outlays 

63 

262,683 

277,511 
21 ,627 

17,559 
5,604 

20,883 
4,204 
3,244 

36,308 

8,375 

38,296 
21,091 
2,941 

34,656 
2,840 

16,890 
14,701 
12,027 

538,757 

38 

138 
-191 

567 
69 

621 

802,061 

-523 
- 715 

509 
9,848 

50 

552 
0 

332 
0 

10,054 

-7 
-60 

I 

-66 

9,988 

12,923 

4 
26,916 

180 

40,023 

- 128 

- 184 

39,895 

-1,913 
3,830 

Entitle­
ment au­

thority 

0 
9,734 

0 

0 
1.091 

333 
63 

11,221 

0 
-60 

0 

-60 

11,161 

0 
26,916 

180 

27,099 

27,099 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994-Con­
tinued 

[In millions of dollars) 

450 Community and regional de-

Budget 
authority Outlays 

velopment ....... .......... .................. - 68 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services .......... I l 
600 Income security ............ ........... 0 64 
800 General government ................ 5 5 
900 Net interest ....... ...................... 2,799 2,799 

Entitle­
ment au­

thority 

----------~ 
Subtotal ... .......................... 14,087 4,718 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

370 Commerce and housing credit 

Subtotal 

Committee total ................ . 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMMITTEE 
Current level (Enacted Law) 

-338 

-338 

14,087 4,380 

750 Administration of justice ........ 40 40 40 
----------~ 

Subtotal ... 40 40 40 

Committee total 40 40 40 

EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 
Current Level (Enacted Law) 

500 Education, training, employ-
ment. and social services .......... 1,536 1,640 4,964 

600 Income security ....................... 115 117 9,075 
----------~ 

Subtotal ............................. 1,651 1,757 14,039 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
legislation) 

500 Education, training, employ-
ment, and social services ......... . 118 

Subtotal ............................. 118 
----------~ 

Committee total .. ............... 1,651 1,757 14,157 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (Enacted Law) 
270 Energy ...................................... 63 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment....................................... O - 3 0 
400 Transportation .. ....................... 22 13 0 
550 Health ..... ................................. 453 460 92,173 
600 Income security ....................... 14,663 14,405 11,175 
800 General government ................ 8 8 8 

----------~ 
Subtotal ............................. 15,145 14,945 103,356 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

550 Health ..... .. ............. .. ............... . -180 
950 Undistributed offsetting re-

ceipts ................. ............. ............ - 1,700 
----------~ 

Subtotal ............................. - 1,700 

Committee total ................. 15,145 13,245 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Current Level (Enacted Law) 

-180 

103,176 

150 International affairs ................ 13,263 13,720 0 
600 Income security ....................... 453 444 434 
800 General government ................ 6 6 0 

----------~ 
Subtotal ............................. 13,722 14,170 434 

Committee total ................ . 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
COMMITTEE 

Current Level (Enacted Law) 

13,722 14,170 434 

800 General government ................ 15 13 
----------~ 

Subtotal ............................. 15 13 

Committee total ................. 15 13 

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 
COMMITTEE 

Current Level (Enacted Law) 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment. and social services .......... 20 16 O 
800 General government ................ 29 0 92 

----------~ 
Subtotal ............................. 49 16 92 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 

COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994-Con­
tinued 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Entitle­
ment au­
thority 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994-Con­
tinued 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Entitle­
ment au­

thority 

Committee total 49 16 92 600 Income security ....................... - 66 - 66 - 66 
===================== ----------~ 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
Current level (Enacted law) 

370 Commerce and housing credit 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services .. ....... . 
600 Income security ...................... . 
750 Administration of justice ....... . 
800 General government ... . 

Subtotal ..... ......... . 

Committee total ................ . 

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 
COMMITTEE 

Current level (Enacted law) 
300 Natural resources and envi-

317 

812 
46 

1,247 
477 

2,899 

2,899 

317 

564 
14 

1,267 
477 

2,639 

2,639 

0 
14 

180 
100 

294 

293 

ronment ....... ..................... .. .... 495 467 0 
370 Commerce and housing credit 65 64 0 
400 Transportation ... ... ...... ............. 8 30 537 
600 Income security .............. ......... 12 6 O 
800 General government ......... 7 7 0 

Subtotals .. .... ... ... .. ... ........... 588 574 537 
-----------

Committee total ................. 588 574 537 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMIITTE 
Current level (Enacted law) 

270 Energy ..................................... . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment ..... .. ............................... . 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment .................................. . 
550 Health ............................... . 
800 General government .. . 

Subtotal .......................... .. . 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
legislation) 

300 Natural resources and envi-
ronment ............... ........ . 

800 General government .. . 

Subtotal ............................ . 

Committee totals ..... .. ....... . 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMIITTE 

Current level (Enacted Law) 

15 

128 

579 
6 

750 

1,477 

-71 
-46 

-117 

1,360 

- 139 

83 

568 
4 

750 

1,266 

- 71 
- 41 

-112 

1,154 

19 

409 
0 

757 

1,185 

1,185 

550 Health ............. .. . 0 -218 4,050 
600 Income security ......... .............. 37,329 36,167 36,167 
800 General government ................ 13,191 13,190 0 

-----------
Sub tot a I .................. 50,520 49,139 40,217 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
legislation) 

550 Health . -11 

Subtotal ............................. - 66 -66 - 77 
-----------

Committee total ......... 50,454 49,073 40,140 

PUBLIC WORKS AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
Current Level (Enacted Law) 

270 Energy .... ..................... .... ..... . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment .. .................................... . 
400 Transportation ........................ . 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment ............... .. ................. . 
800 General government 

Subtotal ............................ . 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

300 Natural resources and envi-

978 

219 
24,226 

5 
16 

25,444 

835 

193 
0 

156 
16 

1,199 

ronment ............ .. ......................... -13 -13 
400 Transportation ......................... 2,105 0 

-----------
Sub tot a I .............. 2,092 - 13 

Committee total ............ ..... 27,536 1,186 

SCIENCE, SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY 
COMMITIEE 

Current level (Enacted law) 
250 General science, space, and 

technology ............................. . 
270 Energy ..................................... . 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services ......... .. 

22 
8 

22 
8 

-----------
Subtotal .......................... .. 

Committee total 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Current Level (Enacted law) 

370 Commerce and housing credit 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment ............................ .. 

Subtotal ................... . 

Committee total . 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Current Level (Enacted Law) 

700 Veterans benefits and services 

Subtotal ........... . 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

700 Veterans benefits and services 

Subtotal .......... .. 

31 

31 

187 

187 

187 

1,581 

1,581 

- 11 

-11 

31 

31 

52 

-344 

-292 

-292 

1,772 

1,772 

-11 

- 11 

18,577 

18,577 

70 

70 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON­
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-FISCAL YEAR 1994-Con­
tinued 

[In millions of dollars) 

Committee totals .............. . 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMITIEE 
Current level (Enacted law) 

500 Education, training, employ-

Budget 
authority 

1,570 

Outlays 

1,761 

Entitle­
ment au­

thority 

18,647 

ment, and social services 0 0 6,927 
550 Health .......... ...... ............... .. 521 521 521 
570 Medicare ................................. 168,798 166,720 166,711 
600 Income security ....................... 35,898 35,250 74,891 
650 Social Security ......................... 6,037 6,037 0 
750 Administration of justice ........ 486 471 270 
800 General government .... ............ 421 421 420 
900 Net interest ............................. 309,669 309,669 309,669 

-----------
Sub tot a I ..... 521,830 519,089 559,409 

Discretionary Action (Assumed 
Legislation) 

370 Commerce and housing credit 
500 Education, trai.ning, employ-

ment, and social services ... 
570 Medicare ..... . 
600 Income security .. ....... .. ........... . 
750 Administration of justice ....... . 
900 Net interest ............................ . 

Subtotal 

Committee tot a I 

UNASSIGNED TO COMMITIEES 
Current level (Enacted law) 

050 National defense ................... .. 
150 International affairs .............. .. 
270 Energy .. ..... .............. ......... ..... . 
300 Natural resources and envi-

ronment ....................... .......... . 
350 Agriculture ............................. .. 
370 Commerce and housing credit 
400 Transportation ....................... .. 
450 Community and regional de-

velopment ........ .. ... ........... .. 
500 Education, training, employ-

ment, and social services ......... . 
550 Health .. .... ...... ........ .... ............. . 
570 Medicare ................................. . 
600 Income security .................. . 
700 Veterans benefits and services 
750 Administration of justice ....... . 
800 General government .. ............. . 
900 Net interest ............................ . 
950 Undistributed offsetting re-

ceipts . .................... ...... .. .......... .. 

Sub tot a I ............................ . 

Committee total ...... 

Total-{;urrent level 

Total-Discretionary action 

Grand total ..... 

0 
- 3,148 

339 
-23 
-44 

-2,876 

518,954 

-13,577 
-14,212 
-1 ,893 

-3,152 
-9,621 

- 256 
- 508 

-454 

-57 
-12 

-66,757 
-11 ,868 
-1,283 
-1,525 

-21,463 
- 72,637 

-30,653 

136 

0 
-2,462 

339 
-23 
-44 

-2,054 

517,Q35 

-13,577 
-14,212 
- 1,893 

-3,152 
-121 
-256 
-508 

-454 

-57 
-12 

-66,757 
-11,868 
-1,275 
-1,525 

-21,463 
- 72,637 

-30,653 

129 
-2,462 

341 
0 

-44 

-2,036 

557,373 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-54,867 

-----------
-249,929 -240,421 -54,867 

-249,929 -240,421 - 54,867 

722,796 683,420 721,632 

500,517 534,885 -2,293 

1,223,314 1,218,305 719,339 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 302(a)/602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT 
[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMIITTE 
Current level: 

Budget authority ............................. . 
Outlays ............ .. ...................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority .......... .... .... .. 
Outlays ............ ..... .................. ....... ... ...... ........................................................ ... ........... ........ .. .................... . 

Discretionary action by other committees: 
Budget authority .. .. .................. .. .... .. 
Outlays .................. . .............. .................................. ........................................ ............................... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .. . ... .......................................................................... .. ............................ .. 
Outlays ....... ........................................ ... ... .. ......................................................................................... . 

AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .............. ....................... ..... ......................................... . ............................... . 
Outlays ... .. .... ...................... .. .................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ...................... .. . .. ......... ..... ........... . 
Outlays ....................................... . 

1994 

271,419 
262,683 

500,964 
538,757 

731 
621 

773,113 
802,061 

11 ,931 
10,054 

-65 
-66 

1995 

294,190 
284,564 

506,287 
541,272 

893 
978 

801,371 
826,813 

10,306 
7,754 

-74 
-75 

1996 

293,805 
284,435 

519,142 
547,263 

24,651 
24,308 

837,597 
856,006 

9,703 
6,503 

-468 
- 468 

1997 

326,120 
316,655 

528,079 
547,346 

24,069 
24,232 

878,268 
888,232 

9,878 
6,569 

-992 
-992 

1998 

356,768 
347,814 

530,639 
547,870 

24,315 
24,272 

911,722 
919,956 

9,931 
6,529 

- 1,126 
-1,126 

1994 to 1998 

1,542,302 
1,496,151 

2,585,lll 
2,722,508 

74,659 
74,411 

4,202,071 
4,293,068 

51,749 
37,409 

-2,725 
-2,727 
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1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1994 to 1998 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .. .. ....................................... ....... .. ...................... . ........... .............. ................ . 
Outlays ........ ...... ................................................................. . ............................................................ . 

New entitlement authority ...................................................................... . 

ARMED SERVICES COMMIITEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .............. . ....... ..................................... . 
Outlays .... .......................................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority .................................................... . 
Outlays .......................................................... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .............................. . 
Outlays ... .... . 

New entitlement authority .......................................................................... . 

BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .............................................................. .............. .......... . 
Outlays .. . ................................................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ............................................................................................................... . 
Outlays ............ .......... ....................... ... .............................................................................................................. . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority ....... ....................................................................... .... ........................... . 
Outlays ... . ........ ................................. .............................. . 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMMIITEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ................................................................. .. . 
Outlays .................................................................................. . 

EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .......... . .... ................................................................. . 
Outlays .............. .. ........ ............ . 

New entitlement authority ....... . 

ENERGY AND COMMERCE COMMIITEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .. . .... ......... .. ................................................... . 
Outlays ......................... .... . .... .. ............................................ . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority .... . .. .. .. ................. . 
Outlays ..... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ............. . 

New entitlement authority ............................................ ..... .. ..................... . 

Current level (enacted law): 
Budget authority ...... . 
Outlays ....................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ........ . 
Outlays .......... .............. . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .... 
Outlays ..... 

New entitlement authority . 

Current level (enacted law): 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

Current level (enacted law): 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMIITEE 

HOUSE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

Budget authority .... ................................ ..... . 
Outlays ............. . ........................................................................... . 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ........... . 
Outlays .................... .......................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ..... 
Outlays 

Committee total: 
Budget authority ........................... ..................................... ...... . 
Outlays ................................................................................................. .... .. .............. ................. . 

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMIITEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ............................ . 
Outlays ................................................................................... .. ............................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ............................ . 

11,866 
9,988 

-60 

40.104 
40,023 

-128 
-128 

39,976 
39,895 

-128 

14,087 
4.718 

0 
-338 

14,087 
4,380 

40 
40 

1,651 
1,757 

118 

15,145 
14,945 

0 
-1.700 

15,145 
13,245 

- 180 

13,721 
14,170 

13,721 
14,170 

15 
13 

49 
16 

2,899 
2,639 

2,899 
2,639 

588 
574 

10,232 
7,679 

-66 

41 ,272 
41 ,189 

-292 
-291 

40,980 
40,898 

-291 

14,014 
9,395 

0 
-346 

14,014 
9,049 

42 
42 

840 
904 

313 

15,523 
15,353 

0 
- 1,800 

15,523 
13,553 

- 1,373 

12,945 
13,557 

- 1 
- 1 

12,944 
13,556 

-1 

103 
100 

47 
41 

2,113 
2,253 

0 
-104 

2,113 
2,149 

624 
531 

9,235 
6,035 

702 

42,523 
42,439 

-458 
-456 

42,065 
41,983 

-456 

11,771 
597 

0 
-550 

11,771 
47 

44 
44 

281 
-4.015 

-487 

16,000 
15.785 

-378 
-2,078 

15,622 
13,707 

-1.740 

12,133 
12,923 

-1 
-1 

12,132 
12,922 

-1 

109 
107 

45 
110 

2,196 
2,165 

0 
-137 

2,196 
.2,028 

635 
567 

-67 

8,886 
5,577 

208 

43,856 
43,771 

-644 
-642 

43,212 
43,129 

-642 

7,664 
- 13,287 

0 
-769 

7,664 
-14,056 

47 
47 

165 
-235 

-1,776 

16,467 
16,087 

-389 
-1,389 

16,078 
14,698 

-2,103 

11,688 
12,553 

-1 
-1 

11,687 
12,552 

-1 

110 
107 

46 
20 

2,258 
2,206 

0 
- 112 

2,258 
2,094 

622 
574 

-68 

8,805 
5,403 

104 

45.165 
45,081 

-843 
-840 

44,322 
44,241 

-840 

7,687 
-10,779 

0 
-789 

7,687 
-11 ,568 

49 
49 

143 
124 

-2,216 

16,620 
16,400 

-402 
- 1,402 

16,218 
14,998 

-2,402 

11,049 
12,021 

- 2 
-2 

11,047 
12,019 

- 2 

110 
108 

47 
17 

2,315 
2,260 

0 
-119 

2,315 
2,141 

633 
515 

-70 

49,024 
34,682 

888 

212,920 
212,503 

-2,365 
-2,357 

210,555 
210,146 

-2,357 

55,233 
-9,356 

0 
-2,792 

55,223 
-12,148 

222 
222 

3,080 
- 1,465 

- 4,048 

79,755 
78,570 

- 1,169 
- 8,369 

78,586 
70,201 

-7,798 

61,536 
65,224 

-5 
-5 

61 ,531 
65,219 

- 5 

447 
435 

234 
204 

11,781 
11,523 

0 
- 472 

11,781 
11,051 

3,102 
2,761 

-205 
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ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COMMITIEES PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 302(a)/602(a) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT-Continued 

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

Outlays ......................................................................................... ............. ...... .. ............. ............... ...... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority ............. ............... ......... ................. ......... ............ .......... . ................ .......... ....... . 
Outlays ............................................................................ ................... . 

New entitlement authority ..... .......... ...................... ................................. ....... . ........ ................................................... . 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .... .............................. ......... ........................................ . .................... .............. ................ . 
Outlays ................................. ........ .. ...... ..................... .......................................................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ....... .......... ......... .............................................................................. . ................................ ...... . 
Outlays ... ................................... ............................................................ .............................. . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .......................................... ........................ ...................................... ............ ........... ..... . 
Outlays ..................... ................ ............................... .......... ................................................. . 

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ................. ............................................................................ . ... ........ .................... . 
Outlays ..... ......................... ........... ..................................................................................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ................. .. ....... .......... . ......... ............................................................................. . 
Outlays ............................................................................................................................... ..... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .............. ......... . ......... ...... ...... ............... ......... ................... . 
Outlays ........... ........ ................... . 

New entitlement authority ............ ....... .. ...................... . 

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMIITTE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ................ ... .................................. ..................................................... . .................................. . 
Outlays .... .... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority ............. . 
Outlays ............................ . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority . . ........................................... ................................... . . 
Outlays ........................... .... ...... ................. .. ... ......................... . 

SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY COMMIITTE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ............................. .. ......... ... . .... ................... .. ... ... .. .. ....................... . . 
Outlays .. ............ ........... ...... ....... .... .. .... .. ......... ............. ....... ... .......................... ........ .. 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .................. ...................................... . 
Outlays ................ ................. ..... .. . 

Current level (enacted law): 
Budget authority ..... . 
Outlays .......... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority 
Outlays .. ....... . 

Committee total: 
Budget authority 
Outlays ...... 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMIITTE 

New entitlement authority ................. . ... ............... .................................. . 

WAYS AND MEANS COMMIITTE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority ................ .. ....... .......................... ............... . .... ..... ...... ... ........... .......................... . 
Outlays .... ......... ........... ...... . ... ..................................................... . 

Discretionary action: 
Budget authority 
Outlays 

Committee total: 
Budget authority .. . ................................... .. 
Outlays 

New entitlement authority .. ...... .... ....... . .. ....... ........ ............................ ... ....... .... ..... .... ......................... . 

UNASSIGNED TO COMMITTEE 
Current level (enacted law): 

Budget authority .......................... .................. ............... ... ....... ........ . 
Outlays ........................................ ......................... ............ .............. . 

Total current level: 
Budget authority ..................... . 
Outlays ............. ....................... . 

Total discretionary action: 
Budget authority ............................. .. ...................................................... ...................... .. .............. . 
Outlays ...... ... .. ... ............. .... .. ....................................................................... ................................. . 

Grand total: 
Budget authority ................................ .......... .. ..................... ................. . 
Outlays ... ...... ........................................................................................ . 

Total new entitlement authority ................................ ....................................................................... .............. . 

1994 

588 
574 

1,477 
1,266 

- 117 
-112 

1995 

624 
531 

- 1 

1,737 
1,490 

- 133 
-130 

1996 

-67 

568 
500 

- 1 

1,767 
1,672 

- 140 
-138 

1997 

-68 

554 
506 

-1 

1,863 
1,746 

-155 
- 152 

1998 

-70 

563 
445 

-1 

1,493 
1,609 

-164 
-161 

1994 to 1998 

-205 

2,897 
2,556 

- 4 

8,337 
7,783 

-709 
-693 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1,360 
1,154 

50,520 
49,139 

-65 
-66 

50,454 
49,073 

-77 

25,444 
1,199 

2,092 
- 13 

27,536 
1,186 

31 
31 

187 
-292 

1,581 
1,772 

- 11 
- 11 

1,570 
1,761 

70 

521,830 
519,089 

-2,876 
- 2,054 

518,954 
517,035 

- 2,036 

-249,929 
- 240,421 

722,790 
683,414 

500,523 
534,891 

1,223,314 
1,218,305 

-2,293 

1,604 
1,360 

52,209 
50,473 

-358 
- 474 

51,851 
49,999 

-143 

25,962 
1,390 

2,143 
-18 

28,105 
1,372 

31 
31 

74 
-256 

1,577 
1,896 

-130 
-130 

1,447 
1,566 

456 

569,695 
564,035 

- 1,398 
-684 

568,297 
563,351 

- 791 

-260,780 
- 252,192 

782,526 
742,350 

506,937 
538,197 

1,289,463 
1,280,546 

-1,897 

1,627 
1,534 

58,222 
56,424 

- 2,533 
- 2,649 

55,689 
53,775 

-2,321 

25,504 
1,332 

2,196 
-18 • 

27,700 
1,314 

32 
32 

11 
- 247 

1,651 
1,654 

-143 
-143 

1,508 
1,521 

820 

608,670 
605,977 

-4,198 
-3,291 

604,472 
602,686 

-1,421 

- 275,269 
- 266,880 

809,834 
761 ,633 

537,602 
561,576 

1,347,437 
1.323,209 

-4,904 

1,708 
1,594 

61 ,198 
59,271 

-3,571 
- 3,687 

57,627 
55,584 

-3,361 

27,062 
1,129 

2,251 
-18 

29,314 
l ,lll 

32 
32 

11 
-224 

1,541 
1,632 

-154 
-154 

1,387 
1,478 

1,189 

650,154 
647,817 

-8,678 
- 7,404 

641,476 
640,413 

-3,463 

-290,551 
-281,454 

870,232 
815,015 

539,747 
556,190 

1,409,979 
1,371,205 

- 9,950 

1,329 
1,448 

64,300 
61 ,904 

-3,671 
-3,671 

60,629 
58,233 

- 3,695 

1,231 
1,009 

28,776 
- 18 

30,007 
991 

32 
32 

11 
-193 

1,467 
1,599 

-918 
-914 

549 
685 

912 

693,840 
691,464 

-12,519 
-10,989 

681,321 
680,476 

-4,885 

-302,503 
-293,798 

910,388 
883,768 

564,016 
552,041 

1,474,404 
1,435,809 

-13,025 

7,628 
7,090 

286,449 
277,211 

-10.199 
-10,547 

276,250 
266,664 

-9,597 

105,203 
6,059 

37,458 
-85 

142,662 
5,974 

158 
158 

294 
-1,212 

7,817 
8,363 

-1,356 
-1 ,352 

6,461 
7,011 

3,447 

3,044,189 
3,028,382 

-29,669 
-24,422 

3,014,520 
3,003,961 

-12,596 

-1 ,379,032 
-1,334,745 

4,095,770 
3,886,180 

2,648,825 
2,742,895 

6,744,597 
6,629,074 

-32,069 
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REQUEST FOR GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SABO. 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 
the conference report to accompany 
House Concurrent Resolution 64. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MFUME). Objection is heard. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcalls that 

occurred during my leave of absence on ac­
count of illness in the family, I would have 
voted "yes" on rollcalls 123 through 127. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID­
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1430, PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 
EXTENSION 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-50) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 147) providing for the consider­
ation of the bill (H.R. 1430) to provide 
for a temporary increase in the public 
debt limit, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

D 1930 

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR 
MEMBER TO PROCEED OUT OF 
ORDER 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order for 1 minute. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, reserving the right to object, I 
would just lik;e to inform the House 
that the Committee on Rules, in its in­
finite wisdom, just passed another 
closed rule. That means that the mi­
nority as well as many of the majority 
will not have an opportunity to present 
amendments and to debate issues that 
are relevant to the people and their 
constituencies. I think the message 
needs to be sent to the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec­

tion is heard. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I have a parliamentary in­
quiry. 

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen­
tleman will state it. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, my first inquiry is whether or 
not the legislative business of the 
House has been completed for the day. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair knows of no other legislative 
business to be called up today. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, my second is, as to the status 
of the ongoing negotiations between 
the majority and the minority party, 
as to whether or not special orders will 
continue in its present form or be re­
stricted with the idea of saving some 
money for the citizens. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the gentleman that 
that is not a parliamentary inquiry. 
The Chair advises the gentleman that 
that portion of his remarks is not a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi asked 

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

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I feel very strongly about 
this. I feel it is a needless expense to 
the House and an embarrassment to 
the House. 

However, it is my understanding that 
there are negotiations between the ma­
jority and the minority party as to the 
future of special orders. 

With the wishes of many of my col­
leagues who have voted with me to 
limit special orders, I will not call for 
a rollcall vote tonight or tomorrow 
night but would like to inform the 
Members of the House that my col­
leagues and I, should nothing happen 
by the end of the Easter district work 
period, that we will, once again, begin 
calling for votes on adjournment. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
DIRECTOR OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be­
fore the House the following commu­
nication from the Director of the 
House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, NON-
LEGISLATIVE AND FINANCIAL 
SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, March 30, 1993. 
Hon. THOMAS c. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, The 

Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no­

tify you pursuant to rule L of the Rules of 
the House that my office has been served 
with a subpoena issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun­
sel to the House, I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is not incon­
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

Sincerely, 
LEONARD P. WISHART Ill, 

Director. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 667 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that my name be with­
drawn as a cosponsor of H.R. 667. 

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

There was no objection. 

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO VA­
CATE SPECIAL ORDER AND 
INSTITUTE NEW SPECIAL ORDER 
Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to vacate the 60-
minute special order of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] and, in 
lieu thereof, I ask unanimous consent 
that he may address the House for 5 
minutes today. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec­
tion is heard. 

INCREASED FUNDING FOR THE 
WHITE HOUSE 

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

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I read 
this morning with interest that Presi­
dent Clinton has asked Congress to 
provide the White House more funding 
next year. Not just a slight increase, 
but $3.5 million more than last year. 

Well, call me sentimental, but it 
seems only yesterday that President 
Clinton told us he would reduce admin­
istrative costs by 3 percent, yet he is 
asking for a 10 percent increase now. 
The $3.5 million increase would be even 
higher had the White House not elimi­
nated the Office of Environmental 
Quality, which was, to say the least, an 
interesting choice. One might have 
thought that the Vice President would 
have objected, but Mr. GORE may have 
been distracted while asking for his 4-
percen t increase. 

President Clinton says he needs a 10-
percen t increase for White House oper­
ations, but for what? To help American 
taxpayers make a larger sacrifice? Or 
invest in the patriotism of the Amer­
ican taxpayer? 

The Americans out there who are 
going to sacrifice, whether they like it 
or not, can take heart in knowing that 
Mr. Clinton and his White House staff­
ers will be hard at work taxing tax­
payers and spending their money. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including in the 
RECORD the Washington Times article, 
as follows: 

WHITE HOUSE SEEKS SOME FUND BOOSTS, 
Vows SAVINGS LATER 
(By J. Jennings Moss) 

The Clinton administration yesterday 
asked a House subcommittee to increase 
spending in some White House offices but 
promised lawmakers that its overall staffing 
budget levels would drop. 

The biggest single increase would come 
with the Office of Policy Development, 
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which administration officials want to boost 
by 36 percent in fiscal 1994. Another increase 
of nearly 10 percent would go for White 
House operations. 

Patsy Thomasson, director of the office of 
administration in the Executive Office of the 
President, said the increased spending is 
needed because the White House is reorganiz­
ing responsibilities and there is a larger load 
of constituent letters. 

But she said that when all of the budgets 
under the Executive Office of the President 
are analyzed, the Clinton White House would 
save $10 million and the White House staff 
would drop by 25 percent. 

"Our approach to budgeting the White 
House is, I believe, a more direct and more 
honest approach," she told a House Appro­
priations subcommittee. She said it ends the 
"shell game" of using staff members on loan 
from other departments without applying 
their salaries to White House budget sheets. 

"The savings are there, the staff cuts are 
there. The cuts are real," Ms. Thomasson 
said. 

But some Republicans on the subcommit­
tee on treasury, postal service and general 
government wanted to know specifically 
where the cuts are coming from. The panel 's 
ranking GOP member-Rep. Jim Ross Light­
foot of Iowa-said other White House offices 
also are asking for more money this year. 

"Somewhere along the line, we're going to 
hi:i.ve to eliminate something in the White 
Afouse .... I'm not sure this isn 't somewhat 
of a shell game as well," Mr. Lightfoot said. 

Ms. Thomasson noted that among the cuts 
are the elimination of the Office of Environ­
mental Quality, an office that had 40 jobs 
and a $2.7 million appropriation in 1993. 

The White House's own budget is being 
scrutinized because of President Clinton's 
vow shortly after taking office that he would 
reduce the White House staff by 25 percent, 
cut administrative costs by 3 percent and 
freeze salaries. He directed federal depart­
ments to cut 100,000 jobs through attrition 
and slice 12 percent from their budgets over 
the next four years. 

The total number of staffers at the Execu­
tive Office of the President now is 1,173, with 
146 other employees detailed from other 
agencies, Ms. Thomasson said. By Oct. 1, the 
number will drop to 1,044. The numbers do 
not include the Office of Management and 
Budget or the Office of the Trade Represent­
ative, which Mr. Clinton excluded. 

In the budgets presented yesterday, the 
White House asked for: 

$5.1 million for the Office of Policy Devel­
opment, a 36 percent increase over 1993. The 
office has been reorganized and includes the 
National Economic Council, the Domestic 
Policy Council and the Office on Environ­
mental Policy. Because of the change in the 
office's focus , the increased funding would go 
to pay for more highly-training staffers and 
for more travel. 

$38.9 million for White House operations, a 
nearly 10 percent increase. The increase is 
for additional postage and stationery be­
cause of a flood of correspondence to the 
president-as many as 10 million pieces this 
year. It also would pay for improvements to 
the phone system and for other communica­
tions tools. 

$3.3 million for Vice President Al Gore to 
provide assistance to the president, a nearly 
4 percent increase from 1993. 

$324,000 for Mr. Gore's official residence, 
the same level as this year. 

$24.8 million for the Office of Administra­
tion, a 1 percent increase. 

IT'S TIME TO RAISE THE DIKES 
(Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was 

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, as I 
speak, thousands of anxious-ridden 
Americans in my district of the Wyo­
ming Valley are watching the Susque­
hanna River rise. Wyoming Valley 21 
years ago, during Flood Agnes, suffered 
over 2 billion dollars' worth of damage 
and caused the relocation of thousands 
of families. TWenty-one years ago the 
President of the United States prom­
ised those families that he and the U.S. 
Government would raise the levees 
along the Susquehanna River at 
Wilkes-Barre. That promise is still not 
kept. Mr. Speaker, 21 years is long 
enough, and the anxiety of the Amer­
ican citizens for that period of time 
must now be answered. 

This afternoon I am asking the Com­
mittee on Appropriations to make the 
final commitment of $1 million to fin­
ish the design for the Wyoming Valley 
levee system. It is time that we get on 
with the project that is 21 years too 
late. 
[From the Wilkes-Barre (PA) Times Leader, 

Mar. 31, 1993) 
IT'S TIME TO RAISE THE DIKES 

6 feet . . . 7 feet . . . 8 feet . . . 
"The Susquehanna River is rising, but Wy­

oming Valley residents shouldn' t worry 
about its flooding-even in low-lying com­
munities. " 

9 feet . . . 10 feet . . . 11 feet . . . 
"The river, which measured at slightly 

above 6 feet Friday afternoon, is expected to 
rise to 10 feet by Saturday and 14 to 15 feet 
by Sunday. 

"That's still well below the 22-foot flood 
level, which is the natural bank of the 
river. " 

12 feet . . . 13 feet . . . 14 feet . . . 
"The rising Susquehanna River, swelled 

with melting snow, may flood some low­
lying areas unprotected by dikes this week. 

"It's going to be borderline if we see any 
flooding in the low-level areas." 

15 feet ... 16 feet .. : 17 feet ... 
" Since the start of the weekend, the Sus­

quehanna River has swelled to 15 feet and is 
expected to peak at 17 to 19 feet by Tuesday. 

"It doesn't get serious until about 20 feet. 
Then we'll see the low-lying areas take on 
some water." 

THE RIVER 

18 feet . . . 19 feet . . . 20 feet . 
"Hanover Township, Kingston and Wilkes­

Barre activated their pump stations Satur­
day, but the river's elevation is not expected 
to create any mainland problems." 

21 feet . . . 22 feet . . . 23 feet . . . 
"It would have to reach 25 feet before some 

communities like West Pittston would have 
to be concerned . .. This isn't anything seri­
ous." 

24 feet . . . 25 feet . . . 26 feet . . . 
"The Blizzard of '93's spring thaw was ex­

pected to push the Susquehanna River above 
24 feet this morning, causing minor flooding 
in low-lying areas. 

" . .. predicted the quick-swelling Susque­
hanna River would crest early this morning 
at between 24 and 26 feet." · 

27 feet . . . 28 feet . . . 29 feet . . . 
Um-folks? 
Isn't it time we raised the dikes around 

here, the way we've been talking about doing 
for 21 years? 

[From the Wilkes-Barre (PA) Citizen Voice, 
Mar. 31, 1993) 

EMA ISSUES FLOOD ADVISORY 

Luzerne County Emergency Management 
Agency officials last night issued a flood ad­
visory for the river communities of the Wyo­
ming Valley, urging those municipalities 
and residents to take "protective" action in 
the face of rising waters of the Susquehanna 
River which are expected to crest as high as 
32 feet sometime this afternoon. 

At approximately 10:30 p.m., EMA execu­
tive director Jim Siracuse issued the advi­
sory which affects portions of Shickshinny, 
Plymouth, Plymouth Township, the Mark 
Plaza in Edwardsville, West Nanticoke, 
Duryea, West Pittston and the Hollenback 
Park section of Wilkes-Barre. Siracuse said 
the advisory was prompted by a revision 
from the River Forecast Center in State Col­
lege, which, earlier in the evening, had been 
predicting the Susquehanna to crest in 
Wilkes-Barre at approximately 27 feet. 
Later, those figures were upgraded to a crest 
of 23 to 29 feet. 

Siracuse discounted rumors that the rising 
waters were the result of flood gates being 
opened in upstate New York. He said he had 
been in contact with the Army Corps of En­
gineers on Tuesday afternoon who informed 
him, "There is no release taking place nor do 
they plan on a release." 

The EMA head stressed the advisory was a 
"precautionary" measure. "We are not tell­
ing people to start loading their vehicles," 
he stressed but was quick to add, "We'd rath­
er err on this side of safety." Siracuse again 
emphasized the advisory was not meant to 
scare people but rather to give municipali­
ties and residents sufficient time to imple­
ment protective measures for those low lying 
areas which are affected when the river 
reaches the 28 to 29 feet stage. 

The rising waters caused several roadways 
to be closed including Route 11 heading 
north, from Hunlock Creek to West Nan­
ticoke. Siracuse noted that the flood control 
system in the Wyoming Valley provides pro­
tections to levels of 37 to 39 feet. At approxi­
mately 11 p.m. last night, he said the river 
was rising at a rate of .15 to .25 feet and 
hour. 

By 1 p.m., Canal Street in Shickshinny had 
been closed to traffic as backwater coated 
with a scum of debris began covering the 
macadam. The scene was repeated through­
out the heart of the Wyoming Valley Tues­
day afternoon, residents gathering in yards, 
on levees, on bridges, watching the rising 
Susquehanna River with nervous eyes and 
hearts filled with the horrid memories of 
Hurricane Agnes in 1972 and her less vicious 
cousin Eloise in 1975. By 1 p.m., Canal Street 
in Shickshinny, Route 239 in Mocanaqua, SR 
3036 in Wapwallopen/Nescopeck and Swetland 
Lane, Wyoming, had all been closed. At 4 
p.m., the Susquehanna River in Wilkes-Barre 
measured 26.05 feet and was predicted to 
crest between 27 and 29 feet after midnight, 
below flood stage in the levee protected 
areas of the valley but above the natural 
bank of the river in all areas of the Valley 
not protected by dikes. As of 4 p.m .. river 
watchers were still waiting for the Susque­
hanna River north at Towanda to crest. 

Eight miles north of Shickshinny, in West 
Nanticoke, the same vigil was played out 
Tuesday afternoon along the riverbank, resi-
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dents watching, waiting, wondering whether 
to begin moving valuables from basements 
to first and second floors, questioning the 
predictions of the professional river watchers 
and gambling on the wisdom of their neigh­
bors and that sixth sense that becomes a 
part of life for those who live on the flood 
plain. 

Joyce Munson, of 350 E. Canal St. in West 
Nanticoke stood watching the river that 
runs past her back yard since 3 a.m. Tuesday 
morning, Munson, a former Plymouth resi­
dent, has lived in the neat little home on 
Canal Street, West Nanticoke, for just two 
years, not long enough to experience first 
hand the devastation wrought in the neigh­
borhood by Agnes 20 years before, or the 
basement flooding caused by Eloise in 1975. 
"I'm a little nervous," she admitted. 

As their morning dawned, Munson watched 
as three of four tiers of landscaping in her 
back yard were gradually swallowed by the 
rising river. In the distance, as the sounds of 
a hammer rattled, her neighbor boarding up 
his basement, Munson relied on the experi­
ence of her more flood savvy neighbors for 
advice on whether to begin packing her base­
ment. "If it hits that one bush, my neighbors 
tell me that we'll be getting water in our 
basement," she said, pointed to a shrub 
about 20 feet from her back porch. 

"Last night, I could hear the rapid river. It 
was eerie. We started putting markers out to 
measure how fast the water was rising. We 
stuck one stick in and within 15 to 20 min­
utes, it had disappeared beneath the water," 
she said. 

Munson's immediate neighbor Judy Novak, 
of 260 E. Canal St., and her family are veter­
ans of the flood prone area, having lived 
through Anges in 1972 in a HUD trailer not 
far from the riverfront home, their house 
with eight feet of water on the first floor. In 
Eloise in 1975, their home had water to the 
top of their cellar steps. 

Novak reassured Munson. "For us to have 
water on the first floor, it would have to 
spill over the dikes in Wilkes-Barre," she 
said. "After you have lived here for a while, 
you know from experience. We're taking it in 
stride. You kind of get used to it. Certainly, 
you pay attention to what is happening. But 
you don't dwell on it too much. If you did, 
you could drive yourself crazy." 

If the water rose higher, residents there 
would begin emptying their basements, dis­
connecting motors from the heating units 
and moving them to upper levels, and hop­
ing. With many older residents on the street, 
offering assistance if it was needed to help­
ing their older neighbors move whatever had 
to be taken from basements to upper stories. 
"You learn when you live down here not to 
finish your basement," Novak quipped. 

All homes there are considered to be part 
of the low lying and generally unpopulated 
areas of the Valley inundated when the river 
exceeds 22 feet and overflows its natural 
banks. 

"I'm not worried, not really," Munson 
said. "As long as I feel safe. If the river picks 
up speed and starts sounding spooky, then 
I'm out of here. But you know, it really is 
beautiful down here. Many of the people who 
live here take their boats out after dinner 
during the summer and motor up and down 
the river. It really is a wonderful place to 
live." , 

Jim Siracuse, executive director of 
Luzerne County Emergency Management 
Agency, said Tuesday afternoon that the 
river had not crested as expected at Towanda 
by 4 p.m., although the rate that the river 
level was rising appeared to be slowing. The 

average rate of increase has been about % 
foot per hour, he said. Generally, the river at 
Wilkes-Barre will crest 12 hours after the 
river at Towanda, Siracuse said. 

The spring thaw following the blizzard of 
1993 has made river conditions particularly 
difficult to predict for several reasons, 
Siracuse said. "It has been such a long time 
since we've seen these levels. There was 30 
inches of snowpack followed by a week of 
having rain in upstate New York which super 
saturated the snow. Compounding these con­
ditions were temperature variables which 
make this thaw very difficult to predict." 

The last time the Susquehanna River 
crested in Wilkes-Barre at 28/29 feet was in 
March of 1986. 

[From the Wilkes-Barre (PA) Times Leader, 
Mar. 31, 1993] 
FLOOD WATCH 

(By P. Douglas Filaroski) 
WILKES-BARRE.-The continued rise of the 

Susquehanna River, and the uncertainty 
about how high it will get, had residents 
watching and worrying Tuesday while recall­
ing the nightmares from the Agnes flood of 
1972. 

At 11 p.m. Tuesday, Luzerne County Emer­
gency Management Agency officials were 
predicting the river would crest between 28 
and 29 feet early this afternoon, while ac­
knowledging that forecasting has been dif­
ficult. 

Officials also issued an advisory-which is 
not as serious as a state of emergency-that 
riverfront communities should be prepared 
for levels of up to 32 feet. Areas affected by 
the advisory include Shickshinny, Plymouth 
Township, West Nanticoke, Duryea, West 
Pittston, Hollenback Park section of Wilkes­
Barre and the Mark Plaza in Edwardsville. 

"We did not feel comfortable with the 
cushion of 28 to 29 feet that the River Fore­
cast Center has given us," county Emer­
gency Management Agency executive direc­
tor Jim Siracuse said late Tuesday. "We 
hope we do not reach the 30 to 32 foot level, 
but we feel better about erring on the part of 
safety." 

Many area residents, especially those in 
Shickshinny, Mocanaqua and West Pittston, 
nervously eyed the 26.8-foot-high river Tues­
day as it spilled over its 22-foot natural 
banks and creeped toward their homes. 

"When you see the water come up like 
this, people get scared. They start thinking 
about '72," said Herby Derby, 42, who owns 
and resides at Herby Derby Florist off Canal 
Street in Shickshinny. 

By Tuesday afternoon, ·the swollen river 
had engulfed a Canal Street park in 
Shickshinny, seeped onto River Street in 
Mocanaqua, and flooded backyard sheds on 
Canal Street in West Pittston. 

It had closed Route 239 in Mocanaqua; 
state Route 3036 in Wapwallopen/Nescopek; 
Swetland Lane in Wyoming; and Canal 
Street in Shickshinny. 

Most residents' homes and basements are 
safe as long as the river remains under 30 
feet high, emergency officials say. But er­
ratic predictions of the river crest had thou­
sands of residents outside their homes keep­
ing vigil. 

"We wait, we sit and we watch. We wait, 
we sit and we watch," said Frank 
Slominiski, 49, of River Street in Mocanaqa, 
who was perched on his front porch about 
three feet above the encroaching river. 

"The biggest thing has been the uncertain 
prediction. * * * The worst is the waiting at 
night," he said. 

Slominsiki said he had not slept in 36 
hours-worried about the rising river. 

Siracuse explained why river crest pre­
dictions have gone from 19 feet Sunday to 23 
feet Monday to 29 feet Tuesday. He said the 
uncertainty has been largely due to recent 
rainfall absorbed in previously light snow 
from the blizzard in upstate New York. 

In West Pittston, the river bank resembled 
a public park Tuesday as curious onlookers 
came to see the Susquehanna waters first­
hand. Children ran up to the water's edge as 
parents cautiously eyed the rising waters. 

Darwin and Hilda Llewellyn, of Lacoe 
Street in West Pittston, lived through the 
1972 flood and said the rising river makes 
~hem nervous. However, Hilda said the cou­
ple's home appeared safe. 

"I don't think it's going to come to our 
house." Hilda said. 

Others, like Ed Powers, who lives on Sus­
quehanna Avenue, said he's not worried 
about the rising waters. "I saw it before," he 
said. "I'm going out tonight." 

Wyoming Area students from Harding or 
Falls were dismissed early because of the po­
tential flooding of Route 92 in Exeter Town­
ship. Greater Nanticoke also released stu­
dents who live in low-lying areas. 

Some residents came to the riverfront 
Tuesday to recall the 1972 flood. Louis 
Spezialetti said the trip made him feel good 
about his decision to move from Shickshinny 
to Berwick in 1973. 

"The government gave me a chance to get 
out, and I took it. I'm glad I did," said 
Spezialetti. 
It made others wish they had, too. 
"We moved out for 18 years after the 1972 

flood. But we moved back a couple of years 
ago," said Russell Noss of Canal Street in 
Shickshinny. 

"Now, we're just waiting and seeing what's 
coming," he said. 

Tuesday's 26.8-foot river level is the high­
est the Susquehanna has risen since when 
the river swelled to 28 feet in March 1986 
when a spring thaw combined with heavy 
rains, said Siracuse. 

In 1972's flood from Tropical Storm Agnes, 
the river topped at a record 40.6 feet. Since 
then, it has risen to levels of 35 feet in 1975 
and 31 feet in 1979. 

While the general mood of residents was 
one of concern, some people assumed a light­
er attitude about the swelling river. 

Patty Sidari, of West Pittston, said it was 
"just fascinating" watching the river. If the 
Susquehanna rises too fast and floods her 
home, she said she may be headed for an 
early vacation. 

"I'm supposed to visit my parents in Cali­
fornia in June for my sister's graduation," 
she said. "I may be going earlier and unex- . 
pected." 

D 1940 

DOES AMERICA NEED AN 
INCREASE IN THE DEBT LIMIT? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

ROYBAL-ALLARD). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. KIM] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KIM. Madam Speaker, here we go 
again. Today, the House of Representa­
tives increased the debt limit by $225 
billion to $4.37 trillion, yes, trillion 
dollars. This is outrageous. 

Weren't these Members of Congress 
on the same campaign trail that I was 
last November? Didn't they promise to 
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come to Washington armed with a 
mandate from the people to change 
business-as-usual politics in this town? 

What could be so important that this 
Congress would vote to raise the na­
tional debt rather than lower it as 
promised? Let me see if I can explain it 
to you. 

This increase in debt is the result of 
the so-called emergency stimulus 
measure that Congress passed last 
week to the tune of $16 billion. 

A measure that we are told will put 
America back to work. But let me tell 
you what's really in that measure: $28 
million to bail out the District of Co­
lumbia. And won't somebody please ex­
plain how the publication of two fish 
atlases and conducting a study of the 
sicklefin chub stimulates the econ-: 
omy? 

The President calls them emer­
gencies. This is the same President 
who was going to put an end to the 
waste in Government and cut the defi­
cit in half in 4 years. 

But here he is asking us to accumu­
late a new debt at the rate of $1.2 bil­
lion a day over the next 6 months. 

The increase in the debt limit is irre­
sponsible. It is not only irresponsible, 
it violates every wish and every hope of 
the Nations; taxpayers. 

Our President promised Americans 
that he would immediately begin debt 
reduction and sound fiscal policies. He 
hasn't, and we can only wonder if he 
ever will. 

As yet, we haven't seen his tax legis­
lation, and we have no way of deter­
mining the tax burden Mrs. Clinton 
health plan will include. 

This is not a time to raise the debt 
limit. It's time to reduce spending. It's 
time to put an end to this monumental 
waste in Government. 

The people of my district don't want 
to pay millions for fish atlases. I don't 
think many of us even know what a 
sicklefin chub looks like. 

And the cities of my district are just 
as hard-pressed as the District of Co­
lumbia, but I don't see Congress run­
ning to their aid to bail my cities out. 

The American people · voted for 
change last November, but I don't see 
any changes. I see waste. I see in­
creases in the national debt. I see in­
creases in spending. And I see broken 
promises and vacant rhetoric. 

Where's the balanced budget amend­
ment? Where's the tax break for the 
middle class? Where's the line-item 
veto? 

These are the bills that Congress 
should have voted on today. These are 
the overdue reforms the people of 
America are waiting to see from this 
Congress, not raising the debt limit. 

INTRODUCING LEGISLATION TO 
ENSURE FAIR TREATMENT FOR 
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS 

tleman from New York [Mr. FLAKE] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce a piece of legisla­
tion for fair treatment of Social Secu­
rity recipients on the interest earned 
on their tax-exempt income. 

I introduce this piece of legislation 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide that tax-exempt inter­
est shall not be taken into account in 
determining the portion of Social Se­
curity benefits subject to income tax­
ation. 

It is clear that in 1986 when this piece 
of legislation was passed, that it was 
not intended to penalize those persons 
who contribute so much to the infra­
structure of this Nation by participa­
tion in buying municipal and other 
bonds. Presently those who are receiv­
ing Social Security benefits and earn 
tax-exempt income and interest are un­
duly penalized by a stipulation in the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 which 
causes their interest ~arnings to be 
treated differently. 

I do not think, Madam Speaker, that 
this is appropriate for persons who 
have given so much of their lives, so 
much of their time, that they come to 
a point in their life when they are 
treated differently than other citizens 
who participate in the purchase of 
bonds that help us to support our infra­
structure, and to support the work of 
our cities and our State in this Nation. 

In order to calculate the level of tax­
ation of Social Security benefits, the 
interest earned on tax-exempt income, 
such as municipal bonds, is included in 
the formula used to determine if Social 
Security will be taxed. Thus, Social Se­
curity recipients are not taxed as other 
tax payers in regard to interest from 
normally tax-exempt securities. This is 
tantamount to imposing additional 
taxes on a very select group; Social Se­
curity recipients. 

This matter has been brought to my 
attention in several townhall meetings 
that I have held over the last week, 
and in each and every one of them 
there are senior citizens who are con­
cerned about this problem because they 
feel that they are not treated justly 
and fairly, as other American citizens 
are. 

Social Security is a mandatory pro­
gram that was put in place to secure 
the long-term sustainability of our el­
derly. This legislation seeks to rescue 
that promise so that we can fulfill our 
obligation to those who have provided 
us with the foundation on which we 
stand. I urge my colleagues in the 
House to join me in cosponsoring this 
legislation to treat Social Security re­
cipients fairly. 

NO REAL REFORM FROM 
DEMOCRAT FRESHMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen- previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I yield to 
my good friend and colleague, the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. PAXON]. 

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

Madam Speaker, it was not too long 
ago, a matter of a couple of months, 
election time was held in this country 
and there were a lot of folks that cam­
paigned to serve in the Congress of the 
United States. Across the aisle we had 
many of our colleagues who were can­
didates, Democrats, soon to be fresh­
man class, who talked a lot about re­
form, talked a lot about changing this 
ins ti tu ti on. 

As chairman of the National Repub­
lican Congressional Cammi ttee I had a 
chance to look over many of the com­
mercials that they used in their cam­
paigns, and the literature that was 
sent out and the speeches they gave, 
passionately talking about changing 
this institution. They were going to 
come to Congress with a new broom to 
sweep clean, to bring about real reform 
in the House of Representatives. 

Since they took office, those 63 of our 
colleagues across the aisle, those new 
freshman Democratic Members, their 
rhetoric has not changed, but lo and 
behold, their actions have changed. 

Just this evening on television, on 
NBC, they did a little story about the 
freshman Democratic class coming to 
Washington and talking about reform 
of the institution. They noted the fact 
that this NBC report by Lisa Myers, 
that when it came time for the rubber 
to meet the road, for actions to speak 
louder than words, the freshman Demo­
crats backed down. What really hap­
pened was they had a little meeting 
with the Speaker and then they backed 
down. 

The report, I think, would make in­
teresting viewing by anyone who hap­
pens to live in the districts of those 
new freshman Democrats, because it 
said much better than I can tonight 
that the ballyhooed series of reforms 
they were going to present for chang­
ing the House of Representatives really 
amounted to nothing more than win­
dow dressing, and that some of the sen­
ior Democrats had made certain that 
that freshman class backed down on 
those reforms. 

Then just a few minutes ago in this 
Chamber those same freshman Demo­
crats marched to the floor. They had a 
chance to cast another vote for real 
change and real reform. It was called 
raising the Nation's debt ceiling. Dur­
ing the campaign many of them very 
passionately talked about putting the 
lid on Government spending, control­
ling waste in Government, and making 
real change so that the American peo­
ple did not have to pay more and more 
taxes for more and more wasteful Fed­
eral spending. 
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Lo and behold, just like the freshman 

class faced when it came down to the 
question of eliminating perks and 
changing the procedures of this House 
of Representatives, the freshman 
Democrats, 60 of the 61 that came to 
this House floor, voted to raise that 
debt ceiling. They did not vote for re­
form or change, they voted for business 
as usual. They fell in line, they got in 
line and they cast their votes. Sixty of 
the sixty freshman Democrats that 
voted, voted to raise the debt ceiling. 

0 1950 
I hope that the constituents back 

home, when they have a chance, will 
note that fact that it was like giving 
someone in chapter 11 a credit card and 
raising the line of credit. The result, 
voting to raise the debt ceiling, means 
that spending is going to be raised 
right up to that limit, and I predict 
that in the next couple of years we will 
be right back here again casting votes 
to raise the debt ceiling, while they 
will march back to their district over 
the Easter recess and say oh, no, I am 
cutting spending, I am for real change, 
I am for real reform. 

But when it came down to a chance 
today in this House of Representatives 
to vote for real reform, the freshman 
Democrats fell right in line with the 
old guard. The message was clear: Stay 
in line, keep in line. And that is the 
way business is done in the House of 
Re pre sen ta ti ves. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank my colleague 
from New York for those illuminating 
remarks. And I hope that he is aware of 
the fact that the freshmen will have 
another chance tomorrow to prove 
their mettle, because in fact we are 
going to have a closed rule on the debt 
extension question. And we had very 
good testimony in the Rules Commit­
tee from Members of the Democratic 
freshman class and the Republican 
freshman class on enhanced rescission. 
Regrettably their amendments were 
not made in order. 

But they have a chance to vote "no" 
on the previous question tomorrow ,an 
that rule, and that will be the next test 
to see whether we really are dealing 
with reform or whether we are dealing 
with rhetoric. 

DEEP CUTS IN THE DEFENSE 
BUDGET 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, one of the big concerns of 
many in the House of Representatives 
is the draconian cuts in defense that 
President Clinton has proposed in his 
budget. He has proposed cutting, de­
pending on who you talk to, up to $127 
billion out of the defense budget over 
the next 5 years. And with the uncer-

tainty that we face in the world in 
places like the former Yugoslavia, in 
Somalia, in Russia where Boris 
Yeltsin's head sits very uneasy on this 
shoulder, al though he has been able to 
stave off his opponents for a short 
time, the situation to say the least is 
very uneasy, and I and many of my col­
leagues feel very strongly that the cuts 
that have been proposed by the Clinton 
administration are draconian, will cut 
into the muscle and bone of the defense 
of this Nation and put our defense ca­
pability in a very precarious situation. 

Tonight I would like to yield to three 
very competent Members of the House 
of Representatives who have worked 
very hard on this subject to discuss in 
depth the problem with these massive 
defense cuts as proposed by the Clinton 
administration. 

I am happy to yield to my colleague 
in the well, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. MACHTLEY]. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Madam Speaker, 
one of the things I think we face as a 
Nation is that we are not sure where 
we are going in this world of uncer­
tainty. During the last 2 days we have 
had testimony in the Armed Services 
Committee from the former chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, now 
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin, the 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Colin 
Powell, and today the ONO and the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

In all of these discussions I think it 
is important to understand that there 
has been no strategic planning on what 
size base force we will need by 1996 and 
1997. What is driving this defense budg­
et is OMB and those who think that the 
way to cut our deficit ought to be 
strictly reducing the defense spending. 

Now I think that it is important to 
recognize that while Republicans are 
discussing this tonight, we are also 
supporting a reduction in the defense 
budget. In 1990, when they had the 
present budget agreement, there was a 
recognition that the world was chang­
ing, that we had to reduce our defense 
spending in order to take care of our 
domestic needs, and that is why we es­
tablished an adjusted baseline. It was 
called the Bush adjusted baseline. It 
was a bipartisan agreement. It was, I 
thought, a very good reduction. 

We had been reducing our defense 
since 1985 continually in real dollars 
each year, and we were on what they 
will call a down slope that I think 
would have given us a particularly 
good, balanced reduction process. 

When candidate Clinton was running 
for office on April 1, he said that what 
he thought we ought to do is reduce 
our defense budget $50 billion to $60 bil­
lion below the amount which was in 
the Bush baseline. Less than 1 year 
later we had a proposal from the ad­
ministration which would reduce our 
national defense, our budget from 1993 
to 1997, 5 years, a total of $122 billion to 
$127 billion. 

When Chairman Aspin was before us, 
he said, "I don't think it is really a $127 
billion cut over those years." But I 
think if we look at the testimony that 
the distinguished chairman of the Sen­
ate Armed Services Committee pro­
vided in his speech on March 5, he 
clearly documented that there is at 
least $122 billion, and probably higher 
as inflation will set in. 

Now what has caused this enormous 
cut, again, is no strategic plan, but 
merely people who are looking to re­
duce the deficit. 

We will get through probably with no 
problem, very little problem the 1994 
budget. It is only a reduction of about 
$12 billion, and I think that is reason­
able. And we will probably get through 
the 1995 budget, because that is a re­
duction of about $17 billion. But where 
we are going to have some significant 
problem is when we get to 1996 and 1997. 
The reduction in 1996 will be $24.8 bil­
lion, and in 1997 it will be $38 billion. 

That means 62 percent of the defense 
cuts in this budget proposal which was 
agreed on will occur in 2 years. There 
is not enough time to ramp down, there 
is not enough time to plan how are we 
going to take out of our military. We 
now have 2.1 million military people 
serving in uniform, and there will not 
be enough time to smoothly transition 
these people out. 

Here tonight are two other members 
of the Armed Services Committee that 
I hope my colleague will yield to. One 
is a distinguished member of the 
Armed Services Committee who has 
just joined us. He understands the 
problems in the military because he 
has served in the military. As a new 
Member from Indiana, he is a major in 
the U.S. Army. This distinguished 
Member of the House was called upon 
active duty. He served in Desert Storm. 
He understands what the soldiers, and I 
understand as a member of the Navy 
what the sailors go through. 

Also we have with us tonight our dis­
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, CURT WELDON. I 
hope the gentleman from Indiana will 
yield at this time so that my distin­
guished colleague can discuss some of 
the issues that are in this budget. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
my colleague from Indiana, Mr. BUYER. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I ap­
preciate the remarks by my distin­
guished colleague in the well, the gen­
tleman from Rhode Island, who is in 
fact an Annapolis graduate himself. 
Having served this country in the 
Navy, he thoroughly understands the 
implications of the drawdowns and the 
effects upon personnel. 

To my colleague, he brought up an 
interesting fact of what it is that is 
driving the drawdown in this budget 
when candidate Clinton, as the gen­
tleman pointed out, 11 months ago rec­
ommended a $60 billion cut. Now all of 
a sudden he has recommended a . $128 
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billion cut over 5 years, while we have 
received testimony from the Joint 
Chiefs regarding the fact that the con­
tingencies are only escalating, that the 
requirements around the world are 
only escalating. So there is no ration­
ale for such deep cuts. 

I have a notice that during Secretary 
Les Aspin's testimony before the com­
mittee he outlined what he called the 
President Clinton national security 
plan. 
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And in that, he outlined four post­
cold-war dangers. Three of them, I be­
lieve, are dangers. One of them is 
called political. He outlined the nu­
clear dangers around the world and 
Third World nuclear terrorism, and the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The 
others he cited as dangers to emerging 
democratic forms of government, and 
infant democracies around the world, 
with which I agree, and third is the re­
gional dangers, times where we could 
respond to things that occurred like at 
Desert Storm, the regional instabilities 
throughout the world; that is, in fact, 
important. 

But the fourth is what he called eco­
nomic dangers here at home, and that, 
I believe, is an unnecessary element to 
include in your threat assessments 
when you decide what should be the 
force structure of the U.S. military. 

I can only cite to the chairman, RON 
DELLUMS, who said yesterday that 
threat assessments should be based on 
objective threats and not political 
threats. To the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Armed Services, I agree with 
that statement, because when you in­
clude the economic effects of America 
as a threat assessment, that is a politi­
cal motivation, and actually what they 
are doing is they are using that as an 
illusory justification to make deep 
cu ts in the military. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. The gentleman is 
absolutely right. 

If I may discuss that, what I just put 
up here on the chart, I think it is par­
ticularly illustrative of the point that 
I was making earlier. 

On the prebudget summit baseline, 
this was the last cold war budget, the 
total of 1993 through 1997 was $1.810 
trillion. After the cold war ended, after 
the Berlin Wall came down, there was 
another budget summit agreement 
where we reduced that baseline by $325 
billion to 1.485. 

The Bush proposal, which was sub­
mitted during the last Congress, re­
duced that again to 1.425, a reduction 
of about $60 billion. 

Now, the Clinton candidacy sug­
gested that from this number right 
here, 1.425, we should reduce another 
$60 billion. That was stated on April 1. 

When he was elected, what he did was 
submit a budget which is 1.301 which is 
a $509 billion cut. If you subtract the 
difference between the Bush baseline 

and the Clinton baseline, lo and behold, 
it is not $60 billion. It is $122 billion. 

Just so people do not think these 
numbers were cooked and that some­
how this is a partisan presentation of 
numbers, these are the specific num­
bers that Senator NUNN presented in 
the other body on his testimony on 
March 5. These are not numbers which 
we made up. 

Now, I think it is important to recog­
nize this big jump, and as I indicated, 
this will occur primarily in 1996 and 
1997, but as we are ramping down, it 
would be too late to move on. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, I yield to my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], who has served 
so well on the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. WELDON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
thank him for this special order to­
night to discuss a very important 
issue, that of our defense budget and 
our defense budget posture. 

As I said before in our committee 
yesterday, when we had Secretary 
Aspin and Chairman Colin Powell in, I 
have some grave concerns about where 
we are going, and to follow up what my 
colleague from Rhode Island has stated 
about this being a bipartisan concern, 
not only has Senator SAM NUNN echoed 
his concerns in terms of the budget 
numbers and the process we are going 
through, but our own chairman of our 
Defense Appropriations Committee 
has, as recently as this past week, been 
quoted in the Washington papers as 
saying, "I am beginning to see a hollow 
force developing again." He is begin­
ning to express his concerns, and has 
said that in the out years it is going to 
be extremely difficult, if not impos­
sible, to provide the budget cuts that 
the President is proposing, and yet still 
keep up the missions that are being 
asked of our Marines and other armed 
services around the world. 

My first major concern deals with 
that. This dollar amount was pulled 
out of the air. In a direct question to 
Secretary Aspin yesterday, I said, "Mr. 
Secretary, where did you get this num­
ber from? Was it based upon a threat 
assessment?" He said, "No." "Was it 
based upon some staff work there in 
the Pentagon?" He said, "No." I said, 
"Where did you get it from?" He said 
that it was based upon a number given 
to him by the Office of Management 
and Budget, and they got that by pull­
ing it out of the air. So we are, in fact, 
determining what the defense posture 
of this country will be not based upon 
reality and what, in fact, is out there 
in the real world and the hot spots that 
we know are there, but we are basing it 
upon a budget number pulled out of the 
air that has now been told to us we 
have to fit the military into this con­
figuration. 

That is an extremely troubling situa­
tion to me. 

My second concern deals with person­
nel cutbacks. We are increasing the 
missions. We are sending our troops to 
Florida for Hurricane Andrew, to the 
L.A. riots, we have them over in Soma­
lia, we are talking about sending them 
to Bosnia. Yet we are cutting back the 
support that in fact will allow these 
troops to be put around the world as 
advocated by Members of this body, 
many of whom do not support the mili­
tary in terms of their funding require­
ments. I spoke yesterday in committee 
and mentioned that while I was in So­
malia 2 months ago, we talked to some 
troops who told us that they had been 
deployed for three of the last four 
Christmas holiday seasons. They had 
been in Desert Storm, they were on 
troop exercises in Okinawa, and they 
now found themselves in Somalia. 
They did not even have the time to re­
supply their ships to provide the basic 
support materials necessary to com­
plete the Somalian operation. 

We are stretching our troops to the 
limit. In fact, General Mundy this 
morning in our hearing said the same 
thing. We cannot keep asking our ma­
rines to do more with less money. That 
is, in fact, where we are. 

My third concern is morale. You can­
not ask the military to do all of these 
new assignments, to be an all-volun­
teer force, to transfer from base to base 
as we realign bases, and then tell them, 
on top of that, that we are going to 
freeze their pay, and that, in fact, we 
are going to reduce the amount of op­
portunities that they have to achieve 
higher levels of rank in the military. 
This certainly is not putting people 
first. 

My fourth concern is a very real one, 
and that is economic impact. The 
President has stressed repeatedly his 
need to create a stimulus package to 
create new jobs. He has told us that 
this stimulus package that we, in fact, 
have passed in this body, without my 
support, would create 500,000 jobs. 

The American people are smarter 
than that. They understand that over 5 
years we, in fact, will be causing one 
out of every two American defense-re­
lated workers to lose their jobs. Now, 
this is not my assessment. In fact, I 
would like to quote for the record two 
studies that I provided to my col­
leagues on the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

First of all, the Office of Technology 
Assessment came out with a report 
that said, in fact, that if we continue 
the cuts that we are currently planning 
for the next 5 years that we could see 
the amount of layoffs in defense-relat­
ed jobs lost total to 2.5 million men 
and women. As a matter of fact, in ad­
dition to that, the Congressional Budg­
et Office has said in a document that 
they just recently released that up to 
1.8 million men and women could lose 
their jobs. This figure of 1.8 to 2.5 mil­
lion is out of a total work force of 5.5 
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million American men and women who 
work in defense-related jobs. 

Now, here we are talking about 
eliminating perhaps an average of 2 
million jobs, while the President is 
talking about stimulating 500,000 new 
jobs. 

I would say to my colleagues that we 
had better look carefully at this, be­
cause these American men and women 
who are being outplaced not just in the 
Pentagon but from McDonnell Douglas, 
from Boeing, from Grumman have no 
place to go. There are no jobs of equal 
pay with equal status that they can 
move into. 

So this notion of retraining is a farce 
right now, because our economy cannot 
sustain these kinds of massive cuts. 

That gets into my fifth concern, and 
that concern relates to what I think is, 
on the part of the admi'nistration, an 
oversimplification of defense conver­
sion. Defense conversion is not going to 
happen by some stroke of lightning 
from this body or from the White 
House in terms of creating new jobs. It 
is not going to happen by putting 
money into retraining if there are no 
jobs to retrain these people for. It is 
not going to happen by trying to force 
companies like Grumman and McDon­
nell Douglas into new industries. We 
tried that back in the 1970's, and many 
of those workers for those companies 
remember what happened. They were 
not successful in that process. 

Conversion can work, but it has got 
to be a slow and deliberate process, and 
it certainly is not going to be dictated 
by anything we do legislatively here in 
this body. 

But with all of these concerns that I 
have, my No. 1 concern out of the six 
concerns I have listed, and the over­
riding concern that I think my col­
leagues here have is what is being 
talked about quietly in the Halls of the 
Congress, what is being talked about 
by my colleagues on the Democratic 
side as well as my colleagues on the 
Republican side, but it is a low level of 
discussion, and that concern is the con­
cern that what is being said about this 
President is that he just does not care 
about the men and women serving in 
our military. 

I am not going to use my quotes. I 
am going to use some quotes from a re­
tired Army colonel, Don Snyder, who 
now is a defense analyst for the Center 
for Strategic International Studies. In 
a recent article in the Baltimore Sun 
that ran nationwide, he said: 

More than 60 days into his administration, 
he has not appointed the third person at the 
Pentagon. The military has some rude things 
to learn, namely, that this guy does not care 
about them. 

What a tragic thing to have to deal 
with, that the American men and 
women serving in our military, in fact, 
are seeing a growing concern in Amer­
ica that this President does not care 
about them, and it is nothing that he 

can solve by giving words or by stop­
ping at a ship. To show concern and 
show caring, he has got to involve him­
self in the problems and the concerns 
that these young people have. 

So with all of the other things that 
are happening in terms of our defense 
budget, the thing that troubles me the 
most is that fact, and I think it is 
something that the President is going 
to have to deal with. 

There have been numerous articles in 
the Washington press and the national 
press about this President really hav­
ing a problem in relating to the mili­
tary. He is the Commander in Chief, 
and he deserves the respect of our 
Armed Forces, but I would also say 
that our Armed Forces deserve the re­
spect of the President and his entire 
administration. 

D 2010 
That, I think, is my biggest concern, 

and I know it is a concern which is 
shared by the gentleman in the well. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding for 
this very important special order. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. I thank the gen­
tleman very much for pointing that 
out. 

If I could pick up on a few points the 
gentleman raised. Today, when the 
Commandant, General Mundy, spoke to 
us, he pointed out that last year there 
were approximately 24 conflicts occur­
ring in the world. Today there are still 
approximately 24 conflicts where ma­
rines are currently pre-positioned or 
deployed. In fact, last year, during 
those 24 conflicts, he said, we had ap­
proximately 22,000 young marines who 
were deployed outside the continental 
United States. Today we have 30,000 
marines in the same force, which now 
has been reduced over the last year by 
9,000 troops. These are the best, prob­
ably, enlisted men and officers that our 
Nation has ever had. And I know that 
my distinguished colleague from Indi­
ana, who recently served with them, 
shares that thought. 

Mr. WELDON. The gentleman may 
want to follow up on what else General 
Mundy said in regard to his ability to 
carry out those missions if in fact the 
5-year defense cuts were made. Was the 
gentleman there when the Com­
mandant referred to that? 

Mr. MACHTLEY. I was. It seemed 
clear to me that he could not continue 
if the tempo of operations is going to 
continue; if the money is reduced, he 
cannot continue to field three divisions 
in the Marine Corps. It will have to be 
something significantly less. ~ 

Now, that raises the point: If we are 
going to have these regional conflicts­
and as you look at what is taking place 
in Bosnia, Iran, and Iraq, which is arm­
ing up at an alarming rate, and if you 
look at the issue of North Korea and 
the fragileness of Russia, if you look 
around the world at India and Paki­
stan-you begin to realize this is not 

going to be a peaceful world on a re­
gional basis. And if we are going to ask 
our marines to be able to get there ei­
ther on a fast transport or somehow be 
predeployed, we are going to have to 
take our troops, constantly, away from 
their families. 

Admiral Kelso today mentioned that 
today we had 200 ships deployed for 6 
months. We had 106,000 of our young 
Americans on these ships who sailed to 
parts unknown, not asking for any he­
roic farewells or special recognition, 
just because it was their duty. The 
world is a very dangerous place. 

Mr. BUYER. I thank the gentleman. 
The purpose of the military is to 

meet the national security needs of the· 
Nation. When we have all these com­
mitments and requirements through­
out the world what concerns many of 
us here in this body is that these cuts 
lack any reason. You cannot justify 
these cuts. 

Now, we recognize that defense cu ts 
need to be made. I think people recog­
nize that. The cold war is in fact over; 
we have won it. But nobody wants to 
step forward and say that the U.S. 
military should be the world's police­
man. Nobody is willing to say that. I 
do not believe that we in fact should. 

We should have-we should turn to 
our European allies and ask them to 
have greater responsibilities. 

But there is very dire concern and 
General Mundy, Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, highlighted that today, 
in fact. 

Mr. WELDON. On that one point, I 
think it is very important that we 
stress to our colleagues and the Amer­
ican public that we as Republicans and 
those Members who support a strong 
defense in fact have supported deep 
cu ts in defense spending. President 
Bush, before he left office, proposed a 
33-percent reduction over 5 years, 
which we were in the midst of. In addi­
tion, the budget we passed on the floor 
of the House cut an additional $60 bil­
lion, which is what candidate Clinton 
proposed beyond what President Bush 
proposed. So we have proposed dra­
matic cuts in defense spending. 

So we are not talking about a totally 
hawkish position in terms of restoring 
all these defense dollars. We are in fact 
talking about making defense cuts, but 
based upon doing them logically, and 
based upon threats, not just pulling 
numbers out of the air for political ad­
vantage or political purposes. 

Mr. BUYER. Based on political as­
sessments. 

Mr. WELDON. Political assessments, 
exactly. 

Mr. BUYER. That is what these cuts 
are based on, political assessments. 

You know, I will tell you, being a 
freshman coming in to this body and 
listening to the new language on Cap­
itol Hill about spending and taxes, in­
vestment and contributions, I now 
learn that if you want to make deep 
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cuts in the military for domestic 
spending, you call it conversion. That 
is another new language they like to 
throw around. 

But I am extremely concerned that 
deep cuts-this $120 billion is already 
on top of the $60 billion of Bush's cuts 
that were based upon threats, real na­
tional security threats. Those threats 
which that assessment was based upon 
are the same threats that we face 
today and we have increased require­
ments. 

Mr. WELDON. Further on that point, 
in the 6 or 7 years that I have been here 
now-and I think my colleague in the 
well who has been around would share 
this view-each of the years we have in 
fact talked about where our defense 
budget should be for that year, we have 
had a net threat assessment given to 
us, a very detailed explanation pro­
vided by the CIA and other intelligence 
organizations in the military, defense 
intelligence, about what the potential 
threats are in the world. Based upon 
these threats, we come up with a 
budget. 

We have not had any such threat as­
sessment this year, and neither has the 
President. If these numbers were not 
based on that, they were pulled out of 
the air. 

Mr. BUYER. That is because the 
President has not shared his national 
and diplomatic and political strategy 
for America on the defense posture. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. If I was not so 
cheap, I would have had large charts 
made. But I want to point out by this 
small chart-because I think we should 
conserve taxpayer dollars-that this is 
the graph which shows what you gen­
tlemen were discussing. The reduction 
which was planned by the previous 
budgets, you can see it was a 41-percent 
real-term real reduction. But when we 
got here after the collapse of the So­
viet Union and after the fall of the Ber­
lin Wall, instead of this line, which 
would have represented the $60 billion 
cut that candidate Clinton suggested 
was appropriate, this is the course that 
we are on. 

Now, when I talk to my constituents 
back home and I say, "How much of 
the total expenditure of the United 
States do you think is defense," many 
of them say, "Well, it must be 30, 40, 50 
percent," I have had them say "60 per­
cent." But of the $1.5 trillion which we 
spend as a Nation, less than 17 percent 
is defense. We are going to spend more 
in interest payments. 

What does that relate to in terms of 
our total gross domestic product? It is 
going to be something less than 3 per­
cent of the $5 trillion, or $6 trillion 
economy which we will have in 1997. We 
will spend less than 3 percent. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I may in­
terrupt and say if you go back to 1960, 
when John F. Kennedy was President, 
we were spending almost 50 percent, 
48.6 or 48.7 percent of all Government 

spending was in the area of defense. 
Now it is down to 17 percent, as the 
gentleman said. That is a dramatic 
drop, and the American people I do not 
think are aware of that. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. It will go down 
from 17 to 13 percent by 1997, a drop of 
4 percentage points, for total spending. 

So we are talking about substantial, 
very, very real cuts. This is not a grad­
ual transition. 

I see we have another distinguished 
colleague from California, who is serv­
ing with great honor in Congress and 
on the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
With that introduction, I want to 

come back again and again. I congratu­
late my colleagues for filling in a 
much-needed void because the Clinton 
administration is whipping this budget 
through both bodies and the American 
people do not realize that 85 percent of 
the cuts do come out of national secu­
rity. 

The other point that is being made 
by everyone here is that the threat has 
not changed, it has not gotten any less 
since the Bush administration sat 
down with the people who won the war 
in Desert Storm, and tried to figure 
out how they could eke another $50 bil­
lion out of the 5-year budget. And then 
Mr. Clinton comes along and cuts $127 
billion below the Bush cuts. 

I want to tell my colleagues that not 
only has the threat not reduced since 
that time when the Bush administra­
tion sat down, it has actually in­
creased. 

If you read the Washington Post 
today, you will see that Communist 
China is moving into the South China 
Sea with a vengence. 

They are claiming every island in the 
South China Sea, in the Spratly Is­
lands, where Woody Island in particu­
lar is, they are now establishing a war­
ship base and a warplane landing strip. 
They have moved into Burma, where 
they built a naval base for the Bur­
mese, and they are n·ow accessing that 
base. They are building a military in­
telligence base just to the south of 
there. They are claiming everything. 

According to the Washington Post, 
they have picked up 72 SU-27 long­
range strike fighters from the Soviet 
Union, they are picking up MiG-31 
long-range interceptors, they are pick­
ing up 404 main battle tanks and some 
A-50 airborne warning and control air­
craft. They are continuing with their 
nuclear buildup. 

Korea has now withdrawn from the 
nonproliferation treaty. They are 
building a nuclear system. 

0 2020 
They have not shown any of the be­

nign intent that the now-dissolved So­
viet Union shows, and if you move to 
the old Soviet Union instead of one 
government that has nuclear weapons 
to worry about, we now have nuclear 

weapons residing with four govern­
ments. While those four States pres­
ently show a benign intent with re­
spect to the United States, they obvi­
ously right now are not intent on strik­
ing us with nuclear systems, the re­
formist leaders of those governments 
have beneath them a hard line Com­
munist group who are only one heart­
beat away from recontrol of those 
former Soviet systems. So that stabil­
ity, while Mr. Yeltsin is reeling, he 
still seems to be holding on by the skin 
of his teeth, which has been his history 
over the last several years, and we are 
hoping he is able .to hold on, the 
hardliner Communists who built those 
strategic systems and aimed them at 
cities in the United States are just a 
step away from control of the Soviet 
Union. 

If you add all those things up-along 
with the bombing of the World Trade 
Center just a few weeks ago and realize 
that the people who bombed the World 
Trade Center would at some time per­
haps like to use nuclear systems, a nu­
clear device instead of that conven­
tional device-then you can see that 
the world is not only a very dangerous 
place, but in some ways it is more dan­
gerous than when the only confronta­
tion of import was a confrontation be­
tween us and the Soviet Union. 

All my colleagues in the House 
Armed Services Committee and the 
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY] who I see over here who is on 
the Appropriations Committee and is 
very concerned about defense, and the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
who has done a great job of trying to 
slash pork on this floor, understand the 
importance of national security. 

We ·an understand that the most im­
portant social service that President 
Clinton owes the people of the United 
States is to protect them. He is not 
protecting them. He is disarming 
America, and that is something we 
should all be very worried about. 

Mr. Speaker, would the gentleman 
from Indiana yield to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland, who has been a very 
strong voice in this House for reason, 
and for fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. BURTON on Indiana. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maryland. 

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

I hope for the strong defense of this 
country. I want to say that every re­
mark that each of you has made here 
tonight is very, very important and I 
hope the American public understands 
what is being said and what is happen­
ing to this country. 

I want to just call to your attention 
and maybe somebody did and I did not 
hear it, but the slashing of the defense 
budget began right here in this House. 
It began in this Congress. The pressure 

. began 2, 3, 4, or 5 years ago, if you re­
call. Everybody was saying get rid of 
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defense, get rid of defense. You ought 
to cut the defense budget. As soon as 
the Berlin Wall came down, everybody 
said, oh, the cold war is over. We do 
not have to do anything anymore. 

As has already been said here to­
night, it is a very dangerous place out 
there. 

Many of my constituents have said to 
me, if we have no use for the military 
overseas, let us bring them home and 
let us let them help with the war here 
in our country. Let us let them help in 
the drug war. Let us let them help in 
policing the streets and make our 
streets safer, but let us not just dismiss 
our military personnel arbitrarily and 
put them out on the street at a time 
when there are no jobs as well. 

They emphasize that the conversion 
is slow. You have to have places for 
these people to go or we are going to be 
in even worse shape than we are today. 
I think all of this needs to be looked at 
very carefully. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tlewoman will yield on that point, we 
went through about 7 hours of testi­
mony, not only dealing with the use of 
force by the military, but new uses of 
the military, which can be alarming at 
times because not all our forces are 
trained for different new uses of the 
military. 

Examples of that deal with Hurricane 
Andrew, deal with the Somalia oper­
ations; but let us talk about how it af­
fects the soldier, the troops right there 
on the desert floor of Somalia. 

Our military are trained as combat­
ants. They are not trained as police of­
ficers, so now we are using them in so­
called peacemaking functions that are 
transferred to peacekeeping functions, 
but we are going to give them robust 
rules of engagement. 

Now, we have policemen all across 
America who are trained as police offi­
cers. When they meet a greater threat, 
they call in the SWAT teams as com­
batants. Our military is like the 
SWAT. They are combatants. They are 
not trained as police officers, so when 
we take our military and we put them 
under U.N. auspices and guise and we 
are going to use them as peacekeepers 
in the world, as policemen, but nobody 
wants to call them policemen, they are 
not trained for that function. 

In Somalia where 2 weeks ago a gun­
nery sergeant in the Marine Corps 
came under court martial proceedings, 
an article 32 hearing questioning 
whether or not he pulled the trigger 
too early in Somalia. He is not trained 
as a police officer. He is trained as a 
combatant, and then to judge him oth­
erwise is flat out wrong. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I understand that 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BUYER] has experience in the Persian 
Gulf. Could the gentleman describe 
what he did in the Persian Gulf? 

Mr. BUYER. Well, I served as a mili­
tary lawyer, a JAG officer at the West-

ern Enemy Prisoner-of-War Camp. I 
conducted war crimes interrogations. I 
lived in a tent in the desert for about 
4 months. Life was very basic. 

When you live in an environment in 
the desert and you share a tent, when 
we talk about how basic life gets, you 
have to kick the restroom, the outdoor 
john to get the flies off before you ever 
sit down to go to the restroom, life 
gets very, very basic. 

So when you talk about sending 
troops out into the field of environ­
ment where life is so very basic, away 
from their families and with further 
sacrifices, and then when they come 
home, after having served in a theater 
of war in Somalia or Yugoslavia or 
Panama and they are being underpaid 
12 percent under civilian pay, and then 
you want to throw gays in the military 
on top of them, and when they come 
back to America you do not know 
whether or not they are going to have 
a job. They do not know whether or not 
they are going to be able to reenlist in 
the military. 

Some of these who are Silver Star re­
cipients and Bronze Star recipients, 
the military turns to them and says, 
"Thank you very much for the service 
to your country," and they pat them 
on the back and they send them out 
into the world and say, "Go get a job." 
That is very alarming. 

Then we questioned the Joint Chiefs 
here lately, "Gee, are these cuts going 
to affect the morale?" 

And they come in and they salute 
and they say that morale in the U.S. 
military is the best we have ever seen. 

Well, I agree with the general. He 
wants to say that, but when you get 
out there and talk with these troops, 
they are very, very concerned, not only 
how these cuts are going to affect 
them, but they are also concerned 
about who is their commander in chief. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. I think it is impor­
tant to point out, as the gentleman has 
so vividly characterized our military as 
not only good solid soldiers and sailors, 
but people willing to sacrifice and go to 
these places, that these are not the 
types of people that we ought to turn 
our backs on. 

I think it is absolutely wrong that 
this administration has singled out the 
military and Federal employees for pay 
freezes. At a time when we are encour­
aging our very best people to get into 
the military because we want educated 
people, because we want good leaders, 
because although we are drawing down 
the numbers-and we are going to draw 
them down again from 2.1 million peo­
ple in uniform down to less than 1.4-it 
is going to be, I think, a remarkable 
drawdown and now we are also telling 
these people who are sitting over in So­
malia, who gave up their Christmas va­
cations with their families, who have 
not seen their young children play Lit­
tle League and go to their recitals, we 
are telling them we are going to freeze 
your pay. 

Why? Because they do not have the 
political ability, as many other seg­
ments of our population do, to come to 
Washington and say this is wrong. We 
are serving in a capacity where we 
ought not to have to bear the full brunt 
of the freeze in Government, and it is a 
freeze this year and then it is reduced 
by 1 percent below the cost of living for 
the next 4 years. It is wrong. It is the 
wrong message to send to our military. 

As a time, when as the gentleman in­
dicates, when regardless how you may 
feel about the issues of gays in the 
military, how you may feel about the 
issues of women in the military, how 
you may feel about base closures, these 
crosscurrents are going to be affecting 
the morale of all our people. We must 
be absolutely prepared to do something 
to help the good people stay, or we will 
be left with a military that is very hol­
low. 

General Mundy this morning in his 
testimony said that of every dollar 
which we appropriate to the Marine 
Corps, 77 cents goes into the pocket of 
the soldier, the leatherneck, the ma­
rine who is there on the line day and 
night, 77 cents out of every dollar. Sev­
enteen cents goes into his training, 
teaching him to be the very best, 
teaching him to be a cohesive unit, and 
only 6 cents in the Marine Corps is 
going to go in to overhead. 

I do not think frankly that we want 
to reduce our training. The reason I am 
speaking out and having these special 
orders, both last night and tonight, is 
because I want the American people to 
understand 2 and 3 years from now that 
there is a reason why our military be­
came very hollow. It is because of deci­
sions that were made today in 1993. 

0 2030 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, could the 

gentleman give his background in the 
military briefly? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would like 
to just interject one thing here. 

I have been in Congress for some 
time now, and I came shortly after 
Jimmy Carter left the White House, 
and I do not recall anybody having 
mentioned this tonight, but we are 
going through much of the same things 
in the way of tax increases, and more 
spending and military cuts that we saw 
during the Carter administration, and 
at the end of the Carter administra­
tion, if you talk to anyone who was in 
the military, they will tell you they 
did not have bullets for their guns for 
training, they did not have shells for 
their cannon, they were not capable of 
doing the things that they should have 
been doing, and our military was in a 
very, very difficult situation. The Com­
munists had taken over 11 countries in 
the world because of our weakness or 
perceived weakness, and, as a result, 
when Ronald Reagan came in, we had 
to spend massive amounts of money to 
regain our military capability so we 
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could compete in the world, and, had it 
not been for Ronald Reagan coming in 
after the same kinds of things we are 
going through today, you would not 
have seen the Berlin Wall fall, you 
would not have seen the disintegration 
of the Soviet Union because we would 
have let them have the field all to 
themselves, and we are running that 
same risk again today, and I commend 
all three of you, and everybody on the 
Armed Services Committee, the four of 
you, for bringing this to the attention 
of the American people because we are 
about to make the same mistakes that 
we made in the late 1970's again, and it 
need not happen, and so I applaud you 
for your efforts, and I hope you will 
keep it up. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman has hit upon an impor­
tant point here. What is occurring is a 
fundamental shift in what the role of 
the Federal Government is, and people 
have to understand that. 

When the people went to the polls on 
election day in November, Mr. Speak­
er, they said they wanted a couple of 
things to happen. They wanted the 
Government to be more responsive to 
them, they wanted us to make Govern­
ment · work for them, and they also 
wanted to see us control the size of the 
growth of the Federal Government. 

In fact what is happening now, and 
this was pointed out to me, not by one 
of my Republican colleagues, but by 
one of my Democratic colleagues who 
pointed out to me that at the end of 
this 5-year budget agreement, if we 
were to follow through with the entire 
Clinton budget proposal over 5 years, 
that right now defense spending is our 
third largest i tern of spending in the 
Federal budget. If, in fact, the Clinton 
plan stays intact, which I do not think 
it will be because my colleagues on the 
other side, I think, will oppose the kind 
of deep defense cuts we are talking 
about, but, if we were to follow it 
through, general welfare and all of 
those programs in that category would, 
in fact, become the third largest item 
of Federal spending. 

Now that is not a Republican saying 
that. That was a Democrat colleague of 
mine saying that is, in fact, what will 
occur at the end of the fifth year. That 
is not what the American people voted 
for in November. The American people 
voted for us to get Government under 
control. That is not what the Clinton 
proposal is all about. 

The Clinton proposal is about dis­
mantling our military to a level lower 
than at any time since before World 
War II and taking all of that money 
that would have gone for national secu­
rity and putting it into new social 
problems, and I am not against social 
problems. I am a teacher by profession. 
I spent my life in the public schools of 
Pennsylvania, ran a Chapter 1 Program 

for 3 years. I have devoted my lifetime 
to helping people, but you cannot live 
in a world where you deny the threats 
exist: 

Khomeini's, Mu'ammar Qadhafi's, 
Castro's Hitler's, Mussolini's; it is 
going to happen again. 

My colleagues will remember in the 
committee yesterday; I think it was 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON], a Democrat, who was a 
strong supporter of our military who 
said, "Remember the lessons of his­
tory." The argument that IKE recalled 
to us in the committee was: Remember 
what was said back in 1938. America 
was at a time of peace. We would never 
again have to worry about conflict. 

We do not live in that kind of world, 
Mr. Speaker, and that was the gen­
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] 
pointing out to us that we cannot com­
pletely dismantle what has, in fact, 
given us the strongest and the freest 
country on the face of the Earth, and 
that is what we are doing. It is a major, 
fundamental shift, and the American 
people have to understand that. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman would yield, when the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania said "his­
tory"-! am really getting very tired of 
the word "new" that is being used here 
on Capitol Hill, and I see what Sec­
retary Aspin used, called it the new 
plan for defense for President Clinton. 
As my colleagues know, if the Presi­
dent does not read history, then every­
thing is new, and that is exactly the 
gentleman's point. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, I want to ask 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
MACHTLEY], because he is a great mem­
ber with superb intellect on the Com­
mittee on Armed Services, could you 
give us a little bit of your background 
with respect to the military? 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I had 
the honor of being appointed by my 
Congressman, then John P. Sailor, to 
go to the U.S. Naval Academy. I stud­
ied there for 4 years, graduated, served 
5112 years on active duty, and that was, 
most of that period was, during the 
Vietnam war era. Then I got out of the 
military and active duty, stayed in the 
Reserves and continued to stay in the 
Reserves because I think that each of 
us has an obligation to try and contrib­
ute back and also that the Reserves are 
as vital a part of our military, and, al­
though we are talking primarily of Ac­
tive Forces, I think the Reserves are a 
very, very important link between the 
civilian world and the military. To 
keep that nexus is extremely impor­
tant so that we know what is going on. 

And so I have kept both a profes­
sional and an interest in the military, 
both in the Navy and as a member of 
the Committee on Armed Services 
since I came here in 1988. I have had an 
opportunity to go on many factfinding 
missions and talk to officers. A lot of 

my classmates, a lot of my colleagues, 
a lot of young marines, a lot of young 
sergeants, and I have been so im­
pressed. 

The military is so much different, 
frankly, than when I was on active 
duty. They are better. They are smart­
er. When I was on active duty, it was 
very difficult to find good intellectu­
ally intelligent, motivated kids who 
wanted to go into the military. Today, 
unless you have a high school degree, 
you are not going to get into the mili­
tary unless you are really motivated. 
You are not going to get into the offi­
cer programs. 

We have the best military, and I say 
that not because I have served in the 
military, but I am sure my distin­
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON], would probably 
concur, and anyone who has studied 
the historical nature of our military 
would have to agree, that we have the 
very finest military, the very finest 
volunteers, and this is an important as­
pect of the military today. It is an All 
Volunteer Force. We have no draft 
mandating the people into the mili­
tary, and, if we treat our soldiers and 
sailors with disrespect in terms of cut­
ting this budget, in terms of not train­
ing them properly, in terms of not giv­
ing them a career path, we are going to 
create not just a hollow military, but a 
military made up of people who are not 
particularly interested in being a good 
officer. 

Now I wanted to point out, because I 
think it is also important because we 
are talking about the strategic plan­
ning: When then-Chairman Les Aspin 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
during the last Congress sat down, he 
came up with what I thought were four 
very thoughtful alternatives for force 
structure, and they were based on 
threats around the world, they were 
based on economic factors, and they 
were based on, I think, some good com­
monsense approach, and I think that in 
fairness to the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Armed Services it is most 
worthwhile pointing out that, if any of 
us was asked to take over that job, it 
would be very difficult, if not impos­
sible, to prepare a budget for 5 years in 
a relatively short time. 

Now, as he readily admitted, this 
budget this year is really just sort of a 
treading-water budget. He recognizes 
the problems that we are going to face 
in the outyears of this 5-year period, 
but what he did during this period of 
time is create a 4(C) option, and in that 
4(0) he defined and delineated what 
would be the structure of a military 
and what could we afford. 

Now let me share with you some of 
those numbers because I think this 
points out, as my distinguished col­
league, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON], was saying, how we have 
reduced our military. At the end of 
1991, we had 16 active divisions in the 
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military. Option C was to have nine. 
That would be the goal that we would 
have. We had 10 Reserve divisions in 
the military. Option C would have us 
with six. We had three divisions in the 
Marine Corps. Option C would have us 
with two. We had 22 Air Force active 
air wings. Option C would give us 10. 
We had 12 Reserve wings. Option C 
would give us eight. We had a goal of 
600 ships. We were at about 528 at the 
end of 1991. Option C would reduce the 
number of ships to 340. We had 15 car­
riers. These are the ships which get our 
troops and air wings to far-off places 
where our Air Force is unable to go. We 
had 15 carriers at the end of 1991. Op­
tion C would reduce that to 12. We had 
87 attack submarines which were pa­
trolling at the end of 1991. Option C 
would reduce that to 40. We had 65 as­
sault ships. Option C would reduce that 
to 50. 

The cuts which we are discussing to­
night are 2112 times the defense budget 
cuts which Chairman Aspin anticipated 
on Option C. He based his cuts for Op­
tion C on a budget of $275 billion at the 
end of 1997. This chart shows that we 
will be, based on the Clinton proposal 
at the end of 1997, at $248 billion. 
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The total cuts are 2112 times. So what 

does that lead one to assume? Because 
there is an interrelationship between 
dollars and the number of ships and the 
number of divisions, it means that we 
must go below Option C. It means that 
instead of having nine divisions in the 
Army, we will probably have eight, 
which is just one-half of the number of 
divisions that we had at the end of 1991. 

Mr. BUYER. Did not General Sulli­
van testify today he used eight divi­
sions in the Desert Storm operation? 

Mr. MACHTLEY. That is correct. We 
are talking about in the last year we 
have taken out of our military 500,000 
troops, which is the equivalent of what 
we will have. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
very, very important. I hope that is 
stressed again and again. They are 
going to cut back our military pre­
paredness as far as the Army is con­
cerned to the equivalent of all the 
troops that were used in Desert Storm? 

Mr. BUYER. From the Army, eight 
divisions. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If we have 
the need to go into two or three dif­
ferent areas, like right now we have 
troops in Somalia, they are talking 
about Yugoslavia, they are talking 
about something in Eastern Europe 
that may come up, we will not have the 
manpower to deal with it. 

Mr. BUYER. That is absolutely cor­
rect. 

Mr. HUNTER. Since we are on this 
point, I think it is important to re­
member that when we won the war in 
Desert Storm, Colin Powell, our Chair­
man of the Joint Chiefs, pointed out 

the reason we took so many body bags, 
thousands of body bags, was because we 
anticipated the worst in Desert Storm. 
But the reason we were able to bring 
back the great majority of those body 
bags empty, that there were not dead 
Americans to put in them, is because 
we won that war with what he called 
overwhelming force. 

So the first question is, how many 
engagements do you want to be in­
volved in, do you plan on being in­
volved in, if you have to. The second 
question is, how do you want to win? 
Do you want to win with a minimum of 
American casualties, or do you want to 
have an almost level playing field be­
cause you have cut your forces down so 
much that you win, but you win a very 
bloody and protracted conflict that 
sends back tens of thousands of young 
men in body bags? 

So we are looking today at a sce­
nario, if these Clinton budget cuts go 
through, in which we cannot handle at 
the same time a Desert Storm oper­
ation and perhaps the defense of the 
Korean Peninsula without enormous 
casualties and enormous deaths. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. If I may just con­
tinue on, I think one of the most im­
portant weapon systems we have is our 
aircraft carriers. That has distin­
guished our Navy, because it permits 
us to project power where we do not 
have a base, where we cannot have our 
Air Force. 

If these cuts are put in place, if one 
draws a logical conclusion they are 2112 
times what was anticipated by Chair­
man Aspin, that would mean that in­
stead of having the 15 carriers which 
we had, which were located all over the 
world, we might end up with less than 
12 aircraft carriers. Although they are 
saying today we will not go below 12, 
the dollars are not going to permit 12. 
Under Option B which Chairman Aspin 
had, that would have had eight aircraft 
carriers. 

What are we going to ask our people 
to do? Be gone all the time? Not just 6 
months, but 9 months, or 12 months? 
There is a limit on which we can ask 
the people in this Nation to serve in 
the military, and it is of great concern 
and why I think we need to speak out 
so the American people understand 
what course we are embarking on and 
where we will be at the end of 1997. 

Mr. WELDON. To follow up on my 
colleague from California [Mr. HUN­
TER], his point is Colin Powell said re­
peatedly we just do not want to be pre­
pared to fight a battle on an even play­
ing field. We want to be prepared to go 
in with adequate strength to win deci­
sively. 

Beyond that, the real purpose of our 
military is to deter aggression and 
send a signal to all of these would-be 
tyrants that America is not going to 
sit back and take any kind of aggres­
sion any place in the world. 

Remember back in the 1970's what oc­
curred when we had the hostages in 

Iran and when we had the situation in 
Beirut? Where we had America being 
tested all over the world because these 
tyrants felt that we in fact were some­
what vulnerable? 

That is what we get by weakening 
our military to such a level where 
these people can assemble other na­
tions together and bring together mili­
tary forces to try to test the will of the 
American people and to test the will of 
freedom-loving people around the 
world. 

What is absolutely so mindboggling 
to me is that our strong military 
helped deter aggression, bring down 
communism, and change the face of the 
nations of this world. Now we are going 
back to a point in time that we were in 
in the mid-1970's when our military was 
unable to meet the demands that we 
asked of them in terms of situations 
that occurred in other parts of the 
world, like the situation in Iran. 

Mr. BUYER. If the gentleman would 
yield, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] brought up a very good point 
when he talked about capabilities, and 
his surprise what these deep cuts in 
fact mean if we did our draw downs, ei­
ther 8 or 10 divisions. 

If we used 10 divisions in the Army in 
the operation of Desert Storm, we 
would not be able to respond to threats 
throughout the world. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER] when he 
brought up the fact that forces could 
be overrun and more lives could be sac­
rificed in other parts of the world, that 
is in fact a reality. 

When you have occurrences that open 
up on many different fronts, for exam­
ple, I know the gentleman from Indi­
ana is a strong supporter of the oper­
ations in Somalia, so we are in Soma­
lia. We have a President that is on the 
verge, at this time we are unsure of our 
commitment as part of the U.N. peace­
keeping force, of Yugoslavia. 

Let us say all of a sudden something 
occurs that is on the same scale of a 
Desert Storm. Then if we take that 
military that has been cut down and 
reduced in size and put them into a re­
gional conflict, and then all of a sudden 
the North Koreans pour across in to 
South Korea, all of those Americans 
there on the border are in jeopardy be­
cause we do not have the backup for 
them. 

I was really alarmed today on the 
Committee on Armed Services when I 
heard questions about, gee whiz, maybe 
we should be cutting back on our air­
craft carriers. 

The gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. MACHTLEY], when he talked about 
projection of force, you need that bat­
tle carrier group there to be able to re­
spond and back up if you have in fact 
overrun positions. 

The gentleman from Annapolis and 
the Naval Academy I am sure would 
like to comment on that. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. If I may, I think 
the most important mission, and this 
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cannot be lost as we begin to talk 
about what is the mission of the mili­
tary, the most important mission of 
the military is peacekeeping. 

When the military is engaged in a 
conflict, we want them, of course, to be 
successful. But we hope that by having 
an adequate force structure in a way 
which can be positioned to avoid con­
flict, that we can say that we are suc­
cessful because we are not having con­
flicts. 

Al Bernstein, who is a distinguished 
professor and student of strategy, as I 
mentioned last night, has begun to 
think about this idea of what happens 
when we reduce our conventional 
forces below a certain level. What will 
the Third World nations and those who 
are interested in military aggression 
think of this and what might they do? 
He has come up with a theory called 
peer competition. They will view us as 
a competitor by their own peer stand­
ards, and they might be encouraged to 
take aggressive actions against neigh­
bor nations. They might be encouraged 
to test us. 

They will not do it unless they have 
a reasonably good chance of success. 
For instance, let me give you a couple 
of examples of hot spots. Suppose we 
are somehow involved in a peacekeep­
ing mission between Iraq and Iran and 
we have a number of troops over there 
as we do now, and the Koreans, as the 
gentleman has indicated, determines 
that this is the time. We are not going 
to have the ability to be both there, 
and if there is a problem in Russia, be 
in the Russian theater and also in 
Korea. They would think of us as po­
tentially weak and think that they 
could compete with us because of our 
lack of ability along conventional 
terms to develop a response. 

A.M. Rosenthal, as I also mentioned 
last night, has provided another scare, 
I thought. If the President of the Unit­
ed States is ever put in that dilemma 
where our troops are being overrun and 
when the media is presenting vivid pic­
torials, up to the minute presentations 
on C-SPAN of the United States sol­
diers being overrun and killed, the log­
ical conclusion might be by some peo­
ple that they should encourage the use 
of nuclear weapons by us to stop the 
aggression of a larger conventional 
force. 

I suspect that no one in this country 
has ever thought that the United 
States might be the first nation to use 
nuclear weapons. Do not let our mili­
tary get down so low on conventional 
forces that this becomes a rally cry by 
those who do not understand what that 
would mean. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. One of the 
things I would like to briefly mention 
is we should profit from history. After 
World War I and the Treaty of Ver­
sailles was signed, all of the allies de­
cided the best way to eliminate the 
possibility of war was to disarm. All of 

the allies started unilaterally disarm­
ing. Great Britain disarmed. They sunk 
a lot of their ships. We disarmed. The 
world started disarming because they 
said the best way to stay out of war 
was to disarm. 

At the same time a man named Adolf 
Hitler started violating the Treaty of 
Versailles by building up his military 
beyond the 100,000 limit, ·by using them 
as a cadre to train millions of Germans 
to be members of the Third Reich. 
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And Britain went so far as to sell air­

plane engines to the Luftwaffe because 
they did not believe there was a possi­
bility of another war. And because of 
not only the perceived weakness but 
the actual weakness of Great Britain, 
the United States and all the allies, 
Hitler felt like he could take those 
steps necessary to invade other coun­
tries in Europe, Poland and so forth, 
which led to the outbreak of World War 
II. And it cost millions of lives. 

So there is historical precedent for 
what you are talking about tonight. It 
happened after World War I, and it 
caused World War II. The minute the 
great powers of the Earth, the free 
powers of the Earth are perceived to be 
weak, you have these totalitarians, 
these tyrants that want to take power 
and they try. And Hitler is a perfect 
example. 

We must not allow that to happen 
again. We have Saddam Hussein in the 
World. We have the Ayatollah. We have 
a lot of others. And we have to be very 
careful and ready. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman will continue to yield, I would 
like to make a few comments on the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, earlier 
when he talked about the conversion 
and the defense conversion and your 
questions regarding that issue. 

When you talk about history and 
what we did after World War II, we had 
the great minds of our society at that 
time. They created something called 
the atom bomb. And afterwards, as we 
wanted to downsize our military after 
World War II, we did not know and rec­
ognize the threat to Korea at the time. 
And we wanted to channel the great 
minds of our society and turn them 
into how it would benefit our society. 
And we channeled those great minds 
into rocket science research, and then 
we created something called NASA. 
And we have benefited as a society ten­
fold for the type of investment that we 
have had. 

But when the President is talking 
about conversion now, I like to think 
about that part of our history, but that 
is not what is happening. We do not 
have that type of a channeling of great 
minds like was done in history, and 
that is what needs to be done. 

I have great concerns as regards to 
that. And as I close, I want to make 
one other comment. And that is, I 

think the American people look out 
there and they see, they believe that 
these defense cu ts are being used to 
pay down on the deficit. And you can 
go out there and talk to people in 
America, that is what they think. They 
think that if everyone is going to share 
in this sacrifice, and since we are not 
faced with a great threat of Russia, 
that we can downsize the military and 
we can take those dollars and put them 
on the deficit. But that is not what is 
happening at all. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, If the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
think that we have been able to discuss 
this at some depth. This is just the be­
ginning. We had a special order last 
night. We will continue, because I 
think it is important that the Amer­
ican people understand what is going 
to happen to our national strategic in­
terests, our military, how this budget 
will affect our military and that we are 
able and willing to address these issues 
in a bipartisan manner. 

UNITED STATES SHOULD STAND 
FIRM WITH THE EC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, the 
first part of my presentation tonight, 
which I am going to be talking on 
international matters, I will yield to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
MACHTLEY] to finish, to discuss the 
armed services race. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

We will not be very long here so that 
the others who want to speak can 
speak at a decent hour. 

Mr. WELDON. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished friend and colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY], a leader in international 
trade. 

I just want to say, in summation, 
that I think the debate that we are in 
the middle of here in Washington is 
very important and critical for the fu­
ture of this country. Perhaps there are 
some who are watching and perhaps 
some of our colleagues who are think­
ing, "Well, we spend so much on the 
military in this country. We should be 
spending on other priorities." 

I am a teacher by profession. I spent 
my life in the public schools, running 
Chapter 1 programs and working on 
programs for kids. We have to under­
stand in America when we fund some­
thing like health care or education, our 
local government pays a part of that 
cost. Our county governments pay a 
part of that cost. Our State govern­
ments pay a part of that cost. And our 
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Federal Government pays a part of the 
cost. 

In the case of national defense and 
national security, we do not get one 
dime of money from local government, 
one dime of money from county gov­
ernment, one dime of money from 
State governments. All of that money 
for national security comes from the 
Federal Government. So by the nature 
of the responsibility of our jobs as 
Members of Congress, it is to provide 
the security for the health and welfare 
of the people of this country. 

In terms of other issues, sure, we get 
involved in education. Sure, we get in­
volved in health and welfare. So do all 
other levels of government, State gov­
ernment, county government. But in 
terms of national security, there is 
only one Government that funds that 
bill, from your National Guard that 
runs those armories and boards up 
those crack houses in your cities to the 
U.S. Army and the Marine Corps, we 
fund that at the Federal level. 

People cannot be misled by the de­
bate that goes on in this body. Our re­
sponsibility, first of all, according to 
our Constitution is to protect the na­
tional integrity of this country and 
provide for the common defense. And 
that is what we have got to make sure 
we are, in fact, doing. 

I thank my colleagues for joining and 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
MACHTLEY] for his leadership on this 
very, very important issue. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I have 
enjoyed being here tonight with the 
gentleman from California and the gen­
tleman from Indiana and the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania and, of 
course, my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Rhode Island. 

I came here to the well tonight. I will 
continue to come back, because this is 
a very, very important issue. It is an 
issue that the American people need to 
know that the integrity of the military 
is, in fact, being placed in jeopardy, 
that Clinton's defense budget is not a 
budget based upon real threats, and 
that is a very important i tern that 
needs to be highlighted, that it is a 
budget that is based upon political rea­
sons, to reach into the military, to use 
those funds for spending and not to be 
placed on the deficit. 

I am excruciatingly concerned about 
the well-being of our military, and I 
will continue to come back. And I look 
forward to doing other special orders 
with the gentleman from Rhode Island. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentlewoman will continue to 
yield, I would like to thank my col­
leagues who have shared with me in 
trying to make a presentation of what 
this budget represents to our national 
security. There should be no mistake 

that one of the other important aspects 
of this is that these numbers, which we 
have discussed, are the ceiling and not 
the floor. The firewalls in the 1990 
budget agreement came down last year. 

So Members, as they are going to see 
our defense budget, can rise up and say, 
"We want to take more out of the de­
fense budget. We want to start other 
projects in our home districts. We want 
to have it go into very important pro­
grams and ideas which we have." And 
they have to understand the signifi­
cance of where we are in the military, 
as they begin to whittle down and take 
nickels, dollars, and dimes-thousands 
of dollars and millions of dollars out of 
the defense budget. 

I think it was clear by Secretary As­
pin 's testimony, and I have the great­
est respect for him and .I cannot think 
of a better person who has more knowl­
edge to be in that position right now 
under this current administration than 
the former chairman of our committee. 
I think that he will analyze this, along 
with our military leaders. 

I think he will sit down with the 
President, and I think that they will 
come up with some resolution; at least 
I certainly hope so. 

0 2100 
In this way, in the 1996-1997 time 

frame, we are not going to be left with 
a hollow force. I think this period 
which we are going to enter, if we do 
not reverse ourselves, will be very 
much like the 1920's, and the 1930's, if 
we read military history. By 1939, this 
Nation was the 19th in the world in 
terms of its military power. We were 
behind Turkey, Spain, and Romania. 

Let us get together and make sure 
that, as the leading Nation of this 
world, we are protecting our vital in­
terests around this world and that we 
are reducing our defense in an appro­
priate and reasonable and a responsible 
manner, and, most important, that we 
are not going to send the troops home 
without a job and without a future. 

I thank the distinguished gentle­
woman from Maryland for yielding ad­
ditional time. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
was pleased to allow the Members to 
continue their discussion on the mili­
tary and what is happening in our de­
fense industry, because what I am talk­
ing about tonight is trade and jobs, and 
jobs are involved here, as they are in 
our defense industry. 

Madam Speaker, this piece "Anyone 
You Know?" was sent to me by Barbara 
Cueter, a friend from Birmingham, MI. 
It is self-explanatory of the problems 
of free trade and how working men and 
women are affected by trade policies. 
"Anyone You Know?" has been cir­
culated for the last 4 years in the auto­
mobile industry. 

ANYONE You KNOW? 

"Joe Smith" started another day early, 
having set his alarm clock (made in Japan) 

for 6:00 a.m. While his coffee pot (made in 
Japan) is perking, he puts his hair dryer 
(made in Taiwan) to work and shaves with 
his electric razor (made in Hong Kong). He 
puts on a dress shirt (made in Taiwan) his 
designer jeans (made in Singapore), and a 
pair of tennis shoes (made in Korea). 

After cooking up some breakfast in his new 
skillet (made in Germany), he sets his water 
glass (made in Russia) on a cotton place mat 
(made in the Philippines), selects a plate 
(made in England), a knife (made in Sweden) 
and sits down on a chair (made in Italy) to 
figure out on his calculator (made in Mexico) 
how much he can spend today. After setting 
his watch (made in Japan) to the radio (made 
in Hong Kong), he goes out, gets in his car 
(made in Japan) buys some gas (from Saudia 
Arabia) and goes looking, as he has been for 
a long time, for a good-paying American job. 

At the end of another discouraging and 
fruitless day, Joe decides to relax for awhile. 
He puts on a pair of sandals (made in Brazil) 
pours himself a glass of wine (made in 
France), opens a box of crackers (made in 
Denmark) and turns on his TV (made in 
Japan}-and once again ponders why he can't 
find a good-paying American job. 

That summarizes our problems with 
free trade very well. 

Free traders believe they have the 
answers for trade for the United 
States, while those raising the issues of 
domestic economic needs are equally 
convinced of their cause. The answers 
to this argument are in the research of 
what others have said on this subject-­
and in the events of trade history. 

Today, in beginning my remarks I 
want to add another voice out of the 
past to our current debate about free 
trade and its benefits to the country. 

Since free trade is the :i:>rimary Gov­
ernment policy affecting our economy, 
the following quotation from Professor 
Alfred E. Eckes, whom I will mention 
again later, may explain some of the 
problems now occurring in trade. 

In 1848, there was a rally on free 
trade in Brussels, Belgium, and the 
speaker at that rally said something 
interesting. He stated: 

The protective system of our day is con­
servative, while the free trade system is de­
structive. 

It breaks up old nationalities and pushes 
the antagonism of the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie to the extreme point. In a word, 
the free trade system hastens the social rev­
olution. It is in this revolutionary sense 
alone * * * that I am in favor of free trade. 

That speaker was Karl Marx. 
When I read that Marx quote, I 

thought, there certainly is nothing 
new. It sounds like some of our social 
problems today. This is an old story, 
and perhaps there is a glimmer of truth 
in the quotation. It is something to 
bear in mind now in trade debate. 

With the recent change in adminis­
tration, yet another chapter is being 
written in the continuing 45-year-old 
trade debate since the United States 
signed GATT in 1947. The record is 
being written now for the administra­
tion, but one thing has not changed. 

Regardless of any reasons given, the 
real debate is about foreign policy ver­
sus domestic economic interests, not 
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free trade versus protectionism. Profes­
sor Alfred Eckes, Ohio eminent re­
search professor at Ohio University, 
wrote about these differences in his ar­
ticle, Trading American Interests, in 
the fall issue of Foreign Affairs. 

Translated, that means the debate is 
about industries and jobs for Ameri­
cans. The industries and jobs that were 
sacrificed by the U.S. Government for 
foreign policy reasons in this 45-year 
period, according to Professor Eckes, 
includes shoes, fish, machine tools, 
tableware, ferro-chromium toweling, 
linen handkerchiefs, clothespins, auto­
mobiles, lead and zinc, canned hams, 
copper-and the list goes on. The same 
story is continuing today. 

Not much has changed since this pol­
icy was first initiated in Geneva, Swit­
zerland at the GATT talks 45 years ago. 
Each succeeding year has meant a loss 
of American jobs. 

You need to look no further than the 
Wall Street Journal to find out what 
this foreign policy means today to 
working Americans and to our excel­
lent professionals who are suddenly 
facing a bleak future. 

In a March 10, 1991, story by G. Pas­
cal Zachardy and Bob Ortega, they 
spelled out in their series, Down The 
Up Escalator: Why Some Workers Are 
Falling Behind, to understand just 
what those American workers have lost 
in this race of globalization. 

Quoted in the Wall Street Journal ar­
ticle was the Harvard economist James 
Medoff who said, "Today, people who 
lose their jobs are history." The au­
thors expla ined tha t the quality of jobs 
is <iroding and according to Medoff, 
only 38 percen t of all new jobs offered 
heal tl 1 ,,enefit.:; , compared with 43 per­
cent in 1979, and only 15 percent offered 
pension benefits, down from 23 percent. 

Just wha t this means in a global 
market place was explained in the arti­
cle by Milton Friedman, the Nobel 
Prize-winning economist. He said, "It's 
not widely recognized how enormous 
this effect is. You've got a billion peo­
ple in China who suddenly are available 
for use with capital. You have a half 
billion behind the (former) Iron Cur­
tain." 

Let me remind you this does not in­
clude the population in Latin America. 

So, American jobs are on the line in 
the globalization race-and certainly 
they are in our trade talks. Not much 
has changed has it since we first signed 
GATT in 1947. Now additional Amer­
ican business and Government sectors 
are subjects on the negotiating table, 
and working Americans and their jobs 
are again the subject of the debate in 
the unfolding events between the 12 na­
tion European Community [EC] and 
the United States. 

This current disagreement between 
EC and the United States over procure­
ment rules offers a clear cut oppor­
tunity for Federal Government offi­
cials to explain to the American people 

just what is the agenda of the Euro­
pean Community and the General 
Agreements on Tariffs and Trade 
[GATT] and, how it affects Americans. 

The Journal of Commerce reported 
that Ambassador Mickey Kantor, the 
U.S. Trade Representative has an­
nounced, "That Federal agencies will 
stop buying goods and services from EC 
companies if the community does not 
end discrimination against U.S. firms 
in public procurement contracts by 
March 22." 

Ambassador Kantor is seeking com­
parability. That has changed several 
times since the first story came out, 
but the latest statement is another 
delay until April 19-20 for threatened 
traded sanctions by the United States. 

Along with that earlier announce­
ment, Ambassador Kantor is soliciting 
public comments concerning the costs 
and benefits of continued U.S. partici­
pation in the G ATT government pro­
curement. These comments are to be 
coupled with a U.S. study of the desir­
ability and feasibility of withdrawing 
from the code. 

This was a real opportunity for the 
American public not just the big multi­
national corporations to offer com­
ments to the U.S. Trade Representa­
tive. Perhaps citizens still should call 
the White House and let their senti­
ments be known about GATT. 

What precipitated this announce­
ment for comments was the issuance 
on January 1, 1993, of the European 
Community procurement rules which 
the Washington Post reported discrimi­
nated against U.S. producers of tele­
communications and electrical gener­
ating equipment. 

One paper reported that at stake is 
"$45 billion of contracts mostly for 
local services like the operation of 
cafeterias in Government buildings. 
European companies typically win only 
$50 million a year of these contracts." 

In this dispute about the procure­
ment rules the United States claims 
that $16.8 billion in work was offered to 
European Community contractors 
under the GATT procurement code in 
1990, compared with $7.6 billion in con­
tracts opened to European Community 
companies. 

The Clinton administration is threat­
ening to abandon the GATT code and 
broaden the retaliation to cover $500 
million in European products sold to 
the U.S. Government annually. 

This turn of events occurred because 
the European Community has not 
agreed to drop Buy-Europe provisions, 
and Ambassador Kantor has empha­
sized the need for comparability in 
treatment for American business. 

The heart of the dispute is a 3-per­
cent preference the European Commu­
nity grants European companies in bid­
ding on telecommunications and power 
generation contracts. European Com­
munity utilities can also reject non­
European Community bids. The Euro-

pean Community also seeks greater ac­
cess in the United States to urban 
transport, airport, and water supply 
contracts in the United States. This is 
not surprising. 

Remember, the European Community 
targeted the California water districts 
as an example of a trade barrier which 
must be eliminated in its 1991 Report 
on U.S. Trade Barriers and Unfair 
Practices which was entitled "Prob­
lems of Doing Business With the Unit­
ed States." Now we know why-they 
previously targeted the American con­
tracts. By design the European Com­
munity wanted the American water · 
contracts. 

In return to the U.S. charges of con­
tinuing Buy-Europe policies, the Euro­
pean Community complains about Buy­
America provisions for the Pentagon 
and State government purchases. The 
European Community objection lacks 
substance because the National Gov­
ernors Association announced a year 
ago the intentions to drop Buy-Amer­
ica or Buy-local provisions. 

What no one asked, however, is how 
the American taxpayer will feel about 
the dropping of Buy-America provi­
sions. Small businesses have contracts 
with all levels of government, which 
will be affected by these talks if Buy­
America is indeed removed from Amer­
ican laws. 

This action of eliminating Buy­
America was taken at the urging of the 
U.S. Trade Representative's office ini­
tiative which was launched, according 
to the Financial Times, "to convince 
them (the Governors) that their inter­
ests lie in gaining expanded access to 
the huge European Community public 
procurement market." 

What followed sounds like a descrip­
tion from Professor Eckes paper that I 
mentioned on Trading American Inter­
ests. In his paper, the professor ex­
plained that President Eisenhower de­
cided not to give relief to the lead and 
zinc industry because it would gravely 
compromise foreign policy objectives. 
That Mexico and Canada would be dis­
turbed and, therefore, the United 
States borders would be less secure. 

President Eisenhower also rational­
ized that giving a large part of our fish 
market to Iceland was necessary to 
maintain a NATO base. As fish goes, so 
goes Iceland, was the saying used in 
justifying the policy. 

The nonrubber footwear, shoe indus­
try, suffered a similar fate in the Ken­
nedy round of trade talks. The Na­
tional Security Advisor, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, opposed assistance to the 
shoe industry as harmful to the admin­
istration's overall foreign economic 
policy. Shoe imports from Japan and 
Spain rose from 18 percent in 1967 to 30 
percent in 1970. Professor Eckes has a 
list of industries in his paper but I 
wonder what he would list in today's 
round of negotiations. 

Today, we are doing the same thing 
that President Eisenhower did. We do 
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not want to compromise the European 
Community because of markets for 
American business, but we-are sacrific­
ing American jobs to open up the Euro­
pean market, where few Americans will 
work. 

So, given this history, our story 
today about the European Community 
and United States dispute is very inter­
esting. The European Community 
agreed to widen access to utilities con­
tracts if a large number of U.S. States 
permit foreigners to bid on State and 
local contracts. At that time in the 
Bush administration, the Trade Rep­
resentatives Office also asked the 
States to drop discriminatory provi­
sions from their State regulations. 

In fact, a similar request came from 
the U.S. Trade Representatives Office 
in 1982 that a similar request came to 
the governors. 

At that time, according to the Wash­
ington Post, the governors were 
warned by the trade representative 
that Buy American legislation at the 
State and Federal level could plunge 
the world into a depression as serious 
as that of the 1930's. 

The trade representative was wrong­
because world has gone on and no 1930's 
depression occurred. But Government 
officials in the United States and Euro­
pean Community still continue to 
wring their hands about dire results if 
the United States does not sign the 
GATT. 

One of the areas pointed out in a 1991 
European Community report on Prob­
lems of Doing Business With the Unit­
ed States, were the $200 billion of Buy­
American procurement provisions of 37 
States and the Federal Government. 
Remember, only 7 percent of that $200 
billion of Buy-American funds is Fed­
eral money. 

In section VII. (C) of that 1991 report 
listed the 37 States the European Com­
munity targeted as needing to change 
because of specific business the Euro­
pean Community was interested in. 

Some of these States mentioned in 
the European Community report were 
Alabama's, public works; California's 
1980 Buy California Act; Colorado's 
American products for highways; Illi­
nois' Domestic Procurement Act; Indi­
ana's 15 percent preference for Amer­
ican steel; and Maryland's call for do­
mestic not foreign steel and cement; 
and New Jersey's requirement for 
American cement on public works 
projects. 

The reason for Buy-American for 
these States rests primarily with home 
based industries within their borders 
where the State has a vested interest 
in keeping its citizens employed. But, 
Buy-American has now become an item 
for the negotiating table at GATT and 
the European Community. 

The list I read was from a report 2 
years ago. At that time, the EC threat­
ened to retaliate against the United 
States if we did not abide by the GATT 
procurement Code. 

Corrado Pirzno-Biroli, then deputy 
head of the European Community's del­
egation in the United States stated, 
"The question is whether the U.S. Fed­
eral Government can deliver the 
States." He meant on Buy-America. 

In fact, Beverly Vaughn, then Direc­
tor of Government Procurement in the 
Office of the U.S. Trade Representa­
tive, stated " that the expansion of the 
GATT Government procurement code 
to include subcentral entities, includ­
ing U.S. States, is a very top priority 
for the EC." 

So, on the negotiating table at the 
European Community is the right for 
States to conduct their own monetary 
affairs in procurement-for that mat­
ter, this also includes county and city 
authorities. That means, that local en­
trepreneurs are competing against for­
eign companies under the GATT pro­
curement Code for Government work. 

The story is still the same as it was 
2 years ago. Indeed, today, elimination 
of Buy-America is a top priority for the 
European Community. Through the 
new rule, article 29, which was an­
nounced on January l, the European 
Community acknowledged the rule "as 
a bargaining chip to gain access to lu­
crative transport and energy contracts 
at the State level, or at so-called sub­
Federal procurement'', according to 
the Financial Times. 

This access the European Community 
is seeking also includes airport and 
water supply contracts. Every munici­
pal Government ought to be interested 
in the access the European Community 
is seeking for airport contracts and 
surely California with its vast water 
supply network should be interested in 
the water contracts the European Com­
munity is seeking. 

The National Association of Manu­
facturers [NAM] has pointed out an­
other facet of the current dispute with 
the European Community over Govern­
ment procurement. 

In a letter to Ambassador Kantor, 
the National Association of Manufac­
turers expressed a concern that the Eu­
ropean Community utilities directive 
"itself violates the GATT * * * That 
the directive applies to all operating 
entities in the four utility sectors that 
operate under public policy super­
vision, regardless of ownership (public 
or private)". 

The provision that the 3 percent pref­
erence for contract bids containing 
more than 50 percent non-European 
Community products, the National As­
sociation of Manufacturers pointed out 
is that it is contrary to GATT which 
prohibits contracting parties from dis­
criminating against imports in favor of 
domestically produced goods. 

The Association also expressed con­
cern that there is no historical or legal 
justification for the coverage of the 
procurement activities of the U.S. pri­
vate sector companies under GATT. In 
other words, under GATT, private sec-

tor procurement would be subject to 
Government procurement. 

This movement to control private 
business under international organiza­
tions is disquieting and worrisome to 
many businessmen. Even our elected 
officials are concerned about the ef­
fects of our trade agreements on Amer­
ican business. 

Governor William Donald Schaf er of 
Maryland wrote me recently about his 
concern for U.S. companies to success­
fully compete against Government 
owned and subsidized ventures, par­
ticularly in the context of a free-trade 
agreement. His immediate concern was 
about the Canadian Government's in­
tention to build a linear alkylbenezene 
plant, for SFG, which is a corporation 
wholly owned by the Quebec Govern­
ment. 

Al though there is more than enough 
production in North America of LAB, 
which is a cleaning agent used in deter­
gents and cleaning products, Canada 
will build another plant. 

At risk is a Maryland plant, Vista 
Chemical Co., which employs 200 people 
in Baltimore, which will be up against 
the competition from a subsidized Gov­
ernment company. 

In fact, the Governments of Canada 
and Quebec provided $50 million in 2 
successive years to an SFG affiliate for 
their losses. 

I wrote the U.S. Trade Representa­
tive about this matter. What is impor­
tant with this case, is what we will do 
if the Government is subsidizing 
against business. 

Remember that in the binational dis­
pute resolution panels under the Cana­
dian Free-Trade Agreement, that 
American business has not fared well. 
In two-thirds of the decisions the Cana­
dians have ruled against American 
business on pork, swine, and timber. 

There in a nutshell, is but a small 
part of the problems that American 
business is experiencing in these trade 
agreements. And, I believe I can safely 
say, it will only get worse, not better. 

Private citizens and companies will 
not have the right for redress before 
these binational panels, or GATT dis­
pute resolution panel, only a country. 
Under the rules, an appealing country 
must accept the decision of a GATT 
panel and change its domestic law, or 
accept GATT sanctions. 

Remember, Professor Eckes, ex­
plained in his paper why the United 
States embarked on this course to open 
up our industry and jobs to foreign 
companies and governments. He said, 
"to strengthen free world economies 
and help contain Soviet expansionism 
the executive branch has rolled back 
tariffs and removed trade restrictions, 
opening the giant American market to 
the world's manufacturers. " 

He went on to explain, " Freer trade 
has its costs. The record suggests that 
for diplomatic and national security 
reasons the U.S. Government sacrificed 
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thousands of domestic jobs to create 
employment and prosperity elsewhere 
in the noncommunist world." 

This policy has not worked as well as 
the advertisements for it have claimed. 
According to the Professor, ''From 1893 
to 1970 U.S. exports consistently had 
exceeded imports, but beginning in 1971 
the United States generated merchan­
dise trade deficits in 19 of the next 21 
years. 

Professor Eckes wrote about the con­
sequences of such trade imbalances and 
the reaction of Senator Russell Long of 
Louisiana, to this GATT policy. I be­
lieve that Senator Long was right. 

Professor Eckes wrote that Senator 
Long warned Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger in a 1976 Finance hearing 
that "If we trade away American jobs 
and farmers' incomes for some vague 
concept of a 'new international order,' 
the American people will demand from 
their elected representatives a new 
order of their own, which puts their 
jobs, their security and their income 
above the priorities of those who dealt 
them a bad deal.'' 

So, Ambassador Kantor has a great 
opportunity not to repeat the mistakes 
of the past. The prospect s are not hope­
ful. In this current disput e over Gov­
ernment procurement, the Ambassador 
pointed out that he is a practical per­
son. "I'm neither optimistic nor pessi­
mistic about the ability of the two 
sides to reach an agreement." He will 
shortly have to decide what he is. He 
must be ei ther fish or fowl, but he can­
not be neutral. 

Th e EC t rade commissioner, Sir Leon 
Brit tan, has st ated that the "EC is fo­
cusing their market-opening efforts at 
water and transport contracts offered 
by states and municipalities." He said, 
" We are really interested in their 
transport market." 

Ambassador Kantor wants us all 
"singing from the same song sheet," 
according to the Financial Times. 
Well, we should all study Professor 
Eckes' article, and then make sure 
that our Government negotiators "sing 
off the same song sheet" as working 
Americans who want jobs. 

In trade negotiations, the point 
should be jobs for Americans so they 
can hope and dream and plan for their 
future. Care less for the art of the deal. 

Americans are angry with their Gov­
ernment policymakers, and I do not 
blame them. It is time for the Govern­
ment to take a stand to benefit Ameri­
cans not just a select few and to pro­
vide jobs in this country. If not, the 
piece "Anyone You Know" will be an­
Epi taph-for American society. 

D 2130 

BOSNIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

ROYBAL-ALLARD). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 

Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, first 
let me commend the gentlewoman 
from Maryland for her presentation. I 
listened to it and agree with much of 
what she said. Her historical perspec­
tive on this problem is well placed. I 
hope, too, that our Government will 
wake up to the fact that we have to be 
more competitive and we have to be 
tougher in our trade policies. I thank 
the gentlewoman for her contributions. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I thank the gen­
tleman for those comments. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, to­
night I wish to address the situation in 
Bosnia. 

Madam Speaker, sometimes we want 
to turn away from the fact that at the 
very moment we are talking to our 
children, eating dinner; watching TV, 
others are undergoing the worst suffer­
ing imaginable. 

But in the case of Bosnia we must 
not turn away. 

A few weeks ago, much of America 
was shoveling walks, sledding on the 
hillsides and building snowmen. But in 
the eastern Bosnian town of Srebrenica 
f0,000 Muslins were being starved to 
death by Serbian blockades. Families 
were digging down in the snow there to 
find moss or a few blades of grass to 
eat, so that their families would not 
starve. In that town during that time, 
30 to 40 people died each day, some 
from the storm, hunger and cold, most 
from the shelling. One speaker de­
scribed a young girl brought into the 
hospital with the lower half of her face 
shot away. "I must confess,'' one man 
said, "we all hoped she would die. And 
she did." 

Then finally somebody stepped for­
ward to end this inhumane treatment, 
somebody took responsibility, the 
French general, Philippe Morillon, the 
French United Nations commander. 

Madam Speaker, leading a convoy 
along a deserted mountain road, risk­
ing the possibility of mines and at­
tacks by Serbian troops, he led his 
troops and trucks into the town, bring­
ing food and relief. 

But the Bosnians should not have to 
rely on one man's heroism. And this 
one success should not be confused 
with a solution. 

On Thursday, Bosnian Muslims 
joined Croats in accepting the Vance­
Owens peace plan. 

Now we are in the third day of a 
cease-fire, which seems to be holding 
for the first time in a very long time. 
But the Serbs are the only ones who 
have not signed this plan. 

And what do they want? Well, that is 
clear: The Vance-Owens plan would re­
duce the amount of territory con­
trolled by the Serbs. It would in fact 
undo some of the results of what had 
been a ruthless attempt by the Serbs to 
impose ethnic cleansing on the Mus­
lims and on the Croats in the region. 

The Serbs, now clearly aided by the 
Yugoslavian Army and all that that 
army brings to it historically and 
through the buildup of the post-World 
War II era, want to keep the territory 
of course that they seized. Further­
more, they want nothing less than to 
have it cleansed of Muslims. That is 
why a week ago they were bombing 
Bosnian villages-bombing civilian 
families huddled in basements and in 
shelters, in violation of the United Na­
tions no-fly zone provisions. 

This is despicable. Yes, we live in a 
world where we are sometimes power­
less to prevent the viciousness of 
human behavior. 

We have seen that all too often 
through our lifetime and centuries pre­
ceding us. But we certainly must not 
be silent. We must not condone it. 
When it happens, people must speak 
out and, when possible, they must act. 
We must never stop trying to do what 
we can to right this terrible injustice 
upon a people who only want to live in 
peace. 

We have to applaud the courage of 
the Bosnian Muslims in accepting a 
plan that will save lives. At the same 
time we must sympathize with them 
because this plan, in my opinion, falls 
woefully short of granting them the 
full measure of justice that they so 
richly deserve. Their acceptance of the 
plan places a special responsibility on 
the United States. We should applaud 
the decision of our Government to dou­
ble the amount of supplies they airdrop 
on Srebrenica. We should also urge our 
country to persuade the Security Coun­
cil to enforce the ban on flyovers. And 
I am pleased to report this evening 
that earlier this afternoon the United 
Nations Security Council, by a vote of 
15 to 0, with only the Chinese abstain­
ing, did in fact vote to enforce the no­
fly zone. 

NATO should have, and now does 
have, the power to shoot down aircraft 
violating this necessary ban. 

Madam Speaker, finally, in the ab­
sence of a lasting and stable peace, the 
United States should support lifting 
the arms embargo on the Muslim popu­
lation. 

For one thing, this will increase pres­
sure on the Serbs to move to the nego­
tiating table. 

The pressure was increased by the 
Muslims and the Croats accepting the 
proposal. It was increased, I think, 
again this afternoon by the enforce­
men t by the United Nations, which will 
take effect, I understand, in 7 days, of 
the no-fly zone, and we should tighten 
the screws further, Madam Speaker, so 
that those who are helpless can defend 
themselves. And the Muslims have a 
right to defend themselves. It is in the 
interest of peace to keep t:\1ese people, 
to allow these people to defend them­
selves, these families who have been 
kept huddled in bunkers, shelled by ar­
mies that deliberately aim at civilian 
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streets, picked off by snipers who aim 
at children walking out their front 
door. They have a right to defend 
themselves, and they should not be 
prohibited from defending themselves. 

Madam Speaker, much as we would 
like to settle the conflict in Bosnia by 
ourselves, we cannot. But the United 
States can play more of a role than we 
have played so far. 

I urge this administration to move 
on these steps. We all applaud the re­
sponsible actions of General Morillon 
along the mountain roads outside 
Srebrenica. We applaud the concessions 
of the Bosnian Muslims. Now it is time 
for the Serbs to be responsible. The 
ball is in their court. It behooves, I 
think, all peace-loving people who 
want to end this brutality, this ugly, 
brutal repression, the rapes, the snip­
ing at children, the starvation of these 
people in these towns during the win­
ter; we need to end this. It behooves all 
peace-loving countries and peoples to 
pressure their governments to engage 
themselves in trying to put an end to 
this absolutely horrendous situation 
that is happening right under the nose 
of Europe and is being broadcast all 
over the world. Nobody has an excuse 
for ignoring the situation. We see it 
daily on our television screen. 

We saw just this evening on national 
news pictures of Bosnian men, women 
and children being stored like cattle 
into trucks and brought out of the hos­
tile zones by the United Nations in 
such a brutal way that we had a num­
ber of children and others killed in the 
crunch to escape in these armored 
trucks. 

We have to do something to stop this 
brutality, Madam Speaker. 

Now is the time for the Serbs to be 
responsible; they must involve them­
selves in the quiet action of the nego­
tiating tables where the outlines of a 
permanent peace can be drawn. 
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Things are moving against them and 
they will continue to move against the 
Serbs. If they were smart, they would 
recognize this and come to some agree­
ment. They have been razed on the ped­
estal of public opinion and the public 
opinion on these people has now been 
good. It has been negative and for good 
reason, the rapes, the shellings, the 
killings, the starvation, and now of 
course we are seeing even more the 
international tribunal take action 
against war criminals. 

So Madam Speaker, I urge my col­
leagues this evening and all those who 
are interested in this area and the 
plight of those who are being eth­
nically cleansed to speak out and to 
lend their voices so we can get rid of 
this terrible, terrible experience for 
these desperate people. 

I am pleased, Madam Speaker, to be 
joined by a number of my colleagues 
tonight who would like to participate. 
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I am delighted to yield to any of them 
right now who would like to speak on 
this issue. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished whip for yield­
ing to me. 

I might say to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] that it is an in­
spiration to join him tonight. I think 
with the gentleman doing some real 
ground-breaking work here, speaking 
out, I have been most concerned work­
ing on this beyond months now. It has 
been a great frustration to me that 
even with the interest increasing that 
not more people have spoken out. I can 
sense in recent weeks, even within the 
last week that there is increasing in­
terest, more people are going to be 
speaking out, but I am especially grati­
fied that the gentleman from Michigan 
would take the lead like this, as I say, 
with no diplomacy involved. The gen­
tleman's name is a synonym for de­
cency and courage, I say to the gen­
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his leadership, 
too. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. I just want to am­
plify on the remarks of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] and also to 
note that with us tonight, I have a sig­
nificant amount of time after the allot­
ted time of the gentleman from Michi­
gan [Mr. BONIOR], I have 1 hour and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER] with me has 1 hour. I do not 
know that we will be taking all that, 
but I think it very definitely is a time 
to speak out. 

Every day the slaughter is going on. 
Ethnic cleansing by the Serbs con­
stantly accelerates, and we in the West 
for all the media coverage, which to 
some degree which to some degree de­
spite the vile atrocities we see on TV 
as recently as this evening, the media 
coverage, if you can believe it, is now 
diminishing. It would seem that we col­
lectively I think nationally and in the 
West perhaps more so in the European 
area which had a greater and earlier re­
sponsibility acted to avoid responsibil­
ity at any cost. 

To be concerned for this massive hu­
manitarian and national security issue 
is not to be anti-Serb. There are many 
good and wonderful Serbs. We all know 
that. Many Serbs, particularly some 34 
percent some months ago voted against 
Slobodan Milosevic, but this wily, devi­
ous, essentially evil political pro does 
have a significant majority support of 
an increasingly embattled Serbian peo­
ple. 

The problem was succinctly stated as 
recently as today's Washington Post in 
an article I believe by Peter Maas. This 
is Mr. Maas quoting Peter Lukovic, 
deputy editor of Vremya, an independ­
ent magazine in of all places Belgrade. 
Mr. Lukovic says: 

Everyone sees the United Nations and the 
United States as a paper tiger that roars 
loudly but does nothing. The problem is that 
Milosevic has found a toy and the toy is the 
world, and he has been playing with it in a 
very Balkan way. 

Again, this is from a prominent Serb. 
Why cannot more of us see this obvious 
truth? 

Or, as President Tudjman of Croatia 
recently told me in Zagreb, "The num­
ber one problem in the Balkans is Ser­
bian aggression." 

On three different trips to the Bal­
kans in the last 18 months I have per­
sonally witnessed the ongoing and 
worsening devastation of Serbian ag­
gression. 

Although the ongoing slaughter of ci­
vilians and ever-worsening tragedy es­
sentially could have been stopped at 
any time by united and forceful West­
ern actions. This reality was initially 
and formally recognized by President 
Clinton and Secretary Christopher. 

Although this still remains true, 
somehow that reality, the reality of 
that truth was avoided as the Bosnian 
people face possible extinction, to say 
nothing of the somewhat blithe re­
sponse to their national sovereignty by 
we in the West. 

Now, when Bosnia is on the verge of 
losing much of its territory, spinning 
off into a greater Serbia and as the 
military situation even with tens of 
thousands or more Western peace­
keepers in there is likely to tempo­
rarily settle down, we in the West can 
anticipate, and I might say most of 
these things are very foreseeable in 
that when there was not one fatality 
yet in Bosnia, many people, those in 
the area knew essentially that much 
more serious slaughter than even in 
Croatia was going to happen. 

So as things are going now, we can 
anticipate increased ethnic cleansing 
against the Albanian ethnic majority 
in Kosovo, Serb aggression in an in­
creasingly isolated Macedonia, and 
military turmoil on the plains of Mac­
edonia by a host of combatants, pos­
sibly and especially tragically even in­
cluding two NATO allies. 

This cannot be allowed to happen. As 
I have said, increasing numbers in the 
Congress share my concerns. 

We need at this time more than ever 
President Bill Clinton's forceful leader­
ship. 

So, a new holocaust is raging in Eu­
rope. Two years of Western 
handwringing, equivocation, and de­
featism have gotten Western media and 
Western publics accustomed to this 
holocaust-as if genocide in Europe 
was again a simple of fact of life be­
yond our power to prevent. 

The ongoing genocide in Bosnia is no 
longer a front page story. This in itself 
is an amazing commentary on how 
much Western policy has broadened the 
boundaries of tolerable evil, in the 
heart of Europe at the end of the 20 
century. 
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And yet the reality of what is hap­

pening in the Balkans continues to 
scream out for our attention and our 
action-both on moral grounds, and for 
the sake of our own national security. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
the Balkan crisis is the defining issue 
of the post cold war world. We are al­
ready paying the price for our failure 
to confront this crisis over the past 2 
years. The collapse of a united Europe 
in 1992, the rise of national chauvinism 
that has so troubled Germany, are 
clearly related to the failure of Euro­
pean governments to defend their core 
values and principles in their own 
backyard. The growing aggressiveness 
of hardline, reactionary, irredentist 
forces in Russia-what observers call 
the red-brown coalition that is so 
threatening to Boris Yeltsin and to 
Russia's future relations with its 
neighbors and the West-also owes 
much to Western equivocation in the 
face of Serbia's version of this coali­
tion. 

I am equally certain that we will 
eventually be compelled to confront 
the Balkan crisis with force~ as it 
deepens and widens. Indeed, both the 
Bush and Clinton administration have 
publicly committed themselves to do 
so, if and when Serb forces assault 
Kosovo-even as their passivity in the 
face of Serb aggression in Croatia and 
Bosnia encourage Milosevic to call this 
bluff. 

SERBIAN TERRITORY ASPECTS 

Contrast to fact Bosnia is an inter­
nationally recognized sovereign entity. 

What is uncertain is how many more 
victims must fall to genocidal Serb ag­
gression before we act? How much 
more difficult and costly we will allow 
this crisis to grow before we tackle it. 
I can only hope that our efforts today 
hasten our Governments coming to 
grips, finally, with the hard decisions 
that must be made. 

I want to cover four points in my re­
marks this evening. First I will address 
the reality of the Balkan crisis, and 
the stakes at play. Second, I will re­
view the failure of Western policy over 
the past 2 years, and its consequences. 
Third, I will examine the state of play 
right now in Bosnia and in Western 
policy, and where it points. And fourth, 
I will summarize what I believe the 
Clinton administration can still do, 
and must do, to get us out of this fi­
asco. 

THE REALITY OF THE BALKAN CRISIS 

A deep and persistent schizophrenia 
has marked Western governments' as­
sessments of what has been going on in 
the Balkans over the past 2 years. 

When Western governments use their 
eyes and listen to their consciences, 
values, and principles, they acknowl­
edge that we are dealing with Nazi­
style aggression. 

When Western governments seek to 
justify their passivity in the face of 
this aggression, they downgrade the 

problem to one of age-old ethnic con­
flicts or civil war. 

Lack of backbone and moral courage 
leads to blindness, defeatists seek to 
mask their failure with a denial and 
obfuscation of reality. 

Yet public office is a public trust. 
Western leaders who have sought to 
downplay or obfuscate the reality of 
what is going on in the Balkans have 
violated that public trust, for the sake 
of short-term political convenience. 

The reality is that a petty Balkan 
dictator, Slobodan Milosevic, with a 
small army of cowardly thugs and se­
rial killers, has managed to bring geno­
cide back to Europe-a half century 
after we defeated a much more power­
ful brand of fascism and swore ''never 
again.'' 

Serb forces are on an insane rampage 
to create an ethnically pure Greater 
Serbia. They are grabbing land, eradi­
cating non-Serb life in that land 
through mass slaughter, rape, forcible 
starvation and expulsion, and the de­
struction of all evidence of non-Serb 
culture. 

This is · no ethnic feud or civil war. 
This is not a situation where Serbs, 
Croats, and Bosnians simply want to 
kill each other and might exhaust 
themselves in the process. This is ag­
gression across internationally recog­
nized borders, and this is deliberate 
genocide. 

In Croatia, Serb forces backed by 
Belgrade have set up terrorist rule over 
one-third of Croatia. They have done 
this under the nose of U .N. peace­
keepers introduced under the so-called 
Vance plan of January 1992 which de 
facto partitioned Croatia. They defy all 
Vance plan terms that would under­
mine their rule, whether it be demili­
tarization, restoring local police forces 
to reflect prewar local ethnic balances, 
or the return of displaced persons. 
Their clear intent is to make their de­
struction of non-Serb life in these 
lands a permanent reality, and to join 
these lands to a Greater Serbia. The 
Vance plan in Croatia has actually 
abetted Serb aggression, by protecting 
Serb forces from Croatian counter­
attack. 

The human cost of Serb aggression in 
Croatia, and of the failed Western pol­
icy response, has been some 20,000 men, 
women, and children killed, many 
more wounded, several hundred thou­
sand forcibly expelled from their 
homes. 

I wish Cyrus Vance had taken honest 
stock of how little was achieved in Cro­
atia, before attempting to apply the 
same approach to Bosnia. 

In Bosnia, Serb forces backed by Bel­
grade are grabbing about three-quar­
ters of Bosnia. They are besieging and 
destroying cities, massacring and driv­
ing out non-Serbs, running death 
camps and rape/death camps, and 
blocking humanitarian aid. Their clear 
intent is to destroy the Bosnian state, 

decimate the Bosnian Moslem people, 
maximize their conquests prior to 
agreeing to the same kind of de facto 
partition Mr. Vance blessed in Croatia, 
and later unite with a Greater Serbia. 

What Milosevic and Karadzic are 
doing in Bosnia is a fascist Serb ver­
sion of Hitler's so-called Final Solution 
for Europe's Jews, this time aimed 
against Bosnia's Moslems. 

Serb forces have killed some 200,000 
men, women, and children in Bosnia-a 
death toll in the range of 1 in 10 
Bosnian Moslems killed. 

Hundreds of thousands of Bosnian 
Moslems and Croats rema.in at risk. 
They are defended only by Bosnian 
forces that are severely outgunned by 
the perpetrators of genocide. 

Hundreds of thousands more have 
been driven out of Bosnia into refugee 
camps in Croatia-the future Palestin­
ians of Europe unless they can return 
home. 

Fascist Serb forces particularly tar­
get educated, white collar Bosnian 
Moslems in the death camps-a sys­
tematic attempt at what some have 
called elitocide or the sociopolitical 
decapitation of a people-teachers, 
local leaders, engineers, those who read 
or wear glasses. 

Serb forces particularly target 
women of child bearing age for destruc­
tion in the rape/death camps-what 
some have called genocide or the at­
tempt to destroy the ability of a people 
to recreate itself. 

This has gone on for 1 year now. It 
will be the everlasting shame of West­
ern governments, including the United 
States, that they have not yet ac­
knowledged to themselves and to West­
ern publics that this is genocide. 

Instead, the Bush administration 
equivocated: it concluded that the ac­
tivity of Serb forces borders on geno­
cide. And the Clinton administration 
states that "acts tantamount to geno­
cide have taken place in Bosnia." 

Why can't Western governments 
firmly and unequivocally declare the 
simple truth-a new genocide is under­
way in Europe? 

The only plausible answer for me, un­
fortunately, is that Western govern­
ments avoid truth because the truth 
obligates them to take more effective 
action. 

There are other truths obscured by 
Western policy. While Western govern­
ments seek to give the impression they 
are doing something about current 
Serb aggression outside Serbia. They 
are leaving Serb repression pretty 
much unchecked within Serbia. 

And the reality there is that in Ser­
bia itself, the one-third of the popu­
lation that is not ethnically Serb lives 
in growing isolation and terror. Al­
ready severely repressed, they have 
every reason to believe that fascist 
Serb ethnic cleansing will target them 
once Belgrade has consolidated its out­
side land grabs. 
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Indeed, this has already begun. Serb 

forces have transformed Kosovo in to 
one vast ghetto for its 2 million ethnic 
Albanian inhabitants. Serb forces have 
been engaged for several years now in 
what Kosovo leaders aptly describe as 
silent ethnic cleansing: They have driv­
en out as many as 300,000 ethnic Alba­
nians through political and economic 
repression as opposed to mass murder. 
This is already a travesty, but worse is 
clearly on the way: The same Serb war 
criminals who led the death squads in 
Croatia and Bosnia have already set up 
shop in Kosovo. 

Similar conditions obtain in the Mos­
lem-inhabited Sandzak region between 
Serbia and Montenegro, where one-fifth 
of the local Moslem population of 
350,000 has already had to flee, and in 
the Hungarian and Croat inhabited 
Vojvodina region in northern Serbia. 

Finally, the independent, democratic 
State of Macedonia remains unrecog­
nized by either the United States or 
Europe. Subject already to fascist Serb 
subversion-and clearly targeted for 
more overt Serb aggression down the 
road. 

There has been a Serb military build­
up over recent months on Macedonia's 
northern border. Ambassador Whit­
man, who headed the CSCE spillover 
mission in Macedonia up to March 24, 
has reported that he shares Macedo­
nian Government concerns that this 
Serb military buildup reflects Bel­
grade's intention to attack Macedonia 
once it consolidates its aggression in 
Croatia and Bosnia. 

I and some others in the Congress, in­
cluding Senator DECONCINI, have been 
calling for the recognition of Macedo­
nia for some time. I would certainly 
second today the recommendations 
made by Ambassador Whitman in his 
CSCE role: 

There can be little doubt that resolution of 
this problem will make a massive contribu­
tion to the political and economic stability 
of * * * Macedonia. Considering the costly, 
complicated, and possibly violent measures 
that some see needed to resolve conflict else­
where in the former Yugoslavia, a speedy so­
lution to the recognition issue seems a low 
price to pay indeed to improve security in 
those parts of the region not yet destroyed 
and brutalized. 

Indeed, I would go further. If the 
United States and Europe do not recog­
nize and establish diplomatic relations 
with Macedonia in the very near fu­
ture, we will bear a heavy historical re­
sponsibility for encouraging Serb ag­
gression against that democratic newly 
independent state. 

The driving force behind all the trau­
ma in the Balkans is clear, and has 
been for 2 years now: genocidal Serb 
aggression, fueled by a virulent, atavis­
tic nationalism. 

Serb Fascist nationalism has much 
in common with nazism. It reflects le­
gitimate Serb interests just about as 
much as nazism reflected legitimate 
German interests. Its ambitions are 

just about as mindless and endless as 
those of nazism. Its objectives are not 
just more land and racial purity, but 
also as much power as can be asserted 
and as much violence as can be waged. 
Like the Nazis, Serb Fascists will en­
gage in repression and aggression until 
they are defeated. They have no inter­
est in peace, or in joining the European 
family of nations, or in the economic 
development of Serbia. They are 
unfazed by economic sanctions-indeed 
they exploit them both to line their 
own pockets, and to reinforce the Serb 
nationalist psychosis. 

They also respond to diplomacy and 
appeasement much as Nazis did-by be­
coming more aggressive. 

THE FAILURE OF WESTERN POLICY 

Western policy in the Balkans has 
failed. It has failed because it has still 
not defined unequivocally the problem, 
and because it has restricted itself to 
diplomacy, political and economic 
pressures, and so-called peacekeeping. 

In terms of defining the problem, 
Western governments are still trapped 
in the schizophrenia I cited earlier; 
they know they are dealing with ag­
gression and its victims, but continue, 
with their mediation efforts, to pretend 
that they are dealing with a morally 
neutral ethnic conflict. 

In terms of the diplomatic tolls of 
Western policy to date, these have a 
clear track record in the Balkans over 
the past 2 years. They have neither de­
terred, nor reversed, nor contained gen­
ocidal Serb aggression. 

Instead, toothless Western diplomacy 
has emboldened the Serb Fascists to 
escalate their genocidal aggression 
from its first phase in Croatia, where 
some 20,000 were killed, to its second 
phase in Bosnia where the death toll 
exceeds 200,000. 

Western policy has failed because its 
starting point and ending points are all 
too clear: to avoid responsibility, and 
to avoid military intervention. 

Worse still, Western governments 
have sought to preserve the illusion 
that diplomacy not backed by force can 
achieve a just and lasting solution for 
the Balkan crisis, and have therefore 
maintained the U.N. arms embargo on 
Macedonia. Slovenia, Croatia, and even 
Bosnia. That arms embargo was origi­
nally applied to all of former Yugo­
slavia in 1991, when the reality of geno­
cidal Serb aggression was not yet clear 
to the world community. 

This Western policy of maintaining a 
U.N. arms embargo on Serbia's present 
and future victims is outrageously im­
moral and misguided. It makes abso­
lutely no sense. It assures Milosevic 
not only that he will not face Western 
military retaliation, but also that the 
West will continue to hobble his vic­
tims so that they cannot fight back 
themselves. What better way to em­
bolden an aggressor? 

Now, President Clinton during his 
campaign promised more forceful Unit-

ed States action to confront Serb ag­
gression. Secretary Christopher's Feb­
ruary 10 statement on U.S. policy to­
ward the Balkans began with a clearer 
and more honest explanation of the 
U.S. stake in this crisis than anything 
I had seen over the previous 2 years. In 
subsequent statements before the Con­
gress, Secretary Christopher has even 
warned that the present Balkan crisis 
threatens us with a new world war. 

And yet, the administration's actual 
policy steps essentially have continued 
the failed approach of the Bush admin­
istration, with its same reliance on di­
plomacy, sanctions, and U.N. peace­
keeping. 

This policy is doomed to failure be­
cause it is divorced from the reality of 
what is happening in the Balkans. 

The only reality it reflects is the ab­
sence of Western political will over the 
past 2 years, and the paralysis of de­
featism which has overcome Western 
governments. 

So what we have now is a kind of Mr. 
Micawber strategy. Like the character 
in Charles Dickens' novel, Western gov­
ernments seem to hope that something 
will turn up to end Belgrade's rampage. 
They stick to the same failed diplo­
matic tools, in the face of obvious Serb 
con tempt and defiance. They seem to 
have only one clear objective: to post­
pone the day of reckoning with this 
evil, no matter what the cost to its vic­
tims, no matter what the cost to West­
ern interests in peace, stability, and 
the spread of democracy in Europe, and 
no matter what the likely future costs 
in U.S. lives. 

THE STATE OF PLAY ON BOSNIA 

At this juncture, Western diplomacy 
is lined up behind the Vance/Owen set­
tlement proposal. Most objective ob­
servers see the Vance/Owen plan is a 
thinly disguised attempt to buy off the 
Serb aggressors by giving them most, if 
not all, of their objectives in Bosnia. 
United States Special Envoy Reginald 
Bartholomew has Described it in brief­
ings to the Congress as aimed at secur­
ing the appearance-I would stress the 
word appearance-of preserving the 
Bosnian State. 

Western governments are now prom­
ising stronger political and economic 
pressure to get Bosnian Serb leader 
Karadzic-a man we all know is a war 
criminal-to join in signing the Vance/ 
Owen settlement. Vance and Owen are 
even talking about offering Belgrade a 
carrot-relaxation of the economic 
sanctions-if Karadzic will sign. 

If past is precedent, we will see the 
Serb leaders hold out for an even more 
advantageous Vance/Owen settlement 
on paper, while continuing to grab and 
ethnically cleanse Bosnian territory. 
At some point when they calculate 
they have gotten all they can from 
Vance and Owen, they will sign on to 
the Vance/Owen settlement so that so­
called U.N. peacekeepers will come to 
protect Serb forces from Bosnian and 
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Bosnian Croat counterattack. They 
will continue to defy on the ground any 
implementation of the Vance/Owen 
package that would weaken their con­
trol over the lands they have seized. 
The situation will stabilize, to the 
same extent it stabilized in Croatia 
with the Vance plan: There will be a 
situation somewhere between war and 
peace, which leaves Serb forces in de 
facto control of all territory they have 
seized. At that point, if not before, 
Serb forces will assault Macedonia and 
Kosovo and thereby both expand the 
slaughter and threaten a wider Balkan 
war. 

And at that point, the United States 
will either respond militarily-if the 
Clinton administration is true to its 
word; or with more of the same futile 
diplomacy-if past continues to be 
precedent. 

To sum up, Western policy is on a 
failed track which leads nowhere ex­
cept to more genocidal aggression in 
the Balkans, further disintegration of 
peace and stability in Europe, and a 
mounting threat to our strategic inter­
ests. 

WHAT THE UNITED STATES MUST DO 

Only the United States can lift West­
ern policy off this hopeless policy track 
and onto a victory strategy that is 
equal to our moral values and security 
interests. For Europe to follow us, we 
must lead; and for the United States to 
lead, President Clinton must lead us. 

There are five steps President Clin­
ton must take if he is serious about 
confronting genocidal Serb aggression. 

First, he must define the Balkan cri­
sis to the American public for what it 
is: The resurrection of genocide in 
Central Europe, a half century after we 
defeated Nazism and swore never again. 

Second, he must establish early dead­
lines for Serb forces to sign and comply 
with the Vance/Owen plan on Bosnia­
and to implement their earlier com­
mitments under the Vance plan for 
Croatia. Without such deadlines, the 
Serb talk/fight tactic will simply go 
on-as will their on-again, off-again 
but ever-mounting slaughter and perse­
cution of Bosnian and Croat civilians. 

Third, he must establish a credible 
threat of forceful Western action: The 
lifting of the U.N. arms embargo from 
all former Yugoslav Republics except 
for Serbia and Montenegro, and the use 
of Western airpower. 

Fourth, he must lead the way on 
Western recognition of independent 
and democratic Macedonia, and back 
up that recognition with a real preven­
tive peacekeeping force. 

Fifth, he must lead the way on real 
preventive peacekeeping In Kosovo, 
and Western insistence that its auton­
omy be restored. 

If President Clinton does not take 
such steps, the United States and Eu­
rope will remain bogged down in the 
toothless diplomacy, ineffective sanc­
tions, illusory peacekeeping, and pa-

thetically inadequate humanitarian re­
lief that sum up Western policy over 
the past 2 years. 

If President Clinton does not take 
such steps, genocidal Serb aggression 
will continue in Bosnia and Croatia, 
spread to Macedonia and Kosovo, spill 
over to a wider Balkan war-and con­
tinue to embolden the Russian 
hardliners who are threatening 
Yeltsin's reform effort. 

D 2210 

Madam Speaker, I thank the whip 
and I thank him, again, for his generos­
ity and leadership. I cannot express in 
words enough what an inspiration it is 
for the gentleman to lead us off to­
night. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his comments. 
I think I can agree with about 99 per­
cent of what the gentleman said. 

I particularly want to engage my 
friend from Indiana in a colloquy on 
what leadership we must use here in 
the United States to bring this butch­
ery and this inhumanity to man to an 
end. 

I think things are happening now, 
with the decision at the United Nations 
today. I am hopeful that the arms em­
bargo will be lifted, as the gentleman 
so eloquently pointed out. It needs to 
be, and especially under the guise of 
which it was put in place in the first 
place back in 1991, I believe. 

Things have changed markedly since 
then. And certainly, defenseless women 
and children and old and young need to 
have ability to defend themselves. And 
by not giving them that opportunity, 
that, in fact, as you correctly point 
out, emboldens the Serbians more. 

I would go further. I would endorse 
what my friend has said tonight, that 
if the Serbs do not sign, if they do not 
come to the table, if they do not recog­
nize the reality of what is happening to 
them in world opinion and the vote to­
night in the United Nations, that we 
implore those strikes, airstrikes that 
the gentleman mentioned. 

I am not one who believes that that 
will lead to a broader ground war, as 
you will. I hope we do not have to get 
to that point. 

I think nobody wants us to get to 
that point. But if necessary to bring 
this carnage to an end, I think it is 
necessary. 

People have sat on the sidelines for 
too long on this issue. If they will not 
understand words, then they have to 
understand something stronger than 
words, regretful as that might be. 

So I applaud my colleague for his 
comments tonight, and I look forward 
to keying off his leadership on this and 
working with him in the days and 
hopefully not too many months to 
come before we set ourselves on a 
course to correct this situation to the 
extent that we can lead and correct 
that in the world community, thereby 

encouraging our European allies, espe­
cially some who have been sitting on 
the sidelines, to engage themselves 
more on the side of right and justice. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, 
as he knows, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] and the gen­
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
have, I think, significant resolutions in 
the House. 

I think if we get more Members 
aware of that, hopefully get some en­
couragement for hearings and possible 
voting out of the Committee on For­
eign Affairs, I think that could show 
the administration, hopefully inspire 
President Clinton that as he takes the 
leadership role on this, that he will 
have backing in the Congress, that we 
do care about it and will not walk 
away from it. 

As to airstrikes, as the gentleman 
knows, I guess I have somewhat of a 
peace reputation, the nuclear freeze 
and trimming down the military, and I 
still think there are real problems 
with, quite frankly, the way we han­
dled at least going into the dynamics 
of going into the Iraq war. 

So I do not talk about aggressive 
military action lightly. It is a great 
turmoil and tragedy for me to talk 
about killing other human beings. But 
there is plenty of solid military, politi­
cal, and diplomatic opinion that says 
that if we had hit the supply lines, 
some key military sites and supply 
lines, as to Serbia and Bosnia, if we 
had hit, if we had hit the heavy artil­
lery, which is so destroying not the 
Bosnian military but the Bosnian peo­
ple, we have an organized military re­
gime, which in effect is massively 
slaughtering civilians, as the gen­
tleman knows. Even not getting into 
that, if someone, if it could have been 
Baker or whoever or Eagleburger, who­
ever it was a year ago, that could have 
looked Milosevic in the eye and said, 
"We really mean it. You will face trou­
ble. You will not get away with this." 
This would not have happened. This 
would be over with. It is only going to 
get worse. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, we 
clearly waited too long. This past ad­
ministration waited too long before 
making the decision on Yugoslavia as 
an entity and facing the reality of this 
partitioning and then its breakup and 
then not choosing correctly the side of · 
justice and righteousness and by giving 
those who are perpetrating these atroc­
ities a chance to embolden themselves 
and to cause the havoc that they have 
clearly caused. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
0LVER]. 
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Madam Speaker, I thank the gen­
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
the majority whip, for yielding to me. 
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I appreciate that very much, and I am 
very pleased to take part in this dis­
cussion here tonight on the Bosnian 
crisis with the distinguished majority 
whip and my friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Madam Speaker, I hope I will be able 
to finish what I have to say in the re­
maining portion of this order. 

It is time to end the genocide in 
Bosnia. The Serbian attempt to exter­
minate or drive Moslems out of Bosnia 
threatens to ignite a wider war. An un­
checked Serbia will next move to eth­
nically cleanse Kosova, with its 90-per­
cent Albanian population, an area that 
voted by 99.87 percent in favor of inde­
pendence. It was at one time an auton­
omous region within Serbia, yet it has 
not been allowed to exercise its inde­
pendence, because it contains an area 
that has a very small Serb minority. 

Unchecked, Serbia could attack Mac­
edonia, which also has a very small 
Serbian minority, and which also has 
declared independence. If either of 
those things happen, then Albania and 
Bulgaria and our own allies, Greece 
and Turkey, are likely to be involved 
in a wider war. 

Yes, if unchecked, this attempt to ex­
terminate Bosnian Moslems encour­
ages attacks on national minorities in 
Slovakia, Bulgaria, Moldova, Romania, 
and a dozen other places, and in Lith­
uania and Latvia, and encourages at­
tacks by any powerful neighbor on any 
small neighbor where a national minor­
ity resides. Others will say: "Let's do 
what the Serbs did. The European Com­
munity stood by, the United Nations 
stood by, NATO stood by. No one did 
what was needed to stop it." 

Who can believe that Estonia, Lat­
via, and Lithuania, for instance, would 
be secure and could stand up to a viru­
lent nationalist Russia if the world 
community iS unwilling to stop geno­
cide in Bosnia. 

This is really a moral issue. It is a 
moral issue that is made worse by the 
acquiescence and even the complicity 
of the European Community and the 
United Nations in this genocide. Less 
than 50 years after the Holocaust, we 
see ethnic cleansing, which is utterly 
repugnant to Americans. We see indis­
criminate killing of civilian popu­
lations. We see people driven from 
their homes and communities, commu­
nities where they have lived for genera­
tions, and in fact, centuries. That to 
me is genocide. 

We see the Bosnian capital of Sara­
jevo, that beautiful city that hosted 
the winter Olympics only 5 years ago, 
targeted for systematic destruction. 
We see Catholic churches and Moslem 
mosques destroyed all over Bosnia. We 
see deliberate bombardment of hos­
pitals. That is genocide. 

We see the massacre, really, the 
butchering by knives, and the cutting 
of throats, of men, women, and chil­
dren. We see thousands of Moslems who 

have been slaughtered, their bodies 
.dumped in the Drina River. We see ter­
ritory which was 75 percent or more 
populated by Bosnian Moslems now 
cleansed of its inhabitants. 

We see civilian refugee populations 
that have been concentrated in en­
claves and then bombarded with heavy 
artillery and tanks. There is no other 
word to me to describe it but genocide. 
We see the bombardment of civilians at 
hospitals, at food distribution centers, 
in schools and churches where people 
have sought refuge. 

We see concentration camps. Think 
of it: After 50 years, only 50 years after 
the Holocaust, we see concentration 
camps again, and we see the systematic 
use of rape and forced impregnation on 
thousands of Bosnian women. There is 
no other word for this but genocide. 

Hundreds of thousands have died of 
starvation and from the bombardments 
on civilian population by heavy artil­
lery trained directly on towns and 
cities. Over 1 million refugees have 
been produced by this action; 600,000 of 
those have been displaced and now are 
in Croatia, which has a normal popu­
lation of about 41/2 million people. 

At the end of 1992, almost another 
600,000 were in other Western European 
nations, chiefly in Germany and Aus­
tria and Switzerland and Sweden and 
Hungary; all told, well over 1 million 
people have been turned into refugees, 
and all of that in the name of "ethnic 
cleansing.'' 

How did we get to this? Frankly, we 
got here by the utter impotence of the 
European Community and the United 
Nations. Mr. Vance and Mr. Owen are 
experienced negotiators, who surely re­
member Chamberlain and Munich in 
1938. The question is, did they learn 
anything from the rape of Czecho­
slovakia in 1938, as they devised a plan 
which appeased the vicious dictator­
ship intent upon expansion and aggres­
sion and ethnic purity? 

How can we forget, and can we ever 
forget, the images of the elected vice 
president of Bosnia, taken from a U.N. 
convoy and executed by Serbian thugs 
while the United Nations did nothing? 
How can we forget the continuous bom­
bardment, now for almost a year, of 
the capital city of Bosnia, Sarajevo, 
that city of half a million people. How 
can we forget the bombardment of hos­
pitals and communications centers and 
water systems, the newspaper, the reli­
gious and educational centers in that 
city? How can we forget that the Unit­
ed Nations refused to enforce the Euro­
pean Community-brokered resolution, 
the London accords, an agreement 
signed by all sides to this complicated 
conflict, which mandated the surrender 
of heavy weapons to the United Na­
tions? How can we forget that later, 
after refusing to enforce the London 
accords, the United Nations even re­
fused to enforce its own resolutions in­
volving the impoundment of heavy 
weapons in that area. 

We need to remember that U.N. per­
sonnel have been monitoring the bom­
bardment by counting the number of 
shells that are fired on the city of Sa­
rajevo and that fall on that martyred 
city each day. How can we forget the 
image of en tire extended families going 
to their deaths: the 3-year-old hiding 
behind her grandmother's skirts, only 
vaguely comprehending what was 
about to happen, the grandfathers and 
the elders of the extended families, 
people who have seen two vicious world 
wars, each lined up in turn and shot, 
men, women, and children of all ages? 

How can we forget the concentration 
camps still operating even after U.N. 
resolution after resolution has de­
manded total access. We need to re­
member the camps that have not been 
entered, that still operate, because 
there has been no enforcement at all of 
U.N. resolutions. 

Mr. Milosevic might as well have re­
lied on the United Nations when he 
planned and directed Serbia's actions 
during 1991 and 1992 .. He could not have 
devised a more effective program to ac­
complish Serbia's goals of ethnic 
cleansing, the destruction of Bosnia, 
and the destruction of a population of 
Slavs who happened to practice the 
Moslem religion. 

The U.N.'s actions have themselves 
become the linchpins to ensure the suc­
cess of Serbian policy. During 1991, 
U.N. resolution after resolution was 
passed yet was not enforced. The Cro­
atian city of Yukovar was destroyed, 
the ancient historic city of Dubrovnik 
was bombarded for many weeks; agree­
ments were signed, resolutions were 
passed, and then ignored for months at 
a time. 

Then finally, in December 1991, after 
the Serbs had taken one-third of Cro­
atian territory, they agreed to the 
placement of a U.N. force. This merely 
ratified the taking by force of that one­
third of the territory, because the 
Serbs refused and have continued to 
refuse to comply with the provisions of 
the creation of the U.N. force to nor­
malize relations, to put the heavy ar­
tillery under U.N. surveillance, and 
most importantly, to let people who 
had been driven from their homes re­
turn to those homes. 
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Serbia did not intend then nor does it 
intend now to allow any of the people 
who were driven from their homes in 
1991 in Croatia to return to their 
homes. One U .N. action, one of those 
resolutions, the arms embargo on the 
former Yugoslavia which was imposed 
early in 1991, before even the beginning 
of the Bosnian action, has profoundly 
affected the course of this genocide. No 
other single act could so completely 
compromise the independence and se­
curity of U.N. members such as Croatia 
and Bosnia. It denied their effective 
self-defense because both Croatia and 
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Bosnia required arms from outside. Cut 
off, they were nearly defenseless 
against a Serbian-dominated Yugo­
slavia that was armed to the teeth. 

First Croatia and now Bosnia, have 
been denied access to the tools of their 
own defense and, in the case of Bosnia, 
survival. They have been denied access 
to the tanks and the artillery that 
would have been necessary to balance 
the forces in this war, while the 
Bosnian Serbs have always had access 
to former Yugoslav arms and to mod­
ern weaponry that has moved freely 
across the borders within Yugoslavia. 
Those arms now in the hands of the 
Bosnian Serbs have been readily sup­
plied by Serbia. Yet the Croatians first, 
and then more recently the Bosnians, 
have been unable to get anything like 
the arms necessary to def end their na­
tional existence. 

At the same time, Serbian and 
Bosnian Serbs together have main­
tained a cordon on humanitarian sup­
plies needed by hundreds of thousands 
of people, supplies that have been 
stopped in a most frustrating manner 
for days at a time. Convoys have been 
held up and supplies needed by starving 
people have not gotten through. 

U.N. policy has been one of selective 
enforcement. The U .N. arms embargo 
denied Croatia and Bosnia what was 
needed for their defense, but U.N. reso­
lutions that demanded the opening of 
concentration camps and the delivery 
of relief supplies to the needy popu­
lation went unenforced. So did resolu­
tions on turning over heavy artillery 
to the United Nations, and on the air­
ports being opened for humanitarian 
aid, and on enforcement of the no-fly 
zone-until today, when the U.N. again 
passed a resolution-it will be interest­
ing to see whether there is any enforce­
ment of that resolution. While all of 
those actions and resolutions by the 
United Nations have gone unenforced, 
U.N. policy has contributed, and we 
have acquiesced, in the genocide com­
prising the massacre of family after 
family and the bombardment of civil­
ians seeking refuge in schools and 
churches, and the rape and murder of 
women and children. The impression 
has been left, and what other impres­
sion could possibly have been reached 
by Slobodan Milosevic and :\lis hier­
archy, what other impression could be 
reached but that the United Nations is 
never going to enforce any of the reso-
1 u tions. 

We have one chance left. There is a 
ceasefire which has held for a couple of 
days. By all indications of anything 
that has happened previously, it prob­
ably will not hold because it does not 
serve Serbian interests, and Serbian in­
terests on the part of Mr. Milosevic 
continue to be ethnic cleansing and the 
seizure of as much territory as pos­
sible. But if that ceasefire does not 
hold, then it really is time to take 
some steps. 

These are the steps that I would sug­
gest need to be taken. First, freeze 
every asset of Serbia and Montenegro, 
wherever it is outside that nation. Sec­
ond, close the borders of Serbia and 
Montenegro, to strengthen the sanc­
tions. The borders should be closed at 
Hungary, and Bulgaria, and Romania, 
and Macedonia, and once and for all 
close the port at which every once in a 
while some very extensive materials 
seem to get through into Montenegro, 
and thereby into Serbia. 

Third, place sanctions on all travel 
and commerce to Serbia and 
Montenegro. 

Fourth, demand the turnover of the 
artillery and the tanks that are in the 
hands of the thugs and the war crimi­
nals, now not in two weeks or a month, 
in the forlorn hope that maybe this 
whole thing will go away within that 
two weeks or a month, but now. And if 
those weapons are not turned over, 
then we really have to consider one of 
two other things. Air strikes on that 
artillery and air strikes on those tank 
emplacements that surround Sarajevo 
and other places where bombardments 
of civilian populations occur; or an end 
of the embargo on arms to Bosnia so 
that they can defend themselves if it 
becomes absolutely clear that the 
United Nations does not intend to en­
force its resolutions. Most important, 
we have to close the concentration 
camps, and send U .N. forces in to es­
cort the inmates out of those con­
centrations camps. 

If we do not do those simple things, if 
the present ceasefire does not hold up, 
and if this does not lead to the end of 
this genocide and this ethnic cleansing 
that is going on, then we can expect 
that Serbia will go forward, that it will 
attack Kosovo because the United Na­
tions will virtually have invited it. 
Kosovo, with its 90 percent Albanian 
population, would end up being an in­
credible bloodbath as the Serbs con­
tinue the process of ethnic cleansing. 
Who in Serbia would believe that the 
European Community, or the United 
Nations, or NATO, or anyone else 
would do anything in Kosovo, given the 
lack of enforcement of U.N. resolutions 
in Bosnia? 

Those are the steps that I think we 
really have to take if the present 
cease-fire does not hold up and if the 
Serbian militias in Bosnia do not sign 
the Vance-Owen agreement, and then 
abide by the Vance-Owen agreement, 
flawed though it happens to be. 

But then why should Americans care 
about what happens in Bosnia and 
Kosovo? Genocide is a profound, moral 
issue and ethnic cleansing is repugnant 
to American principles. Genocide poi­
sons the relationships among peoples 
and the acceptance of genocide as a po­
litical tool destroys international rela­
tionships and sanctions mass murder. 
That is very clear. 

But this is also a critical strategic 
issue, because if this attempt to wipe 

out Bosnia and exterminate Bosnian 
Moslems is allowed to succeed, then 
Bosnia will stand as an open invitation 
to attacks on national minorities in 
countries all over Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. 

If Mr. Milosevic uses the Bosnian ex­
ample to then continue his ethnic 
cleansing in Kosovo and Macedonia, 
then Albania, and Bulgaria, and our al­
lies, Greece and Turkey, will be 
dragged into the battle on different 
sides, and we will indeed have an avoid­
able but expanding war. 

So it is time, in my view, to end the 
genocide in Bosnia, and the time could 
not be any more appropriate now, ex­
cept that if it could have happened a 
year ago. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
the time. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my friend for 
his comments, and they were right on 
the mark. And I share his views, and I 
share his thoughts on Kosovo espe­
cially. That is next, and there is, as we 
all know today in Kosovo the Albanian 
population which is the vast, vast ma­
jority and is suffering under tremen­
dous human rights abuses and brutal­
ity of all sorts. 
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It can only accelerate, given the 

emboldened situation of Milosevic and 
the Serbs vis-a-vis the inaction of the 
international organizations that have 
had the obligation to enforce these 
sanctions. 

So I thank my friend for his com­
ments, and I look forward to working 
with him and the gentleman from Indi­
ana on this issue. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank very much the 
gentleman from Michigan for his lead­
ership on this issue and for reserving 
the time and yielding the time for us 
to make these comments tonight. 

Mr. _ TORRICELLI. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today with a large number of my congres­
sional colleagues to address an issue of ongo­
ing deep concern: the bloody conflict in the 
Balkans. 

After nearly 2 years, the crisis in the Bal­
kans continues to rage and reports of atroc­
ities committed against Croat and moslem ci­
vilians continue to surface. This weekend, 
Americans watched their nightly news and 
again saw the hungry, frightened, and blood­
ied faces of the victims of this brutal war. This 
time, the Serb aggression was centered in 
eastern Bosnia and the town of Srebrenica. 

The direct victims of this war number in the 
hundreds of thousands: Those who have been 
driven from their homes; those who have been 
systematically raped, tortured, and killed; and 
those who will have to live with deep emo­
tional scars from having witnessed the atroc­
ities of this war. 

The United States has recently adopted a 
more aggressive approach to combating the 
hardship in the Balkans. The Clinton adminis­
tration has initiated critical humanitarian air­
drops to areas besieged by Serb forces and 
cut off from U.N. ground convoys. The admin-
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istration is promoting the enforcement of a no­
fly zone over Bosnia and stronger sanctions 
against Serbia. 

However, these actions are not enough. The 
United States must end the arms embargo of 
Bosnia and Croatia in order to enable the peo­
ple to defend themselves. The current arms 
embargo of the former Yugoslav states has 
only served to give Serb forces a military ad­
vantage over Bosnian and Croat forces. These 
nations must be allowed the fundamental right 
to self-defense. 

It is also critical that all nations reevaluate 
the role of the United Nations in maintaining 
the peace. For we are all victims to this con­
flict if the international community cannot re­
spond to crises of this proportion and brutality. 
When the United Nations was constituted in 
the 1940's, the international community was 
united in its desire to prevent the recurrence 
of the horrors and atrocities committed during 
World War II. Yet, today we are seeing these 
same atrocities repeated in the former Yugo­
slavia-and the world community is paralyzed 
and unwilling to act. 

The community of nations must reassess 
their obligations to humanity and international 
law in order to ensure that the United Nations 
functions effectively in promoting world peace. 
At a time when ethnic rivalries rage in the 
former Yugoslavia and threaten to ignite in 
other countries, the world community must 
unify and empower the United Nations to pre­
vent the spread of atrocities. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, today I 
wish to join my fellow colleagues from both 
parties in condemning the horrible atrocities 
that have been occurring in the Balkans for al­
most 2 years now. Since June 1991, the Gov­
ernment of Yugoslavia and its Serb allies in 
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina have been 
carrying out a horrific campaign of violence 
against the peoples of Croatia and Bosnia. 

It is not the people of Serbia who are re­
sponsible for these crimes against humanity, 
however; the majority of Serbs doubtlessly op­
pose this war. But the people of Serbia have 
been denied a voice in this matter because 
they have the misfortune of being one of the 
last countries on Earth to be under the thumb 
of communism. 

Their thuggish leader, Slobodan Milosevic, 
has replaced Marxist ideology with that of 
Greater Serbian nationalism, but the reality of 
Communist rule remains the same: unelected 
leadership, massive internal repression, and 
nervous neighbors. What have Mr. Milosevic 
and his comrades accomplished in the last 2 
years? At least 30,000 dead-by some esti­
mates, as many as 160,000 dead-2 million 
refugees, and the devouring of 30 percent of 
one country and 70 percent of another. All of 
this has been perpetrated through the system­
atic use of terror, rape, and, of course, the 
odious ethnic cleansing. 

Not since the late 1940's and early 1950's, 
when the East European Communist regimes 
were cleansing their societies, has Europe 
seen something so atrocious. And what has 
Europe done about this? Nothing. Towns are 
emptied forcibly, women are raped, men rot in 
concentration camps, children are killed, 
maimed, or emotionally scarred, Sarajevo is 
shelled relentlessly, Dubrovnik is ruined, and 
Europe watches. Yes, the European Commu-

nity, the United Nations, and the United States 
have attempted to deliver humanitarian aid 
and mediate the conflict. 

But these efforts have reached the point of 
absurdity. There are reports that as much as 
25 percent of the aid has gone to Serb sol­
diers. United Nations convoys are regularly 
tied up for days and weeks so that the Serbs 
can inspect them. The recent airdrops from 
10,000 feet are literally a drop in the bucket. 
Besides, this aid, while well-intentioned, 
doesn't even get close to the root of the prob­
lem. 

The root is, of course, Mr. Milosevic and his 
Communist nationalist cronies. So far, efforts 
to mediate the conflict have afforded Milosevic 
equal status with the Bosnians and Croatians. 
This is preposterous. He is the aggressor. 
This is why all of the various plans the West 
has brokered so far have failed so miserably. 
This man, recently described in the American 
Spectator as aloof, obsessed, and devoid of 
human compassion, is not part of the solution; 
he is the problem. 

The West must reject appeasement of 
Milosevic and his allies. The West has an in­
terest in stopping this aggression. Not only hu­
manitarian and moral interests, but real, hard 
political interests as well. There is a real dan­
ger that if Milosevic brings the war to Kosovo 
or Macedonia, several other countries, includ­
ing two NATO allies, will be sucked in. Clearly, 
we want to prevent a situation that would pit 
Greece and Turkey against one another. 

Likewise, appeasement of Serb aggression 
sends all of the wrong signals to Moscow. If 
you think about it, Serbia is but a microcosm 
of Russia. Both are formerly dominant repub­
lics of now defunct empires. Both peoples are 
scattered throughout numerous former repub­
lics which are now independent countries. 
Probably the only thing preventing a repeat of 
a Yugoslav-type situation in the former Soviet 
Union is the decency and civility of Boris 
Yeltsin and his foreign minister, Mr. Kozyrev. 
Remove these two from the equation and you 
just may have ethnic cleansing in the Ukraine 
and the Salties. 

Given the profound implications, both moral 
and geopolitical, of appeasing aggression in 
the Balkans, it is time for the West to take a 
stand. It is time to rise up in unison and really 
help the victims of the Serb onslaught. Now I 
have been and remain opposed to using U.S. 
troops to solve this problem. If anybody sends 
in troops to defeat the Serbs, it should be the 
Europeans. 

But it seems to me that there is much we 
can do short of invading Serbia to halt their . 
aggression. How about invoking the Reagan 
Doctrine? This policy proved its mettle time 
and again in the 1980's. It drove the Soviets 
from Afghanistan, the Cubans from Angola, 
and forced the Sandinistas to cry uncle. The 
Bosnians have demonstrated their courage 
and their love for their homeland, but they are 
totally outgunned by the Serbs. Let's level the 
playing field by giving them the arms with 
which to defend themselves. 

We can also take steps to further isolate 
Serbia and destabilize the Milosevic dictator­
ship. Sanctions to date have been toothless. 
Let's upgrade them and really tie the noose 
around Serbia. There is a definable demo­
cratic opposition to Milosevic, one that he has 

been trying to crush for years. Let's work with 
them to mobilize opposition to the regime and 
its war policies. 

The time is now, Mr. Speaker, before it is 
too late. Bosnia is on the verge of extinction. 
Kosovo and Macedonia nervously await their 
fate. Boris Yeltsin is on the ropes. 

Serbian victory will make not only a mock­
ery, but a shambles of the new world order. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab­
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DE LUGO (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance 
of the week, on account of official busi­
ness. 

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. HUFFINGTON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous material:) , 

Mr. KIM, for 5 minutes, on April 21 
and 22. 

Mr. THOMAS of California, for 5 min­
utes, today. 

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TALENT, for 60 minutes , on April 

1. 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, for 5 min­

utes each day, on April 1 and 2. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. CLYBURN) to revise and ex­
tend their remarks and include extra­
neous material:) 

Mr. RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAUGHLIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BONIOR, for 60 minutes each day, 

on July 2, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21 , 22, 
23, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re­
quest of Mr. HUFFINGTON) and to in­
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ROGERS. 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
Mr. CRANE in two instances. 
Mr. BONILLA. 
Mr. MCKEON. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
Mr. MICHEL in two instances. 
Mr. HORN in two instances. 
Mr. OXLEY in two instances. 
Mr. BATEMAN. 
Mr. GINGRICH in two instances. 
Mr. LAZIO. 
Mr. KYL in two instances. 
Mr. GoODLING. 
Mr. ROBERTS. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
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Mr. COBLE. 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
(The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. CLYBURN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BARCIA. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
Mr. TAUZIN. 
Mr. ENGEL. 
Mr. STOKES. · 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Mr. SARPALIUS. 
Mr. MARKEY in two instances. 
Mr. PENNY. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 
Mr. MANTON. 
Mr. BORSKI in two instances. 
Mr. ORTIZ. 
Mr. MARTINEZ. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. TEJEDA. 
Mrs. MALONEY. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. 
Mr. BOUCHER. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mrs. MINK. 
Mr. FAZIO. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa­
ture to enrolled bills and joint resolu­
tions of the Senate of the following ti­
tles: 

S. 164. An act to authorize the adjustment 
of the boundaries of the South Dakota por­
tion of the Sioux Ranger District of Custer 
National Forest, and for other purposes. 

S. 252. An act to provide for certain land 
exchanges in the State of Idaho, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 284. An act to extend the suspended im­
plementation of certain requirements of the 
food stamp program on Indian reservations, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 662. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, and title XIX of the Social Se­
curity Act to make technical corrections re­
lating to the Veterans Health Care Act of 
1992. 

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 providing for 
the appointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as 
a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr., 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution designating 
March 1993 and March 1994 both as "Women's 
History Month." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord­
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 41 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until tomor­
row, Thursday, April 1, 1993, at 11 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu­
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol­
lows: 

990. A communication from the President 
of the United States transmitting notifica­
tion making available emergency appropria­
tions in budget authority for the Depart­
ments of Agriculture, Education, and the In­
terior and Related Agencies pursuant to sec­
tion 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
as amended, pursuant to Public Law 102-368; 
Public Law 103-381 (H. Doc. No. 103-60); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and or­
dered to be printed. 

991. A letter from the Acting Director, Res­
olution Trust Corporation, transmitting a 
list of property that is covered by the Cor­
poration as of September 30, 1992, pursuant 
to Public Law 101-591, section lO(a)(l) (104 
Stat. 2939); to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

992. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State for Legislative Affairs 
transmitting copies of the original report of 
political contributions of Thomas J. Picker­
ing, of New Jersey, to be Ambassador to Rus­
sia, and members of his family, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on For­
eign Affairs. 

993. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi­
cer, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a copy of their manage­
ment report, pursuant to Public Law 101-576, 
section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to the Commit­
tee on Government Operations. 

994. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di­
rector for Collection and Disbursement, De­
partment of the Interior, transmitting a re­
port on proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Natural Re­
sources. 

995. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di­
rector for Collection and Disbursement, De­
partment of the Interior, transmitting a re­
port on proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Natural Re­
sources. 

996. A letter from the Comptroller General, 
General Accounting Office, transmitting the 
report and recommendation concerning the 
claim of Mr. Kris Murty for reimbursed relo­
cation expenses, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
3702(d); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

997. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting the 
14th annual report on the activities of the 
Board during fiscal year 1992, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 1209(b); to the Committee on Post Of­
fice and Civil Service. 

998. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Domestic Finance, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting notification of 
the Secretary's determination that the cur­
rent permanent debt limit will be sufficient 
only until early April, and that in the ab­
sence of a debt limit increase by that time, 
Treasury will be unable to invest or roll over 
maturing investments of trust funds and 
other Government accounts, including the 
civil service retirement and disability fund 

of the Federal Employees' Retirement Sys­
tem, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 8348(1)(2); jointly, 
to the Committees on Post Office and Civil 
Service and Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SABO: Committee of Conference. Con­
ference report on House Concurrent Resolu­
tion 64. Concurrent resolution setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. Gov­
ernment for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 
and 1998 (Rept. 103-48). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 145. Resolution waiving 
points of order against the conference report 
to accompany the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 64) setting forth the congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, and 
against consideration of such conference re­
port (Rept. 103-49). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 147. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of (H.R. 1430) to provide 
for a temporary increase in the public debt 
limit (Rept. 103-50). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu­
tions were introduced and severally re­
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. NUSSLE (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. INGLIS, and Mr. LIGHT­
FOOT): 

H.R. 1545. A bill to make applicable to the 
Congress certain laws relating to the terms 
and conditions of employment, the health 
and safety of employees, and the rights and 
responsibilities of employers and employees; 
and to repeal and prohibit certain privileges 
and gratuities for Members of the U.S. House 
of Representatives and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on House Admin­
istration, Ways and Means, Education and 
Labor, the Judiciary, and Government Oper­
ations. 

By Mr. NUSSLE (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT, and Mr. INGLIS): 

H.R. 1546. A bill to provide that pay for 
Members of Congress shall be reduced when­
ever total expenditures of the Federal Gov­
ernment exceed total receipts in any fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; jointly, to the 
Committees on House Administration, Post 
Office and Civil Service, and Rules. 

H.R. 1547. A bill to eliminate the franking 
privilege for the House of Representatives, to 
establish a spending allowance for postage 
for official mail of the House of Representa­
tives and to limit the amount and type of 
mail sent by Members of the House of Rep­
resentatives; jointly, to the Committees on 
House Administration and Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 1548. A bill to provide for the adjourn­
ment of Congress by September 30 each year; 
jointly, to the Committees on House Admin­
istration and Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 1549. A bill to amend the act of Sep­

tember 30, 1961, to exclude professional base­
ball from the antitrust exemption applicable 
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to certain television contracts; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BONIOR: 
H.R. 1550. A bill to provide that no Federal 

funds may be obligated for any purpose with 
respect to the Berz-Macomb Airport in 
Macomb County, MI, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BREWSTER (for himself and 
Mr. CAMP): 

H.R. 1551. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to provide an exclusion 
from unrelated business taxable income for 
certain sponsorship payments; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COX (for himself, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. FRANK of Massa­
chusetts, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
HOAGLAND, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
Goss. Mr. POMBO, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. FRANKS of 
New Jersey, Mr. KYL, Mr. HEFLEY, 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. INGLIS, Mr. FAWELL, Ms. FOWLER, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. WALSH, Mr. ROGERS, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. BOEHNER: 

H.R. 1552. A bill to repeal the Helium Act, 
to require the Secretary of the Interior to 
sell Federal real and personal property held 
in connection with activities carried out 
under the Helium Act, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re­
sources. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
MOORHEAD): 

H.R. 1553. A bill to provide for daylight 
saving time on an expanded basis, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 
H.R. 1554. A bill to amend title 3, United 

States Code, and the Uniform Time Act of 
1966 to establish a single poll closing time in 
the continental United States for Presi­
dential general elections, set Presidential 
general elections on the first Saturday in 
November, and extend daylight saving time 
to the first Sunday in November; jointly, to 
the Committees on House Administration 
and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 1555. A bill· to terminate the Ground­

Wave Emergency Network [GWEN] Program; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GILMAN: 
H.R. 1556. A bill to extend until December 

31, 1998, the temporary suspension of duties 
on 7-Acetyl-1,1,3,4,4,6-hexamethyltetrahydro­
naphthalene; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1557. A bill to suspend until December 
31, 1998, the duty on pectin; to the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1558. A bill to suspend until December 
31, 1998, the duty on 6-Acetyl-1,2,3,3,5-
hexamethylindan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. OBERST AR (for himself and 
Mr. lNHOFE): 

H.R. 1559. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to provide an investment 
tax credit for stage 3 aircraft; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PENNY (for himself, Mr. GOOD­
LING, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. FAWELL, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. FIELDS of 
Louisiana. Mr. WALSH, Mr. JOHNSON 
of South Dakota. Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. FROST' 
Mr. HAMILTON, and Mr. MURPHY): 

H.R. 1560. A bill to authorize an endow­
ment grant to support the establishment of 

area program centers to promote and orga­
nize locally based, volunteer operated, pri­
vate citizens' scholarship programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H.R. 1561. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to formulate a program for 
the research, interpretation, and preserva­
tion of various aspects of colonial New Mex­
ico history. and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1562. A bill to amend title V of Public 
Law 96-550, designating the Chaco Culture 
Archeological Protection Sites, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re­
sources. 

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself and Ms. 
KAPTUR): 

H.R. 1563. A bill to establish a comprehen­
sive policy with respect to the provision of 
health care coverage and services to individ­
uals with severe mental illnesses, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. Goss, 
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. MILLER 
of Florida, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MICA, Mr. PE­
TERSON of Florida, Mrs. THURMAN, 
Mrs. FOWLER, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. CANADY, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, 
and Mrs. MEEK): 

H.R. 1564. A bill to save Florida Bay; joint­
ly, to the Committees on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 1565. A bill to prohibit the importa­

tion of foreign-made flags of the United 
States of America; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA: 
H.R. 1566. A bill to amend the wetland con­

servation provisions of the Food Security 
Act of 1985, establish a Gulf of Mexico Com­
mission, and establish a Gulf of Mexico Pro­
gram Office within the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Agriculture 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FLAKE: 
H.R. 1567. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 to provide that tax-exempt 
interest shall not be taken into account in 
determining the portion of Social Security 
benefits subject to income taxation; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GIBBONS: 
H.R. 1568. A bill to prohibit the importa­

tion of semiautomatic assault weapons, large 
capacity ammunition feeding devices. and 
certain accessories, to provide for the public 
safety of the citizens of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILLMOR: 
H.R. 1569. A bill to authorize States to reg­

ulate certain solid waste; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LAROCCO: 
H.R. 1570. A bill to designate certain lands 

in the State of Idaho as wilderness, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Natural Resources and Agriculture. 

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself and Mr. 
KLEIN): 

H.R. 1571. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit the possession, 
transfer, and certain exports of restricted 
weapons, the manufacture of firearms capa-

ble of accepting a silencer or bayonet with­
out alteration, and the possession and trans­
fer of large capacity ammunition feeding de­
vices, and for other purposes; to the Commit­
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KYL (for himself, Mr. STEN­
HOLM, Mr. STUMP, Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti­
cut, Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. KOLBE, 
and Mr. GINGRICH): 

H.R. 1572. A bill to award grants to States 
to promote the development of alternative 
dispute resolution systems for medical mal­
practice claims, to generate knowledge 
about such systems through expert data 
gathering and assessment activities, to pro­
mote uniformity and to curb excesses in 
State liability systems through Federally 
mandated liability reforms, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici­
ary. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
H.R. 1573. A bill to strengthen the inter­

national trade position of the United States 
by extending the Super 301 provision of U.S. 
trade law; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 
H.R. 1574. A bill to permit national banks 

to underwrite municipal revenue bonds; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 1575. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for So­
cial Security taxes imposed on wages paid 
for dependent care services in the home; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUI: 
H.R. 1576. A bill to amend the Internal Rev­

enue Code of 1986 to reinstate the excise tax 
on certain vaccines and extend the Vaccine 
Injury Compensation Trust Fund; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ORTIZ (for himself and Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE): 

H.R. 1577. A bill to amend the Foreign 
Trade Zones Act to clarify that crude oil and 
derivatives thereof consumed in refining op­
erations are not subject to duty under the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. NUSSLE (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT, and Mr. INGLIS): 

H.J. Res. 170. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit­
ed States limiting the number of consecutive 
terms a person may serve as a Representa­
tive or Senator, which shall be known as the 
Citizen Representative Reform Act New 
Blood Provision; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: 
H.J. Res. 171. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit­
ed States establishing English as the official 
language of the United States; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GEKAS: 
H.J. Res. 172. Joint resolution designating 

the month of May 1993 as "U.S. Armed 
Forces History Month"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.J. Res. 173. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit­
ed States regarding school prayer; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas. Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. COBLE, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. RA­
HALL, Mr. TANNER, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. 
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HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. KING, Mr. TALENT, 
Mr. GRANDY, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. HAM­
ILTON, and Mr. BAKER of Louisiana): 

H. Res. 146. Resolution objecting to any 
further increase in the inland waterway fuel 
tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
71. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 

the Legislature of the State of Nevada, rel­
ative to the Tahoe Regional Planning Com­
pact; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

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

H.R. 5: Mr. VOLKMER and Mr. KREIDLER. 
H.R. 15: Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 43: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. 

KOPETSKI. 
H.R. 58: Mr. LEWIS of California. 
H.R. 59: Mr. HOKE, Mr. COBLE, Mr. CASTLE, 

and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H.R. 118: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 139: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 

ROYCE, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. DOR­
NAN, Mr. BONILLA, and Mr. STENHOLM. 

H.R. 142: Mr. EWING. 
H.R. 150: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. ZELIFF, 

and Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 166: Mr. ISTOOK. 
H.R. 207: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 214: Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Ms. SNOWE, 

and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 300: Mr. TALENT, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mr. 

TAUZIN. 
H.R. 325: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HUN­

TER, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DIXON, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. WHEAT, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
GALLO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BAKER of Califor­
nia, Mr. STUDDS, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, and Mr. PICKETT. 

H.R. 326: Mrs. MINK, Mr. NEAL of Massachu­
setts, and Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 334: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. WATT, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 349: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
and Ms. DANNER. 

H.R. 419: Miss COLLINS of Michigan. 
H.R. 437: Ms. SCHENK. 
H.R. 477: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. 

SWIFT. 
H.R. 509: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 513: Mr. WELDON, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 

GRAMS, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. HOKE, Mr. CANADY, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio, and Ms. SNOWE. 

H.R. 535: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HAST­
INGS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. WILSON, Mr. BLUTE, 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. AN­
DREWS of Texas, Mr. BORSKI, Ms. DANNER, 
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MANN, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, Mr. TORRES, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. 
SHARP, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. DOOLl'ITLE, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
Mr. HOBSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. VENTO. 

H.R. 562: Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 651: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
H.R. 709: Mr. CARR, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 

BAKER of California, and Mr. HOBSON. 

H.R. 723: Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 727: Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. MEEK, and Mr. 

OWENS. 
H.R. 728: Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. KOPETSKI, 

and Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 749: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. Goss. 
H.R. 760: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 762: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

HANCOCK, Mr. HERGER, and Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas. 

H.R. 767: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. GLICKMAN. 
H.R. 814: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 

ROHRABACHER, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. ISTOOK, and Ms. 
SNOWE. 

H.R. 857: Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 883: Mr. CRAPO. 
H .R. 885: Mr. DOOLl'ITLE, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 

HOKE, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. HORN, Mrs. FOWLER, 
Mrs. MINK, and Mr. LAZIO. 

H.R. 915: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 930: Mr. STRICKLAND, Mrs. KENNELLY, 

Mr. NADLER, and Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 959: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BLACKWELL, and 

Mr. HASTINGS. 
H.R. 962: Mr. HOKE, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SMITH 

of Oregon, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. COOPER, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. JOHNSTON of Flor­
ida, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. CALLAHAN, MR. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. KINGSTON, Ms. SHEPHERD, 
Mr. KYL, Mr. COPPERSMITH, and Mr. BREW­
STER. 

H.R. 967: Mr. SHAW, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. KOLBE, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. DORNAN, and 
Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 977: Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. STOKES. 
H.R. 998: Mr. INHOFE and Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 999: Mr. ROYCE, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. 

HOAGLAND. 
H.R. 1026: Mr. Goss. 
H.R. 1067: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 1076. Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H.R.1080: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R.1086: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 1120: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 1122: Mr. KYL and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 1123: Mr. KYL and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R.1124: Mr. KYL and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R.1126: Mr. KYL and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 1127: Mr. KYL. 
H.R. 1128: Mr. KYL, Mr. ARMEY, and Mr. 

SMITH of Michigan. 
H.R.1129: Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 11'11: Mr. SHAW and Mrs. JOHNSON of 

Connecticut. 
H.R. 1151: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 

OWENS, and Mr. KOPETSKI. 
H.R. 1169: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 1208: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HASTINGS, and 

Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1222: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

LEVY' and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 1237: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. PETERSON of 

Minnesota, Mr. FROST, and Mr. WHEAT. 
H.R. 1260: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. MINGE, Mr. 

HOKE, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. ARMEY, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. 
Goss, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. GILCHREST, 
Mr. COBLE, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
ZELIFF, Mr. CASTLE, Ms. SHEPHERD, and Mr. 
KENNEDY. 

H.R. 1296: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Miss COL­
LINS of Michigan. 

H.R\. 1311: Mr. LINDER, Mr. LANCASTER, and 
Mr. PARKER. 

H.R. 1443: Mrs. KENNELLY. 
H.R. 1520: Mr. SYNAR. 
H.J. Res. 6: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. SAXTON, 

Mr. GoRDON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 

FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
BEREUTER, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. COL­
LINS of Illinois, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FORD 
of Michigan, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. HUNTER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KIL­
DEE, Mr. KIM, Mr. KLINK, Mr. LEWIS of Geor­
gia, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MICA, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. ROGERS, MR. 
ROWLAND, Mr. SABO, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. GALLO, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 
KLEIN' Mr. MANTON. Mrs. KENNELLY. Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. QUINN, 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. OWENS, Ms. MOLINARI, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Ms. LONG, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
TEJEDA, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. CLYBURN, and Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG. 

H.J. Res. 77: Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.J. Res. 78: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mrs. BENT­

LEY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. DIXON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. VENTO, and Mr. 
WELDON. 

H.J. Res. 84: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. ISTOOK, 
and Mr. PARKER. 

H.J. Res. 94: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.J. Res. 133: Mrs. CLAYTON. 
H.J. Res. 148: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. HUGHES, 

Mr. FISH, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
CLYBURN, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H. Con. Res. 3: Mr. HANCOCK. 
H. Con. Res. 5: Mr. REED. 
H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. INHOFE, 

Mr. PARKER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Ms. BYRNE. 

H. Res. 11: Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. KYL. 
H. Res. 35: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 

Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
NADLER. 

H. Res. 108: Mr. STUMP. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro­
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 1430 
By Mr. CASTLE: 

-At the end, add the following: 
TITLE II-LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM VETO 

RESCISSION AUTHORITY 
SECTION 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Legislative 
Line Item Veto Act of 1993". 
SEC. 202. LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM VETO RESCIS­

SION AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding the pro­

visions of part B of title X of the Congres­
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
for fiscal years 1994 or 1995 which is subject 
to the terms of this title if the President-
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(1) determines that-
(A) such rescission would help balance the 

Federal budget, reduce the Federal budget 
deficit, or reduce the public debt; 

(B) such rescission will not impair any es­
sential Government functions; 

(C) such rescission will not harm the na­
tional interest; and 

(D) such rescission will directly contribute 
to the purpose of this rule title of limiting 
discretionary spending in fiscal years 1994 or 
1995, as the case may be; and 

(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 
by a special message not later than twenty 
calendar days (not including Saturdays, Sun­
days, or holidays) after the date of enact­
ment of a regular or supplemental appropria­
tion Act for fiscal year 1994 or 1995 or a joint 
resolution making continuing appropriations 
providing such budget authority for fiscal 
year 1994 or 1995, as the case may be. 
The President shall submit a separate rescis­
sion message for each appropriations bill 
under this paragraph. 
SEC. 203 RESCISSION EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS­

APPROVED. 
(a) Any amount of budget authority re­

scinded under this title as set forth in a spe­
cial message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless during the period de­
scribed in subsection (b), a rescission dis­
approval bill making available all of the 
amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is-
. (1) a congressional review period of twenty 

calendar days of session during which Con­
gress must complete action on the rescission 
disapproval bill and present such bill to the 
President for approval or disapproval. 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re­
scission disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission 
disapproval bill during the period provided in 
paragraph (2), an additional five calendar 
days of session after the date of the veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under this title and the last 
session of the Congress adjourns sine die be­
fore the expiration shall not take effect. The 
message shall be deemed to have been re­
transmitted on the first day of the succeed­
ing Congress and the review period referred 
to in subsection (b) (with respect to such 
message) shall run beginning after such first 
day. 
SEC. 204. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title-
(a) the term "rescission disapproval bill" 

means a bill or joint resolution which only 
disapproves a rescission of discretionary 
budget authority for fiscal year 1994 or 1995, 
in whole, rescinded in a special message 
transmitted by the President under this 
title; and 

(b) the term "Calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 
SECTION 205. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION 

OF LEGISLATIVE LINE ITEM VETO 
RESCISSIONS. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.­
Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in this title, the Presi­
dent shall transmit to both Houses of Con­
gress a special message specifying-

(1) the amount of budget authority re­
scinded; 

(2) any account, department, or establish­
ment of the Government to which such budg­
et authority is available for obligation, and 

the specific project or governmental func­
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority 
pursuant to this title; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission; and 

(5) all factions, circumstances, and consid­
erations relating to or bearing upon the re­
scission and the decision to effect the rescis­
sion, and to the maximum extent prac­
ticable, the estimated effect of the rescission 
upon the objects, purposes, and programs for 
which the budget authority is provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.-

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
this title shall be transmitted to the House 
of Representatives and the Senate on the 
same day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives if the House 
is not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re­
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each message shall be printed as a document 
of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
this title shall be printed in the first issue of 
the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(C) REFERRAL OF RESCISSION DISAPPROVAL 
BILLS.-Any rescission disapproval bill intro­
duced with respect to a special message shall 
be referred to the appropriate committees of 
the House of Representatives or the Senate, 
as the case may be. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.-
(1) Any rescission disapproval bill received 

in the Senate from the House shall be consid­
ered in the Senate pursuant to the provisions 
of this title. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission 
disapproval bill and debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith, shall be 
limited to not more than ten hours. The 
time shall be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the majority leader and the 
minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal­
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con­
trolled by the minority leader or his des­
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas­
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de­
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to. recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re­
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(e) POINTS OF ORDER.-
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate or 

the House of Representatives to consider any 
rescission disapproval bill that relates to 
any matter other than the rescission budget 
authority transmitted by the President 
under this title. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate or 
the House of Representatives to consider any 
amendment to a rescission disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 

three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 

By Mr. MICHEL: 
-Page 1, strike line 4 and insert the follow­
ing: "This title may be cited as the 'En­
hanced Rescission/Receipts Act of 1993.". 
-Page l, line 9, after "1995" insert "or veto 
any targeted tax benefit within any revenue 
bill". 
-Page l, lines 13, 14, and 17, insert "or veto" 
after "rescission" each place it appears. 
-Page 2, line 3, insert "or a revenue bill con­
taining a targeted tax benefit" after "1995,". 
-Page 2, line 9, strike "rescission" and in­
sert "rescission/receipts". 
-Page 2, line 7, insert "(1)" after "(a)" and 
after line 10 add the following: 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this 
Act as set forth in a special message by the 
President shall be deemed repealed unless, 
during the period described in subsection (b), 
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor­
ing that provision is enacted into law. 
-Page 2, lines 13, 17, and 18, strike "rescis­
sion" each place it appears and insert "re­
scission/receipts". 
-Page 2, line 23, insert "or veto" after "re­
scission". 
-Page 3, strike lines 3 through 7 and insert 
the following: 

(1) The term "rescission/receipts dis­
approval bill" means a bill or joint resolu­
tion which-

(A) only disapproves a rescission of budget 
authority, in whole, rescinded, or 

(B) only disapproves a veto of any provi­
sion of law that would decrease receipts, 
in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act. 

(2) The term "calendar days of session" 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session 

(3) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision which has the practical effect 
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif­
ferential treatment to a particular taxpayer 
or a limited class of taxpayers, whether or 
not such provision is a number by its terms 
to a particular taxpayer or a class of tax­
payers. Such term does not include any bene­
fit provided to a class of taxpayers distin­
guished on the basis of general demographic 
conditions such as income, number of de­
pendents, or marital status. 
-Page 3, line 9, insert "or vetoes any provi­
sion of law" after "authority". 
-Page 3, line 12, insert "or the provision ve­
toed" before the semicolon. 
-Page 3, line 16, insert "or veto any provi­
sion" after "authority". 
-Page 3, line 19, insert "or veto" before the 
semicolon. 
-Page 3, line 21, insert "or veto" after "re­
scission" each place it appears. 
-Page 4, strike lines 9 through 11 and insert 
the following: 

(c) REFERRAL OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS DIS­
APPROVAL BILLS.-Any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill introduced with respect to a 
special message shall be referred to the ap­
propriate committees of the House of Rep­
resentatives or the Senate, as the case may 
be. 
-Page 4, lines 13 and 15, strike "rescission" 
each place it appears and insert "rescission/ 
receipts". 
-Page 5, line 8, strike "rescission" the first 
time it appears and insert "rescission/re­
ceipts". 
-Page 5, line 9, strike "budget authority" 
and insert "of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law". 
-Page 5, line 11, strike "rescission" and in­
sert "rescission/receipts". 
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SENATE-Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
March 31, 1993 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex­
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable PA'ITY MURRAY, 
a Senator from the State of Washing­
ton. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by the guest 
chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Calvin 
Phelps, from the First Baptist Church, 
Winnfield, LA. 

PRAYER 
The guest chaplain, the Reverend Dr. 

Calvin Phelps, First Baptist Church, 
Winnfield, LA, offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God our Heavenly Father, 

having gathered from the diversity of 
geography, culture, religion, and race, 
we bow before You in the humble ac­
knowledgment that it is "the Lord who 
has made us and not we ourselves." 
"There is none beside You," and in all 
the Earth You have created none quite 
like us. 

I thank You for this distinguished 
body. Grant to each of these, as to our 
President, the courage of uncompro­
mising integrity, unquestioned com­
mitment to honest conviction, unquali­
fied allegiance to the common good, 
unrelenting concern for the hopeless, 
unusual compassion for the helpless, 
unmitigating opposition to injustice, 
unexcelled devotion to service, unself­
ish loyalty to colleagues, unimpeded 
vision for a greater America, and an 
uncommon wisdom and insight in the 
exercise of their awesome responsibil­
ities. 

And to each grant an indomitable vi­
tality of mind and body that such men 
and women may be used of You to 
bring about a better nation and a safer 
world-a world in which the peace and 
righteousness of God will rule until 
that day envisioned by the prophet who 
wrote: 
"Nation will not lift up sword against 

nation, 
And never again will they learn war." 
To the praise and glory of God. 

Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 3, 1993) 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 31, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

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

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro ternpore. 

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business, not to extend be­
yond the hour of 10:30 a.m., with Sen­
ators permitted to speak therein for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Chair, in her capacity as a Sen­
ator from the State of Washington, 
suggests the absence of a quorum. 

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

roll. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I 

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

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

The Senator from Wisconsin, under 
the previous order, is recognized to 
speak for up to 10 minutes. 

END THE ARMS EMBARGO 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, 

our primary focus this week and 
throughout the year, I expect, will be 
the budget, the economy, stimulating 
the economy, and especially reducing 
the Federal deficit. I do expect to rise 
on the Senate floor more often to talk 
about those issues than the issues I 
want to speak about today. But the 
subject I want to talk about today 
must be addressed, and that is the need 
to lift thC; United Nations arms embar­
go on the Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

Since being sworn in, I have sought 
on several occasions to raise this issue 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and to the administration 

as a significant action that the United 
States and the United Nations can and 
should take. I think there are several 
goals that we have in trying to lift the 
arms embargo. One very important 
goal is to deter further Serbian aggres­
sion in the region. Another, closely re­
lated, is to finally allow for some pro­
tection of the right of Bosnian self-de­
fense. And finally, yes, even though 
this does involve lifting an arms em­
bargo, this is one way I believe we can 
actually promote the peace process in 
former Yugoslavia. 

For these reasons I recently intro­
duced Senate Resolution 79, which calls 
for the United States to work with the 
U.N. Security Council members, to lift 
the arms embargo. 

This is a little ironic for me, as I am 
no fan of armament sales in general 
and hope to act on many occasions in 
this body to try to slow or stop arma­
ment sales when appropriate. Too often 
U.S. foreign policy has turned first to 
military aid rather than to humani­
tarian, economic, or even political as­
sistance. So I do not take this position 
lightly. But after months of discus­
sions and reading press accounts, I be­
lieve lifting the arms embargo for 
Bosnia is the next step the United 
States should take for both moral and 
pragmatic reasons. Of course, more 
arms can mean more deaths, more inju­
ries, and more property damage in any 
situation, and I cannot guarantee that 
will not happen here. But this is a 
unique situation. 

Let me mention four reasons why I 
think we should act to lift the arms 
embargo. First, I believe any nation 
has the right of self-defense. This is 
guaranteed in article 51 of the U.N. 
Charter. The United States and the 
United Nations has recognized the Re­
public of Bosnia and Herzegovina as a 
country. But when it comes to the fun­
damental right of self-defense we have 
done just the opposite-rather, we im­
posed an arms embargo. And what has 
been the result? The Bosnians lack 
arms and the Serbians have access to 
virtually the entire stockpile of arms 
of former Yugoslavia. This was once 
the fifth largest Army in Europe. The 
results are all too well known: 130,000 
people murdered, some 20,000 rapes, re­
peated acts of so-called ethnic cleans­
ing, and the specter of genocide arising 
in Europe once again. 

Where is our morai outrage, of 
"never again," at such atrocities? Let 
us be clear, this is not a civil war. This 
is a battle between sovereign nations, 
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 



March 31, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6997 
and Serbia-Montenegro. But one side is 
forced to hold out their hands to the 
sky for food and medicine, and what 
happens? That is exactly where the 
Serbians choose to go, knowing the 
people about to receive the food and 
the medicine cannot defend themselves 
and protect the supplies they are being 
given. Each day the press reports con­
firm this unfair denial of the right of 
self-defense and the consequent con­
stant invitation for more Serbian ag­
gression. I am sorry to say this is even 
more clearly reflected in the latest re­
port in today's Washington Post. The 
headline is troubling, "Serbian People, 
Politicians Scoff at West's Threats to 
Tighten Sanctions." 

In the article it is noted that Presi­
dent Milosevic has benefited enor­
mously from the fact that Western 
leaders, while condemning Bosnian 
Serb attacks upon civilians, according 
to the article, have refused so far to 
use force to halt them. 

Rather than supply weapons to the 
outgunned Bosnians or intervene against the 
Serbs, the Western powers have chosen to 
apply economic sanctions and to deliver 
foods to the hundreds of thousands of war 
victims. 

One of the editors said in the article: 
Everybody sees the United Nations and the 

United States as a paper tiger that roars 
loudly but does nothing. 

This same article in today's Post 
concludes with this observation. It 
says: 

Many diplomats and analysts agree that 
Serb behavior in Bosnia will change only in 
the face of military defeat or the threat of it. 
With Western military intervention ruled 
out for now, they say the only other measure 
that might have a palpable effect is lifting 
an international arms embargo that has kept 
weapons from the outgunned Bosnians. 

I think perhaps my feelings about 
lifting the arms embargo from the 
point of view of self-defense have been 
said best by a Bosnian leader himself. 
The foreign minister, Haris Silajdzic, 
has stated "If the S.erb's aggression 
continues we prefer military help over 
food for dead people." 

He has also said that, "The aggres­
sion, plus the arms embargo in Bosnia, 
plus the nondeliverance of aid means 
death to Bosnia." 

And finally, in Mr. Silajdzic's most 
compelling statement, he has said: 

We would prefer doing it ourselves, but for 
that we need arms. The arms embargo is 
what is humiliating. The humiliation is to be 
slaughtered like an animal and not be able 
to defend yourself like a man. 

So, Madam President, I see the right 
of self-defense as the most important 
and morally compelling reason to lift 
the arms embargo. 

There are other reasons as well. 
These have been highlighted by recent 
events. I think it is in the interest of 
America and in the interest of Amer­
ican lives to lift the arms embargo. I 
am talking here about assisting 
Bosnian self-defense rather than turn-

ing to the alternative of sending Amer­
ican troops. 

I think I, along with most Ameri­
cans, feel that American ground troops 
could potentially be involved in an 
even greater quagmire in former Yugo­
slavia than we were in Vietnam. Too 
many people think the alternatives are 
to do nothing or send our troops there. 
There is another way. I look to the ex­
ample of the State of Israel which has 
always said: Do not send American 
troops to defend Israel. Give us the 
arms and the help so we can defend 
ourselves. That is a proud tradition of 
Israel. But I want to tell you some­
thing, it is a proud feeling of every na­
tion and Bosnia is such a nation that 
wants the right to defend itself. 

Much like the enforcement of a no­
fly zone, which we are now pursuing as 
an alternative, there are ways to curb 
Serbian aggression without having 
American troops sent to the region. In 
this regard, I warmly welcome the re­
marks of the distinguished senior Sen­
ator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] which he 
made last week on "Meet the Press." 
Senator NUNN's statement was with re­
gard to the issue of lifting the arms 
embargo for Bosnia: 

Ever since Vietnam, we have taken the po­
sition that the first thing we are going to do 
for people who are in trouble and being bru­
talized militarily is that we are going to help 
them help themselves. We are going to, first 
of all, furnish them arms, and the last thing 
we are going to do is to put U.S. troops on 
the ground. 

Senator NUNN said, "That has been 
our policy now for some 30 years.•• 

I think this is an important remark 
by a very distinguished Senator who is 
a leader on issues of foreign policy and 
defense, and I think they will be help­
ful. 

Madam President, I offer a third rea­
son, even beyond self-defense and be­
yond the desire to find an alternative 
to direct American troop intervention. 
And that reason is that I believe lifting 
the arms embargo will promote a just 
and expeditious conclusion of the peace 
process. Some say no. Some say you 
cannot do it because it might upset the 
so-called Vance-Owen peace plan but, 
in effect, the current Vance-Owen 
peace plan is the same peace plan that 
we called appeasement to aggressors 
just some 7 or 8 weeks ago. 

I think the agreement as it now 
stands is in large part a ratification of 
Serbian aggression. Much of it is peace 
by the surrender of sovereign Bosnian 
territory. But the news last week was 
bittersweet news: That Bosnians have 
agreed to sign this map, but with the 
understanding, according to President 
Izetbegovic, that the arms embargo, or 
the United States will at least make 
its best efforts to lift the arms embar­
go. There is some question as to what 
the administration agreed to. If we did 
agree to lift the arms embargo or pro­
ceed in that direction, we should do it 
and we should do it now. And if we did 

not make that agreement with the 
President of Bosnia, we should have. 

But the key is that the Bosnians are 
ready, despite the tragedy of this com­
promise, to make peace, but the Serbs 
are the only ones who have not signed. 
The Serbians are still the only ones to 
not put their name on it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous 
consent for 2 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President 
the Serbians still have not signed and 
that is because they believe they can 
go forward with this aggression know­
ing that they will not be forced to 
make compromises at the negotiating 
table. 

Finally, Madam President, I want to 
make the point that lifting the arms 
embargo is an important step to effec­
tively enforce the peace plan if it ever 
happens. What is going to happen if we 
have a real peace agreement? Are we 
going to send American troops in there 
to defend the area or are you going to 
take the opportunity to arm the 
Bosnians so they can defend them­
selves? I do not think we should get 
into the business of policing the entire 
world, and we have noticed many times 
that the Serbians have violated the 
agreements for the cease-fires. So I be­
lieve it is only through a balance of 
power that this can occur. 

Madam President, to conclude, I wish 
to commend our administration for its 
action, for actively reviewing the arms 
embargo option. It has been a vast im­
provement over the previous adminis­
tration. The major concern here appar­
ently is our allies; that they do not 
want the arms embargo lifted. But let 
me remind you that we have acted and 
put our soldiers in harm's way many 
times. Think of Somalia or Kuwait in 
recent years, and this is Europe. This 
is their theater, and they have a role in 
helping us solve this problem. 

The United Nations, the United 
States, and Europe had a significant 
role in creating the imbalance, and we 
now must redress this problem. 

So to conclude, I urge the Clinton ad­
ministration to continue its good work 
in this area and now take the next 
step, and that is to endeavor to con­
vince the Security Council to lift the 
arms embargo. Thank you, and I yield 
the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Alaska for up to 20 minutes. 

DISTINGUISHED PHYSICIAN 
PROGRAM 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President 
a few weeks ago I wrote to the ne~ 
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Secretary of Veterans Affairs, Jesse 
Brown, about the VA's Under Secretary 
for Health, Dr. James Holsinger, who 
was under an order to leave office from 
the Secretary and become a so-called 
VA distinguished physician with a sal­
ary of $160,000 per year. This sends an 
incorrect message to our structure and 
the veterans, as a whole, at a time 
when we are searching for budget aus­
terity. I was very pleased the Secretary 
responded favorably and announced 
that Dr. Holsinger would remain as 
Under Secretary until the selection 
process for a new Secretary was com­
plete. 

He also said he would examine the 
VA's Distinguished Physicians Pro­
gram. Madam President, I would like 
to inform you today that the VA has 
not yet responded to m:v request about 
the program, and I want to share with 
my colleagues this program in some 
detail. 

I question, as the ranking minority 
member of the Veterans' Committee, 
whether veterans receive a tangible re­
turn for the resources that are invested 
in this program. This is a program that 
provides salaries of $100,000 to $160,000 
per year to some 12 to 14 physicians. I 
think it is important the record should 
note what these doctors are required to 
accomplish in this so-called distin­
guished physicians' position as they 
take an advisory-capacity type of re­
tirement. 

I am informed that they need only 
to, one, make themselves available for 
occasional speeches, attend some two 
meetings a year in Washington, and 
submit an annual report to the depart­
ment. 

As a consequence, Madam President, 
one questions the necessity of this pro­
gram. Does the program reward VA cli­
nicians for treating veterans? No, dis­
tinguished physicians are not normally 
VA employees prior to their appoint­
ment. 

Is the program designed to recruit 
the brightest and best doctors to the 
service of veterans? No, there is no evi­
dence that VA sets veteran-based goals 
for the program. In fact, the VA pro­
vides little or no direction at all. 

If veterans have derived any benefit 
from the millions of dollars committed 
to this program it has been simply a 
coincidence. My mail room grows 
under the weight of letters from veter­
ans seeking improved VA health care. 
America's veterans service organiza­
tions have made VA health care a high 
priority. 

The common theme in letters and 
testimony is the need for additional re­
sources. 

The double burden of Federal debt 
and the deficit limit the resources 
available to us to meet the demand for 
improved VA health care. Such an en­
vironment imposes a double mission on 
the members of this body. 

First, we must create the most cost­
effective path to the goal we all seek, 

and that is quality health care for vet­
erans. 

Second, we must ensure every dollar 
we entrust to the VA delivers a real 
service to our veterans. 

Madam President, I do not believe 
the VA Distinguished Physicians Pro­
gram meets either of these standards. 

In an era when the VA health care 
system is stretched to the limit, the 
distinguished physicians program is an 
unaffordable luxury. 

Legislation to eliminate this pro­
gram would redirect scarce resources 
to the care of our veterans, and I in­
tend to off er such legislation. 

On a related issue, we must also look 
at the pay levels of nonpracticing VA 
physicians. In addition to the Under 
Secretary for Health, who is paid 
$182,000 per year, VA Central Office has 
29 doctors, including 1 dentist, paid 
more than other Federal Under Sec­
retaries. Their pay ranges from $117 ,000 
to $173,000. The extra pay is called re­
sponsibility pay, even though it is 
available only to doctors, doctors who 
are administrators, doctors who per­
form no clinical duties. 

In comparison, Dr. Louis Sullivan, 
the former Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, a position with very 
heavy responsibilities, received only 
$143,800, the pay rate for the Secretary. 
Secretary Sullivan received no respon­
sibility pay, although he holds an MD 
degree. The salary of the Veterans Af­
fairs Secretary Jesse Brown, also at 
$143,800 is less than the pay of 18 non­
clinical VA officials. The pay of these 
18 doctors, who perform administrative 
duties, is inflated because they receive 
physician bonuses even though they do 
not practice medicine. In fact, the only 
Federal official that earned more than 
Dr. James Holsinger, V A's current 
Under Secretary of Health, and his dep­
uty, Dr. John Farrar, is our President, 
President Clinton. 

VA's Under Secretary for Health and 
his deputy each receive more pay than 
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
and the Vice President of the United 
States. 

What do the recipients do to earn 
their increased salaries? No more than 
other Federal leaders with comparable 
responsibilities. Are the higher salaries 
needed to attract good people to Fed­
eral service? I think not. Most VA 
Central Office doctors came from with­
in the department. Other Federal de­
partments, like the National Institutes 
of Health or the Public Health Service, 
attract capable physician leadership 
without these pay levels. Are the high­
er salaries needed to reward outstand­
ing achievement? No, I do not think so. 
There is already a mechanism such as 
bonus payments and exceptional serv­
ice awards to reward good work within 
the Government. We should not, and it 
is not necessary that we go beyond 
that point. 

Again, I would ask, Madam Presi­
dent, can the VA afford these pay 

scales for nonpracticing doctors in an 
era of unprecedented budget pressures? 
I believe the answer is no. 

Madam President, the issues I have 
raised this morning are only a few of 
the issues facing the Department of 
Veterans' Affairs. It is my intent to 
make constructive suggestions. I think 
it is time that the VA looked at its 
own house from the standpoint of in­
creased efficiencies and reducing costs 
so we can provide a better medical 
service and benefits for our veterans. 

Over the course of the year, I will be 
bringing a series of issues before this 
body in order to ensure that America's 
veterans receive the maximum benefit 
from the dollars we commit to their 
service. 

I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, may I inquire of 

the time I have remaining under my 
special order? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator has 13 minutes re­
maining. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 

THE APRIL SUMMIT 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President 

and Members of this body, on April 4, 
President Clinton will hold his first 
summit meeting with Russian Presi­
dent Boris Yeltsin, in Vancouver, BC. I 
think we are all in agreement that this 
is a critical meeting for Boris Yeltsin, 
who continues to find himself fighting 
crucial battles at home, battles whose 
outcome could determine the fate of 
the Russian democratic effort and the 
economic reforms underway. 

It is, of course, imperative that the 
United States continue to support 
these democratic reforms. The long­
term price of standing by idly while 
Russia fights for its life is one that we 
cannot afford. However, we too are fac­
ing some difficult times here in our 
own country-ballooning budget defi­
cits, a weak economy, and American 
citizens who want their interests to 
come first and not the interests of U.S. 
foreign policy. 

While the administration examines 
the amount of aid that might be avail­
able to the former Soviet Union in this 
time of crisis, I think it is fair that we 
send a message to our Russian friends 
that they might recognize their has al­
ready been established an avenue for 
acquiring hard currency and building a 
strong foundation for its economic and 
democratic reforms, and that is to en­
courage investment by American com­
panies. Commercial interests are 
poised and willing to move forward 
under a favorable investment climate 
if that favorable investment climate is 
consistent. This is particularly true, 
Madam President, in the field of en­
ergy development, a field which could 
lead to a healthy infusion of hard cur­
rency and fuel economic reforms. 

It is no secret, Madam President, the 
former Soviet Union is luckier than 
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most areas with evolving economies. 
Like my State of Alaska, it is blessed 
with vast natural resources. Proven oil 
and gas reserves in the former Soviet 
Union are twice those of the United 
States. However, oil production has 
fallen by well over 25 percent since 
1988, from a high of 12.5 million barrels 
of oil a day in 1988 down to less than 9 
million barrels of oil by the end of 1992. 
The value of that lost production could 
offset about half of the former Soviet 
Union's current foreign debt of ap­
proximately $80 billion. However, with­
out the assistance of Western energy 
companies and their know-how, the 
former Soviet Union's energy output 
will continue to decline leading to a 
decay of its most important source of 
hard currency. 

In a recent interview, Russian Fuel 
and Energy Minister Yuri Shafranik 
warned that the Russian crude oil ex­
ports may be completely exhausted by 
1994 unless urgent measures are taken 
to stem declining oil production. How­
ever, little has been done to create the 
necessary business climate to promote 
investment by American energy com­
panies in Russia. In fact, it appears 
that all projects to date have had to 
face overwhelming obstacles, obstacles 
which could ultimately lead to an exo­
dus of American energy interests from 
Russia entirely. 

One of the largest proposed projects 
in Russia today is the development of 
energy resources offshore Sakhalin Is­
land in the Russian Far East, an area 
that is served to some extent by Alas­
ka and Alaska's transportation capa­
bilities. 

An American-Japanese-European con 
sortium of five companies-Marathon 
Oil, McDermott, Mitsui, Mitsu 
bishi, and Royal Dutch/Shell-recently 
submitted a $75 million feasibility 
study for the project to the Russian 
Government. While an important stage 
has been reached for the consortium, 
the project's history has not been with­
out its ups and downs-last-minute 
changes in rules, lack of a legal and in­
vestment framework in which to oper­
ate, and an uncertainty as to who is in 
charge. And as Russian committees 
continue to review the study, one can­
not help but worry that the Sakhalin 
project could go the same way as oth­
ers. 

Philbro's White Nights project is 
near bankruptcy, and Conoco, after in­
vesting 2 years' worth of time and 
money for a feasibility study for devel­
opment of energy offshore Barents Sea, 
saw the project unexpectedly awarded 
to a 100-percent Russian entity at the 
last minute. The consortium on 
Sakhalin waits, hoping that perhaps it 
will be lucky enough to break the code 
and finally have a major project move 
forward. The project promises not only 
hard currency injection into the Rus­
sian economy but also opportunities 
for employment, production of much 

needed natural gas to the Russian Far 
East, and conversion of industrial mili­
tary complexes currently sitting stag­
nant and nonproductive into useful 
economic engines. 

I would urge our President as he pre­
pares to sit down with President 
Yeltsin and talk about additional 
American aid that the time is ripe to 
ask the Government of Russia to show 
good faith by promoting realistic and 
timely American investments in these 
important energy projects-break the 
logjam of these projects and move for­
ward. There is no reason Russia must 
sell arms to hostile countries to get 
hard currency when such a wealth of 
natural resources is within its com­
mand. 

If we do not use the summit as an op­
portunity to encourage President 
Yeltsin to remove obstacles to the 
American private sector, we are failing 
not only Russia but also our own eco­
nomic and national security as well. 
We are, by fate of history, tied closely 
together. One country cannot do well 
while the other fails. A strong Amer­
ican-Russian economic partnership will 
enhance both our nations and assure 
peaceful cooperation for generations to 
come. 

Madam President, I have one other 
statement. May I inquire of the re­
maining time I have? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator has 6 minutes and 55 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 

RISING HEALTH CARE COSTS 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 

we are all concerned about the matter 
of health care costs rising in this coun­
try and particularly health care costs 
associated with the Veterans' Adminis­
tration requirement to provide those 
who gave so much for our Nation so we 
could enjoy the freedoms that we have 
and give them the quality of health 
care that they are entitled to. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. MURKOWKSI. Madam President, 

we must now address the future re­
quirements of the VA with regard to 
health care. I think we have to first of 
all recognize that health care is expen­
sive, and the reality is that the needs 
of our veterans are changing as they 
grow older and require care. At the 
same time, we must accept the respon­
sibility for those veterans coming out 
of the service as a consequence of re­
duction of our military and the end of 
Desert Storm. Thus we must provide a 
vast expanse of services across a broad 
age group of veterans. 

But the concern that we have here is 
how to responsibly address this prob­
lem. And we are facing a time when we 
are reviewing all our heal th care capa­
bilities and trying to meld in, if you 

will, the Indian Health Service, the De­
partment of Defense, and the VA. And 
it is going to" take an analysis and a 
great deal of soul searching to deter­
mine what the exposures are associated 
with this giant reform of health care, 
and what kind of a system ultimately 
we are going to have. 

The question of the VA's adequacy in 
establishing its costs is dependent on 
different interpretations. Statements 
have been made from time to time by 
the VA and the Secretary asserting 
that the cost of VA care today is 16 to 
22 percent below private hospital costs. 

I directed a letter, Madam President, 
to Secretary Brown, dated March 8, 
which I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

There being on objection, the mate­
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, March 8, 1993. 
Hon. JESSE BROWN' 
Secretary of Veterans' Affairs, Department of 

Veterans Affairs, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am writing you 

about VA cost-of-care comments attributed 
to you in a March 6, 1993 Washington Post 
article. I need clarification and additional 
information. 

In the article (page A4), "Expanded VA 
Care System Proposed," you reportedly al­
luded to "* * * tremendous cost savings 
* * *."that would accrue from a future VA 
system that cares for veterans whom it does 
not serve currently. As Ranking Minority 
Member of this Committee, I know that I am 
representing other Members in suggesting 
that we, too, are interested in health-care 
cost savings, both in VA programs and in the 
larger health-care system. In this regard, 
over the years both Committees on Veterans' 
Affairs and on Appropriations have shown a 
continuing curiosity about the cost of VA 
care, compared to similar services provided 
to veterans and non-veterans by private-sec­
tor facilities. 

The article quotes you in stating that VA's 
cost of care is "* * * 16 percent to 22 percent 
below private hospitals['] * * *." The article 
also states that VA studies demonstrate this 
VA cost advantage. 

To my knowledge, the last official VA 
cost-comparison study was published in 1986 
as a DM&S Circular. That study- the results 
of which were reviewed by this Committee 
and our House counterpart, the Congres­
sional Office of Technology Assessment, the 
General Accounting Office and several uni­
versity health-services researchers and other 
consultants in health-care costing methodol­
ogy-concluded that VA inpatient costs were 
generally comparable to costs of care for a 
similar case-mix in other hospital settings. 
Thus, the study did not document a clear VA 
cost-advantage. 

V A's 1986 cost-comparison excluded VA 
long-stay patients in every level of inpatient 
care (including all patients hospitalized over 
thirty days as well as all VA Intermediate 
Medicine patients and nursing-home resi­
dents), outpatients and all VA mental-health 
programs. The conclusions of the study were 
generally viewed as reasonable, but VA's 
analysis was criticized by some reviewers. 
Those criticisms dealt mostly with insuffi­
cient accounting for VA capital costs, un­
funded VA employee benefits costs (particu-
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larly unfunded retirement), indirect health­
care costs such as VA Central Office admin­
istrative expenses (in the MAMOE and GOE 
accounts) and long-term Federal debt. 

More recently, I am aware that VA's In­
spector General compared patient-care costs 
and outcomes of so-called matched pairs of 
VA medical centers and their university af­
filiates, in a July 1992 effort. The findings of 
that study do show a cost differential in 
these 15 pairs, which the IG concluded may 
relate to lower staffing in VA facilities com­
bined with an absence of VA billing and col­
lection activities. The IG stated that this re­
port is not generalizable to the entirety of 
the VA system. 

In order that I may become informed and, 
in turn, inform other interested Members 
and Committees of your new cost-compari­
son studies, I request that you provide to me 
documentation of the studies that led you to 
conclude that VA care is substantially less 
costly than similar care to a similar patient 
population in the private sector. I am par­
ticularly interested in those cost elements 
that were included (and excluded from) the 
data for comparison and the rationale sup­
porting decisions to include or exclude such 
data; how the comparison was performed 
against other data bases; how case-mix com­
parability was achieved; the degree to which 
the results of the studies were subjected to 
scrutiny by independent reviewers, as well as 
reports of such independent critiques. 

As noted in our Committee's first health­
care hearing last Friday, cost-comparison in­
formation could become a key variable in 
policy decisions this year on health-care eli­
gibility and VA system reforms. I therefore 
request you report on this matter as soon as 
possible. 

As always, I thank you for cooperating 
with the Committee in providing timely in­
formation about VA health-care programs. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK H. MURKOWSKI, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
as we address what true costs are, I 
think we have to recognize that as far 
as the VA is concerned, we have no cur­
rent study that is generally considered 
authoritative and reliable to the extent 
that it would support the assertion 
that VA health care costs are below 
those existing in the private sector. 

Personally, I hope that such data is 
developed, and that we will have an oir 
portunity to make it public, because it 
is absolutely mandatory that we know 
what our costs are as we relate to the 
changing role of the VA as it fits into 
the national health care reform 
scheme. 

In this regard, I encourage the VA to 
address an evaluation of the health 
care costs from the qualified group in 
the VA, experts who can specifically 
answer the questions relative to what 
the VA costs are. 

Madam President, my good friend, 
VA Secretary Jesse Brown, has been in 
the press recently, having given inter­
views to the Associated Press, the 
Washington Post, the AHA News and 
perhaps others as well, on his inten­
tions for VA's role in national health 
care reform. 

I ask unanimous consent that two of 
these recent articles be made a part of 

the RECORD and appear at this point in 
my remarks. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 6, 1993.] 
ExPANDED VA CARE SYSTEM PROPOSED 

(By Bill McAllister) 
The new head of the Department of Veter­

ans Affairs is touting an idea that could en­
dear him to the nation's 26 million veterans: 
he wants the government dramatically to ex­
pand the VA's health care system. 

Coming at a time when the Clinton admin­
istration is talking about streamlining gov­
ernment, VA Secretary Jesse Brown may 
seem to be out of step. 

But Brown argues that his plan is "consist­
ent with the president's vision" for a new 
heal th care system and would ''not bankrupt 
the system." Indeed, the new secretary said 
his plan, which he has laid before the White 
House task force on health care, may save 
taxpayers money. 

Brown's proposal calls for giving the esti­
mated 23 milliop. veterans who do not use VA 
hospitals a chance to "buy into" the VA 
health care system using either private in­
surance funds or the federal government's 
Medicare and Medicaid funds. 

Assuming enough veterans signed up, that 
approach not only could cure the chronic 
funding problems facing the VA's 171 hos­
pitals, Brown said, but it could also help the 
White House get a handle on soaring medical 
costs. 

Citing VA studies showing that system can 
provide medical care at costs at 16 percent to 
22 percent below private hospitals, Brown 
said in an interview this week that "tremen­
dous cost savings" argues strongly that the 
VA heal th care system should become ''a 
laboratory" for health care reform. 

Brown's plan, similar to proposals long ad­
vocated by veterans service organizations, 
poses a major policy question for the White 
House. Will Clinton and Congress allow the 
VA to use Medicare and Medicaid funds and 
allow the VA to treat veterans who do not 
currently qualify for VA health care? 

That concept has been shot down by Con­
gress and the Office of Management and 
Budget in the past. But with the White 
House committed to controlling medical 
costs, Brown said this may be his "window of 
opportunity" to change the VA health care 
system. "It just makes good-business sense," 
Brown said of his proposal. 

The new secretary, a 48-year-old combat­
injured Marine who was executive director of 
the Disabled American Veterans Washington 
office, has no commitment from the White 
House or its health care task force on the 
issue. Brown is a member of the task force 
headed by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clin­
ton. 

But Brown has been allowed to argue free­
ly for expansion at a time most federal agen­
cies are downsizing, a sign veterans organi­
zations find encouraging. John Hanson, a 
health care specialist for the American Le­
gion, said his group, the largest veterans or­
ganization, is delighted. "He sounded like he 
was reciting our plan," Hanson said. 

Hanson said Brown's efforts could deter­
mine whether "the VA can be a health care 
player" or will "wither" into a smaller sys­
tem of nursing homes and specialized hos­
pitals, the direction things appeared to be 
taking under President George Bush. 

Brown said he has no cost figures on his 
proposal but the VA staff is now "fact-find­
ing." Some VA officials estimate that 

Brown's proposal might double the number 
of veterans treated at the hospitals. 

Brown said most VA patients now have 
service-connected ailments or are considered 
too poor to afford private care. A confusing 
patchwork of regulations determines which 
veterans can be treated, Brown said. 

Brown said VA hospitals are underfunded 
and understaffed. Consequently, "We are 
turning veterans away," he said. 

At the same time Brown preaches health 
care expansion, he has been assuring the ad­
ministration that veterans will share in the 
government spending cuts that Clinton plans 
as long as the cuts are "fair." The DAV 
where he worked for the past 26 years re­
cently told Congress its members would go 
without a cost-of-living adjustment in their 
VA benefits if other entitlement programs 
did too. 

The Clinton team targeted the VA to boost 
its home-loan program fees and make perma­
nent other service charges that the Bush ad­
ministration had imposed temporarily. It 
has also been directed to stretch out some 
major construction projects to achieve sav­
ings and trim staff by 9,000 over four years. 

Brown said some of those proposals are 
still being debated in the administration, but 
that when the budget process is completed, 
he said most veterans will conclude the 
president treated them "fairly." 

The secretary predicted that the White 
House will announce many of the VA's re­
maining 12 political appointments soon. 

Brown had his first run-in with Congress 
this week and retreated from his decision to 
name the VA's top medical officer, James W. 
Holsinger, Jr., to the post of distinguished 
VA physician at a salary of $160,000 a year. 
After members complained, Brown asked the 
White House to allow Holsinger to remain 
the VA's undersecretary for health at his 
current salary of $182,800 until his successor 
is selected, probably this summer. 

In the interim, aides said Brown intends to 
"take a hard look" at the distinguished phy­
sician program which was attacked for pro­
viding high-paying jobs with little respon­
sibility to former VA hospital executives. 
Brown froze the applications of three other 
doctors to the program. 

[From AHA News, Mar. l, 1993] 
JESSE BROWN SEES VETERANS HEALTH 
SYSTEM AS A MODEL FOR THE NATION 

Secretary of Veterans Affairs Jesse Brown 
is planning changes in veterans health care 
that not only will atone for what he says are 
decades of neglect, but also will make the 
system an example for the nation. 

Just two weeks after being sworn in, 
Brown gathered representatives of veterans 
organizations and Congress to work on the 
details of that plan. 

The chief of all federal veterans programs 
is an ex-Marine, a Vietnam combat veteran 
and a staunch veterans advocate. He has 
been described as a tough, aggressive cru­
sader for veterans who also brings emotion 
to his work because he has "been there." On 
patrol in Da Nang, South Vietnam, he was 
shot, and his right arm was paralyzed. 

Until his nomination to the president's 
cabinet, he headed the Disabled American 
Veterans (DAV), where he worked in his 
hometown of Chicago and in Washington, 
DC, since leaving the military in 1966. The 
DAV, a congressionally chartered, not-for­
profit organization with 1.3 million mem­
bers, represents veterans disabled by war and 
lobbies the government. 

But, although that record earned him his 
big desk flanked by towering flagpoles, he 
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recently joined a reporter in chairs in front 
of it to explain his ideas. 

Brown does not see his move from the DAV 
to the cabinet as a simple transition from 
advocacy to government. Rather, he said he 
believes he must continue to support veter­
ans' rights. 

"What Mr. Clinton wants is someone who 
is going to be for veterans, and that is some­
thing that should have happened in the 
1930s," Brown said. "I plan on being a Sec­
retary for Veterans Affairs, continuing in 
my role as an advocate for veterans-no 
other object and no other focus." 

At the same time, Brown embraces a 
broader vision of his role in the Clinton ad­
ministration, especially in the arena of 
health care reform. 
· Although he can list the problems of the 

Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) health 
care system as well as any critic, he believes 
the President's Task Force on National 
Health Reform also could learn a lot from 
the department. 

" We have to provide some type of univer­
sal, comprehensive health care for veterans 
who we define as being eligible," he said, the 
mood of the country is moving toward uni­
versal health coverage. I think we can get 
our system up and running much faster than 
the country can put its system in place. And, 
therefore, we can serve as a model for the na­
tion." 

David Gorman, DAV assistant national 
legislative director for medical affairs, is op­
timistic about the future of the VA under 
Jesse Brown. 

Gorman, who has worked with Brown since 
1976, said, "! know him and his style, and his 
philosophy and his methods. I'm confident 
he's going to bring them to the VA and the 
VA is going to be shaken up by that. I don't 
think they've seen anything like him before. 
But there are realities to that-he's got 
other considerations now and tremendous 
political pressure." 

Maceo May, a Vietnam veteran who works 
with homeless veterans at the San Fran­
cisco-based Swords to Plow-shares, said he 
hopes Brown is serious about making major 
changes at the VA. 

"There's a wealth of information out there 
in community-based organizations," May 
said. "I hope he understands the concerns in 
the trenches. Once a veteran is homeless, for 
example, he impacts every aspect of the VA 
hospital." 

Rep. G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery (D-MS), 
chairman of the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, said he believes Brown is the 
"best possible choice to lead the VA in these 
crucial times." 

The DA V's Gorman said Brown already has 
well-formed ideas about reforming the veter­
ans health system. In February 1992, the 
DAV helped to draft legislation introduced 
in Congress that Gorman said "clearly had 
Mr. Brown's fingerprints all over it." 

* * *The Commission on the Future Struc­
ture of Veterans Health Care, whose rec­
ommendations largely were not enacted and 
still are being discussed, called for access 
and eligibility reforms, payment revisions 
and technology improvements. 

The commission recommended reassessing 
veterans' health care needs, including such 
demographic changes as increasing the num­
ber of women served and geographical migra­
tion. Several former commission members 
told AHA News they are confident Brown 
knew the details of the report and would 
heed many of its conclusions. 

"The system of health care in this country 
is going to be reformed," said Neal Gault, 

M.D., a professor at the University of Min­
nesota School of Medicine and a commis­
sioner. "The trick will be to organize the 
veterans organization around that." 

Gault also said it is imperative that the re­
search and teaching elements of the VA 
health system are preserved. 

Brown said he sees the mission of the vet­
erans health system as ensuring health and 
quality of life to a core group of 2.5 million 
service-connected veterans and poor, non­
service-connected veterans. The remaining 
25 million U.S. veterans also should have ac­
cess to the system, he said, as long as they 
pay for their care. 

He envisions veterans hospitals sharing 
such resources as expensive equipment with 
community hospitals and health centers, al­
though he said he will fight hard to keep the 
VA "an independent system." 

"We're not interested at this time in pro­
viding access to non-veterans," he said. 

Key to the future of veterans' health care 
is eligibility reform, which also can be a mi­
crocosm of national health care reform, ac­
cording to Brown. 

"The new philosophy of the nation govern­
ing health care is providing people with the 
kind of care they need, as opposed to what 
they're entitled to," Brown said. "You have 
veterans entitled to treatment for a service­
connected disability when, in fact, a non­
service-connected disability may be putting 
their lives at risk. That's just not good medi­
cine."-DAPHNE HOWLAND. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
as the ranking minority member and 
former chairman of the Veterans' Af­
fairs Committee in this body, there is 
nothing that I would like more than to 
be able to tell our colleagues and the 
Nation's taxpayers that the VA pro­
vides health care to veterans at a sub­
stantial cost savings, versus what it 
would cost the Federal Government to 
pay for care for veterans in private sec­
tor heal th care facilities. 

Madam President, as one Senator 
who believes in the VA and what it 
does for veterans, and one who natu­
rally wants to defend VA programs 
from outside criticism, I respect what 
Secretary Brown is trying to do. I and 
every proveteran Member of this body 
have strong incentives to want to be­
lieve the Secretary when he says that 
VA care costs less, and that VA can do 
more for more veterans. But, in this 
new assertion, is the Secretary raising 
false expectations among those veter­
ans who, while eligible, do not use-and 
have no intention of using-the VA 
health care system? 

We need to be prudent as well as 
wise; we are accountable to taxpayers 
for what we do and, in part, for what 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee does, 
and, indeed, for what the VA may do in 
the future. 

Before addressing that future, as 
much as I would like to, I cannot ac­
cept on blind faith the Secretary's as­
sertion about VA costs, because I do 
not have data to support his notion, 
and I wonder whether VA has reliable 
data either. 

Health care in this country is not 
cheap as a general rule, and VA care is 
expensive, too; there are no two ways 
about it. 

In fiscal year 1992, VA cared for 
about 2.5 million individual veterans, 
for a total cost of $14.6 billion in appro­
priated funds. Simple math applied to 
these two figures means that each vet­
eran's health care cost the Government 
an average of almost $6,000 in fiscal 
year 1992. 

I realize this is oversimplified logic, 
and that VA does many, many good 
things with the heal th care funds we 
appropriate, including education and 
research. But what the Secretary is 
doing in the press also presents us with 
a big problem: Secretary Brown is sug­
gesting that VA is so inexpensive that 
it represents-and I quote from the 
Washington Post article of March &-"a 
tremendous savings. * * *" 

The Secretary is attempting to use 
these claimed savings-this bargain for 
the taxpayer-as a foundation for ex­
panding the VA health care system to 
care for more veterans than those it 
serves now. The Secretary is tying his 
effort to the President's Task Force on 
Health Care Reform, more than sug­
gesting that he has a solution to a sig­
nificant part of the problem of the un­
insured. 

Perhaps Secretary Brown is correct­
! simply don't know. I do think, how­
ever, that he should make an argument 
based on facts and that others-outside 
experts-ought to be able to review the 
facts before policy is made. Certainly 
that is the very least we can do for 
those in this country who must pull 
the VA wagon, and they are the people 
who work to pay the taxes to care for 
veterans in the Nation's largest single 
health care system. 

Madam President, I have raised a 
concern about the Secretary's asser­
tion that the cost of VA care, today, 
is-and I quote-"16 percent to 22 per­
cent below private hospitals. * * *" 

Madam President, to make a claim 
such as Secretary Brown has made, one 
first needs to have valid, comparable 
data. Every prior effort that VA has at­
tempted in the matter of comparing 
VA heal th care ccsts against costs of 
care in the private sector has been 
criticized for one or another valid rea­
son. This is certainly not a new issue. 
VA cost comparison studies have a 
long and controversial history. 

Going back nearly 20 years, I know of 
no VA study that is generally consid­
ered authoritative and reliable to the 
extent that it would support Secretary 
Brown's assertion and withstand inde­
pendent review by experts in the field. 

Personally, I hope such new data do 
exist, and if they do, I know that Sec­
retary Brown will make them public 
and allow health statisticians, health 
economists, and health care academics 
to assess the reliability of the study or 
studies on which he rests his new 
claims. 

In the area of natural resources de­
velopment, Madam President, I have 
stood on this floor and called for 
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science to answer our many questions 
about issues of environment and devel­
opment. These are important matters 
for my State of Alaska, and I am con­
vinced that we should rely on experts 
to help us gain the answers. 

In regard to this matter, Madam 
President, I make a similar plea. This 
issue-which way is less costly, the VA 
or the private sector-is subject to em­
pirical discovery and scientific conclu­
sion. There are qualified health-eco­
nomic experts who can answer the 
question, and I call on Secretary 
Brown to let them do it. 

Madam President, my colleague and 
Veterans' Affairs Committee chairman, 
JAY ROCKEFELLER, is also concerned 
about the matter of VA health care 
costs. He has scheduled a hearing today 
before our committee on this subject. 
Obviously, a hearing of this nature is 
tied closely to our interest in the po­
tential for national health reform and 
V A's role in that effort. I look forward 
to the opportunity to deal directly 
with the issue of the cost of VA health 
care. 

I thank the chairman and yield the 
floor 

I wish Madam President a very pleas­
ant day. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas for up to 5 minutes. 

SECOND CHANCE HIGH 
Mr. KRUEGER. Madam President, 

thank you very much. In the brief time 
that I have been honored to serve in 
this body, I have seen two of my 
stronger convictions about this institu­
tion be confirmed. 

The first is that men and women seek 
the privilege of serving here primarily 
because they simply want to do the 
right thing. The second is that this 
body can in fact make a difference. 

I would like particularly to talk 
about something in my own home area 
and my home State because it relates 
to the comments that have been made 
about the stimulus package. In my ex­
perience, some really splendid results 
can in fact occur from such a package. 

I refer specifically to the south side 
of San Antonio, where a former girls' 
high school is helping hundreds of 
dropouts earn their high school diplo­
mas in a nontraditional, nondiscrim­
inatory fashion. The school's proper 
name is Blessed Sacrament Academy. 
But in San Antonio, it is better known 
as Second Chance High, because that is 
what it gives: It gives a second chance, 
a second chance for that vital high 
school diploma and all that a diploma 
can imply for careers and futures. 

The stories of some of the people who 
have gone through Second Chance High 
are a moving testimony to the human 
spirit-a 73-year-old man fulfilling his 
life-long goal to get a high school di-

ploma; or the 55-year-old widow who 
learns to read Shakespeare for the first 
time; or teenagers who are pregnant, 
troubled, living perhaps in homes af­
flicted by drugs and alcohol; the dis­
abled and the unemployed, who are re­
tooling themselves and rejuvenating 
their opportunities . . 

These are some of the backgrounds of 
some of the people at Second Chance 
High. 

But they have two things in common. 
Their road has been harder than that of 
the average person, and their commit­
ment is greater than the norm. They 
have the will, and Second Chance High 
has offered them a way. That way is 
open, Madam President, because fund­
ing from community block develop­
ment grants have given them that op­
portunity. 

Second Chance High receives very 
few fees from students and little money 
from the normal civic sources-no 
money from nonsecular source&--and 
yet the life-changing achievements of 
this institution are possible because 
cities like San Antonio have commu­
nity development block grants at their 
disposal. We make it possible through 
our legislation, and programs like this 
can continue with the funds from the 
stimulus package. 

There is a lot of talk about pork, but 
I have seen recently that lean pork has 
less cholesterol than a lot of other 
foods. There are some very lean things 
that provide for very full lives, and I 
am reminded of the comments of Presi­
dent Roosevelt when he was receiving 
the nomination for the second time in 
1936. He said: 

Presidents err and governments make mis­
takes. But the immortal poet Dante has said 
that divine justice weighs in different scales 
the sins of the cold-blooded and the warm­
hearted. 

Then he said: 
Better a government that occasionally errs 

in the spirit of charity than one that is for­
ever locked in the ice of its own indifference. 

We cannot afford to be indifferent to 
the aspirations of people in their seven­
ties, in their fifties, or to teenagers 
who are looking for this second chance. 
These are the kinds of things that the 
right community block grant develop­
ment programs can indeed encourage, 
as they have in the past. We here can­
not be locked in indifference when, 
with the spirit of clarity, we can in 
fact see people go forth and multiply 
their opportunities and their own lives. 

Madam President, I stand in support 
of the stimulus package because I 
think that we can not only get rid of 
the fat but produce through this lean 
so much for our lives. 

I thank you very much. I yield the 
remainder of my time. 

Madam President, it appears to me 
that there is an absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The absence of a quorum having 
been suggested; the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP GILBERTE. 
PATTERSON 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Bishop Gilbert 
E. Patterson, the founder and pastor of 
Temple of Deliverance Church of God 
in Christ in Memphis, TN, which has a 
congregation of more than 4,000 people. 
Bishop Patterson has been chosen as 1 
of 12 members of the general board of 
the Church of God in Christ for his self­
less devotion to his parishioners. The 
Church of God in Christ has 3.8 million 
members nationwide, and it is the larg­
est African-American Pentecostal de­
nomination in the United States. 

Bishop Patterson has devoted his life 
to his ministerial career with the 
Church of God in Christ and to his fam­
ily, Louise Patterson, his wife, and his 
parents, the late W.A. and Mary Pat­
terson. He has organized seven church­
es in Memphis, Detroit, MI, Toledo, 
OH, and Forrest City, AR. He is also 
the jurisdictional prelate of the Church 
of God in Christ Tennessee 4th Ecclesi­
astical Jurisdiction. 

In addition to his work in the church, 
Bishop Patterson is involved in tele­
vision and radio ministries. He is the 
founder and president of Bountiful 
Blessings Ministries, which is heard na­
tionwide on a number of television sta­
tions, including the BET cable net­
work. He is also president and general 
manager of WBBP Radio, a full-time 
gospel radio station in Memphis. 

In August 1992, Bishop Patterson 
served as guest chaplain to the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. President, I commend Bishop 
Patterson on his elevation to the gov­
erning board of the Church of God in 
Christ and his years of service to the 
community. I am proud to join his fam­
ily and friends in extending my con­
gratulations. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed­
eral debt-run up by the U.S. Con­
gres&--stood at $4,224,639,344,074.43 as of 
the close of business on Monday, 
March 29. 

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 
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-
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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 $5.5 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 $16,447.31-thanks to the big 
spenders in Congress for the past half 
century. The interest payments on this 
massive debt average out to be Sl,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. 

REGULATORY ACCOUNTABILITY 
STARTS HERE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. · President, across 
the country the American cities and 
towns are crying for relief from the 
myriad of unfunded mandates and bur­
densome regulations. As Congress con­
tinues to deal with the deficit by im­
posing additional responsibilities on 
others through the regulatory process, 
these burdens will continue to grow 
unabated. Congress will continue mak­
ing inefficient and inflexible policies, 
and agencies will continue writing the 
regulation to implement those policies. 
But, there will be no Government ledg­
er published to tell the American peo­
ple exactly how much this government 
activity costs. These expenditures will 
be off-budget or hidden. 

Currently, the economic impact of 
most regulations is never examined be­
cause they are considered relatively 
minor. By minor, I mean that the agen­
cy estimates the cost of implementing 
the regulation to be under SlOO million. 
Yet, the cumulative effect of these so­
called minor regulations can be stag­
gering. In 1991, only 142 of 2,523, or just 
5.6 percent, of proposed and final rules 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget were estimated to have a 
cost of over $100 million, therefore 
meeting the criteria for triggering a 
regulatory impact analysis. How much 
did the other 94.4 percent cost? 

Last, year, Prof. Thomas Hopkins of 
the Rochester Institute of Technology 

estimated that for 1992 the direct and 
indirect effects of regulation cost the 
American people $562 billion. Given the 
current trends, he further projects that 
regulatory costs will top $650 billion by 
the year 2000. 

Mr. President, these costs are not 
paid for by the Federal Government, 
yet they must be factored into any 
true picture of the economy. If the reg­
ulatory costs for 1992 were budgeted 
and paid for by the Federal Govern­
ment, they would push the current 
budget deficit to over $800 billion this 
year alone. 

Obviously, we cannot possibly reim­
burse States and municipalities or the 
private sector for the costs of imple­
menting and enforcing federally man­
dated regulations. We can, however, 
work together, both Republicans and 
Democrats, to control runaway man­
dates and regulations. We must show 
the American people that we are will­
ing to take responsibility for these off­
budget costs. 

Recently, I reintroduced S. 13, the 
Regulatory Accountability Act of 1993. 
This bill would force regulators and 
Congress to recognize the regulatory 
taxes placed on the American people by 
imposing a 3-year cap on the overall 
costs of regulation. Under this cap, in 
order for a new regulation to go into 
effect, the agency would be required to 
offset any new costs by equal regu­
latory savings-achieved through re­
voking or revising existing regulations, 
trimming and streamlining the paper­
work burden, or by any other regu­
latory offsets. 

Nothing in this legislation would pro­
hibit agencies from issuing new rules 
intended to protect the American peo­
ple from the bad actors in our society. 
However, the agencies would also be re­
sponsible for weighing the tradeoffs 
and for setting priori ties. We no longer 
have the luxury of believing that cost 
is no object. 

Mr. President, many officials at the 
State and local level already are strug­
gling to balance their budgets in the 
face of new mandates and regulations. 
They realize that Washington sets 
their spending priorities without ask­
ing their consent. And who reaps the 
political consequences? These State 
and local officials who find themselves 
raising taxes and slashing essential 
services in order to cover mandates and 
regulations. 

I want to bring to my colleagues' at­
tention a resolution passed by the 
Weber Area Council of Governments-­
an organization representing 17 local 
governments, 2 school districts, and 
Weber State University in Weber Coun­
ty, UT. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to go home and ask their constituents 
what they think about this legislation. 
Go to the town meetings, go to local 
government officials, and go to the 
businesses to find out the impact of 

burdensome Federal mandates and 
rules. I believe the responses will be 
similar to those I receive from Utah­
enough is enough. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the complete resolution be 
included in the RECORD at this point. 

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

WEBER AREA COUNCIL OF GoVERNMENTS­
RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the Mayors and County Commis­
sioners of Weber County, Utah, comprising 
the membership of the Weber Area Council of 
Governments are alarmed at the sharply in­
creasing number of federal regulations and 
rules being proposed and adopted to control 
and govern most aspects of urban and subur­
ban life, and 

Whereas, Federal Agencies continue to dis­
regard the heavy fiscal impact of these regu­
lations upon the communities and local gov­
ernments in Weber County and Utah in gen­
eral, and 

Whereas, these fiscal impacts, due to the 
ever increasing multiplicity of regulations, 
have become a heavy burden upon the citi­
zens of Weber County and constitute what is 
in effect, a previous hidden tax upon all busi­
ness and property owners, 

Now Therefore, the Weber Area Council of 
Governments, having reviewed the proposed 
Legislation prepared by Senator Orrin 
Hatch, R Utah entitled "Regulatory Ac­
countability Act of 1992" in which he pro­
poses restrictions on the regulation making 
process of federal agencies to make this 
process more accountable for the heavy costs 
that these regulations require of local gov­
ernments, and to establish a program of pri­
ority setting for new proposed regulations, 
Hereby Resolve that Senator Hatch be ap­
plauded for his awareness of this heavy in­
equitable burden being thrust on local gov­
ernments, and for his efforts to curtail this 
form of federal fiscal oppression and also 
that the Weber Area Council of Govern­
ment's express its enthusiastic support of 
this Legislation and for its passage into law. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise that morning busi­
ness is now closed. 

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ate will now resume consideration of 
H.R. 1335, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 1335) making emergency sup­

plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur­
poses. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Byrd amendment No. 283, in the nature of 

a substitute; 
Nickles (for Burns) amendment No. 285 (to 

amendment No. 283), to eliminate additional 
funding for the Federal payment to the Dis­
trict of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the Nickles 
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amendment No. 285 under which there 
will be 1 hour of debate equally con­
trolled and divided in the usual form. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. BURNS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS]. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, with re­

gard to this amendment, that was of­
fered last night on behalf of myself and 
Senator NICKLES, as we start to take a 
look at this supplemental appropria­
tion, what we are trying to · do is to 
highlight what this debate has cen­
tered around. I think it is a classic. I 
want to preface this a little bit with 
one of my favorite characters in the 
comic strip in the newspapers. And it is 
Shoe, written by Jeff MacNelly. 

He says: 
I'll never learn. Whenever I throw money 

at a problem to make it disappear, the only 
thing that disappears is my money. 

Whenever we start looking at some of 
the problems we have in this country 
and we start talking about maybe 
being more fiscally responsible as a 
government and, yes, asking our dif­
ferent levels of government to be as re­
sponsible, we seem to forget about this. 
And just throwing money at it does not 
necessarily heal our woes and the ills 
we have in our communities. 

This amendment strikes the $28 mil­
lion from this supplemental appropria­
tions to the District of Columbia. I will 
tell you why some folks would say, 
"Well, why are you pointing the pistol 
at the District of Columbia and not 
anybody else in this amendment?" It is 
very simple. I come out of local gov­
ernment, a commissioner in Yellow­
stone County, MT, and if there is any­
thing that is hamstringing local gov­
ernment, it is, No. 1, unfunded man­
dates that local government must 
carry out; and No. 2, if you get the 
funds, the strings that are attached. 

Mr. President, in this $28 million 
that goes to the District of Columbia, 
there are no strings attached. The 
money is not designed to do anything. 
It just says, "Here, have $28 million to 
do whatever you want to do with it." 
We do not treat any other government 
or appropriation to the States in that 
manner. 

This is for a city that, according to 
the 1990 census, has 607 ,000 people. 
Fifty-seven thousand of them work for 
the local government. That is the high­
est across the Nation. Let us put that 
in relative terms. During the same 
year, the District of Columbia em­
ployed 939 people out of 10,000; in other 
words, 10 percent of the population, in 
contrast to my home State of Montana 
that employs 434 people for every 10,000 
people who live in the State of Mon­
tana. 

Now, Mr. President, I think Ameri­
cans are looking to Congress and to the 
President to reduce the deficit. Let us 
talk about that just a little bit. There 
is a difference between deficit and debt. 

I had some high school folks in my of­
fice the other day and I asked them to 
define "deficit." And to a person they 
said "debt." 

The deficit is not debt. Deficit cre­
ates debt. Even though we bring down 
the deficit, what we are trying to do, 
and what the President is trying to 
d~and I congratulate him for that-­
we still accumulate debt, and if we 
signed the President's plan and we dot­
ted every "i" and crossed every "t" at 
the end of the 4 years this country still 
will have accumulated $1.3 trillion of 
new debt on top of the $4.5 trillion we 
now have. 

So what have we accomplished, and 
basically what we are trying do? I con­
gratulate this President because he has 
stepped forward; he has identified the 
problem; and he wants to do something 
about it. In an old country expression, 
"he is kind of going at it backwards." 

So if there is one concern I have been 
hearing from home, it says, "Reduce 
the deficit." He is trying to do that. I 
say the way to do it is to take a look 
at spending before you take a look at 
the intangibles. · 

The other day I received in the mail 
10,000 cards from Butte, MT. Do you 
know what those cards said? "Take a 
look at spending before you take a look 
at new taxes." 

Now, for those of you who do not 
know much about Butte, MT, this is 
not the bastion of Republicanism. I 
only got 34 percent of the vote there. If 
I work real hard, I might get 341/2 per­
cent. But I would say that sent a pret­
ty clear message to me that we are on 
the wrong track. 

That sent a pretty strong message to 
me that we are approaching this prob­
lem from the wrong end. The $28 mil­
lion which is slated for the District of 
Columbia would be added directly to 
the deficit, which means it will be 
added to the debt, and I guess that is 
what concerns me more than anything 
else. 

Of course, when you put emergency 
on this, that means we can spend the 
money on anything and we do not have 
to have a reason. It is in violation of 
the law that was passed in 1990. That is 
the point-no strings, just $28 million. 

I tell you, Mr. President, I drove 
down Connecticut Avenue today. It is 
no wonder the cars are falling apart 
around here. If you think roads are bad 
in Montana-they have 10 square miles 
to take care of and I have 148,000-1 do 
it with half the employees in govern­
ment. I also do it with a lot less 
money, too. Not only are they getting 
$28 million in this supplemental, it is 
in addition to $78 million that is al­
ready designated to go to the District 
of Columbia. 

But that has a few strings on it be­
cause it is in different parts of this bill. 

So it seems clear to me that the Dis­
trict is suffering from a little bureau­
cratic overload, a little inefficiency in 

government. If we just hand them the 
money, we are telling them it is OK to 
do that. 

The Federal Government transferred 
$8.9 billion-$8.9 billion-to the District 
of Columbia in 1991 in the form of di­
rect appropriations, grants, and pay­
ments to individuals in this city. The 
figure does not include the salaries and 
wages of Federal workers in the Dis­
trict, many of whom do not live in the 
District. 

We should reward inefficiency with 
an extra pot of Federal money? I think 
not. That is not the way our county 
worked when I was a commissioner. 

It was wonderful being a county com­
missioner. I loved it. It was the best I 
ever had because you live in the neigh­
borhood where the taxpayers live, and 
your phone number is in the phone 
book. They all call you up and tell you 
when you are not doing a very good 
job. 

When you signed off on the budget, it 
was a real name on there; it was real 
people. They could walk into your of­
fice. I realize Yellowstone County did 
not see everybody, because the county 
is bigger than Delaware. And you­
when you shored it up, people came in. 
They will tell you right away. That is 
the great thing about living in Mon­
tana. If you are not doing a very good 
job, they will tell you right away. 

I do not think they would stand for 
this. My State would not stand for this. 
When you hand somebody the money, 
no strings, and then put it on this debt 
which will go on to our children and 
our grandchildren, and the interest and 
the service it will take to service this 
debt. 

Just keep in mind. If the American 
people do not think of anything else 
through this whole debate, it is the 
greatest, I think it is the greatest ar­
gument and philosophy we have ever 
seen since I have been in this Senate. 
Deficit creates debt. Deficit is the 
amount of money that we take in, the 
difference between the amount of 
money we take in and the amount of 
money we spend, and that creates debt, 
and that is what we have to pay inter­
est on-everybody in this country. 

In these days of shrinking budgets 
and increasing deficits, governments 
are looking for alternate sources of 
revenue. 

And the District of Columbia just hit 
pay dirt. The District stands to gain 
$28.177 million in direct supplemental 
funds under the supplemental package. 
This is in addition to the estimated $78 
million that the District will qualify 
for under the extra funds appropriated 
for block grants and other programs. 

This, for a city with a 1990 population 
of 607,000, 57,000 of whom were on the 
city payroll. Let us put this in relative 
terms. During that same year, the Dis­
trict of Columbia employed 939 people 
out of 10,000--in other words, almost 10 
percent of the population. Contrast 
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this to the 434 people out of 10,000 em­
ployed by State and local governments 
in my State of Montana. 

Americans are looking to Congress 
and to the President to reduce the defi­
cit. This is not the time to add to the 
national debt. Increasing the debt 
could have a negative effect on our 
economy, which is already recovering. 

If there is one concern I have been 
hearing from the folks at home, it's 
"Reduce the deficit." The funds in this 
package do not reduce the deficit. They 
are being added to the deficit. The $28 
million slated for the District of Co­
lumbia would be added directly to the 
deficit. This amendment would strike 
this $28 million appropriation from the 
supplemental package. 

As a former county commissioner, I 
understand that local governments 
provide important services like edu­
cation. But you cannot tell me that 
there is not inefficiency when an area 
of 13 square miles needs 57,000 employ­
ees to take care of business. In my 
State-which has 147,138 square miles, 
by the way-35,000 Montanans manage 
to do the job. 

It seems clear to me that the District 
is suffering from bureaucratic over­
load. Should we channel additional 
funding through this bureaucracy and 
hope the benefits eventually reach the 
citizens of the District? 

The Federal Government transferred 
$8.952 billion into the District of Co­
lumbia in 1991 in the form of direct ap­
propriations, grants, and payments to 
individuals. This figure does not in­
clude salaries and wages of Federal 
workers in the District, many of whom 
are not residents. If we instead took 
this money and distributed it directly 
to District residents, we would write a 
$14,747 check to every man, woman, 
and child. This compares to the per 
capita income in my State, which is 
$16,043. 

Should we reward this inefficiency 
with an extra pot of Federal money? I 
think not. There is no doubt in my 
mind that people are hurting out there. 
But the fact is, our economy is on the 
uptick. Employment figures continue 
to look positive. Inflation and interest 
rates are low. Americans are looking to 
Congress and to the President to re­
duce the deficit. As a result, this is not 
the time to add to the national debt. 
Increasing the debt could have a seri­
ous dampening effect on the economy. 
In fact, passing the entire supple­
mental package adds about $65 to the 
deficit for each man, woman, and child 
in this country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. BURNS. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield all 

the time in opposition to the amend­
ment to Mr. KOHL, the chairman of the 

D.C. Appropriations Subcommittee, 
with the exception of 5 minutes, which 
I will reserve at the last for myself. 

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

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank my chairman. 
Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KOHL. Thank you, Mr. Presi­

dent. 
Mr. President, as all of my colleagues 

know, I have some problems with the 
stimulus package. Indeed I plan to 
offer an amendment later on today to 
address those concerns. But while I dis­
agree with the approach taken in the 
bill, I have no quarrel with the Presi­
dent's request for $28 million for the 
District. As chair of the D.C. Sub­
committee I am quite aware that the 
District is an easy target. None of us 
have constituents here. Every Federal 
dollar we spend here is one less dollar 
available to our own States. And there 
are no Senators in the District who 
will fight for the interests of the city. 
All this makes the District of Colum­
bia a tempting target, and this amend­
ment aims for the bull's-eye. 

Let me give my colleagues some 
background on the D.C. issue. Last fall, 
both the House and the Senate in­
cluded $31 million in the regular D.C. 
appropriations bill to support Mayor 
Kelly's youth initiative. The District 
legitimately counted on that money 
when it prepared its budget for the cur­
rent fiscal year. They did not, however, 
get the money. President Bush threat­
ened to veto the D.C. appropriations 
bill because he had not requested the 
$31 million. And in order to avoid that 
possibility, the House and the Senate 
agreed to take the money out of the 
final bill. As a result, the District now 
faces a shortfall. 

The $28 million requested by Presi­
dent Clinton, and included in the sup­
plemental now before us, simply cor­
rects this problem. This money does 
not constitute an increase in the Fed­
eral payment. It simply restores fund­
ing which the District was promised. 

It is funding which will be used for a 
number of vital purposes. For example, 
this funding will allow the District to 
add 200 police officers to neighborhood 
patrols; provide 5,000 summer jobs 
through the city's summer youth em­
ployment program; hire 200 college stu­
dents as recreation counselors and 
playground supervisors this summer; 
make progress toward the goal of im­
munizing 2-year-olds in the city; pro­
vide apprenticeship and free appren­
ticeship training for public housing 
residents; and expand the hours at tar­
geted neighborhood health centers. 

So, Mr. President, these are pro­
grams assumed in the District's budg­
et, and these are assumptions based on 
their legitimate expectation that Con-

gress would fully fund the Federal pay­
ment. 

Let me make three points about the 
District. 

First, it has a limited ability to re­
spond to economic downturns. There 
are federally imposed restrictions on 
its taxing authority, and there are a 
host of tax-exempt organizations and 
properties in the city. Mayor Kelly has 
told us that the District cannot tax 62 
percent of its wealth, it cannot tax 43 
percent of its property. We have cre­
ated conditions that make it difficult 
for the city to respond to its own 
needs. 

Second, it is experiencing an eco­
nomic downturn. Over 21,000 District 
residents have lost their jobs since 
1990. In the same period, AFDC cases 
have increased by 28 percent. At least 
part of the cause for these figures rests 
in our efforts to downsize the Govern­
ment and to reduce costs. 

Third, I would ask my colleagues to 
look at the way this bill treats our own 
States and our own cities. We are offer­
ing help to comm uni ties affected by 
the military drawdown. We are offering 
help to transit systems facing the de­
mands of the Clean Air Act and the 
Americans With Disabilities Act. We 
are offering help to individuals who are 
laid off as a result of Federal program 
terminations. We ought to offer the 
same assistance to the District of Co­
lumbia, for that is a matter of simple 
equity. 

So, Mr. President, the $28 million in 
this bill for the District is simply a 
way to keep faith with the city, and to 
provide desperately needed short-term 
economic stimulus to the local econ­
omy. It is consistent with the Presi­
dent's request. It is consistent with the 
action already taken by the House. It 
is consistent with the promises we 
made last year. And it is consistent 
with the basic approach of this legisla­
tion. 

The $28 million ought to be retained, 
and this amendment ought to be de­
feated. Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS]. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I yield 8 

minutes to my friend from Iowa, Sen­
ator GRASSLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is rec­
ognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, while 
we are talking about spending money 
in an emergency appropriations bill, an 
economic stimulus package, and there 
has been a lot of debate on this floor of 
whether it is needed, a lot of debate of 
whether or not there is going to be con­
trol over the expenditures, whether it 
is really going to accomplish the good 
that it ought to accomplish, I want to 
bring into this debate thoughts that I 
have about the breakdown of discipline 
and the integrity and financial man­
agement in the Federal Government. 
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It is about the loss of control over 

taxpayers' dollars; the collapse of ac­
counting, the total disregard for the 
laws governing the use of appropria­
tions. 

Then I think there is some specific, 
constructive remedy that I could sug­
gest. 

Mr. President, last week I had an op­
portunity to speak about the Penta­
gon's ability to use creative book­
keeping schemes, and in this case it 
was known as DBOF, the defense busi­
ness operations fund. The Defense De­
partment uses this fund to squirrel 
away billions of dollars. 

I quoted a Maj. Joe Lokey, assistant 
comptroller, MacDill Air Force Base, 
FL, on this subject. He said: 

DBOF is useful in subverting the intent of 
Congress who will no longer appropriate for 
specific purposes, but simply ensure the DOD 
K-Mart is adequately capitalized. 

His term, DOD K-Mart is for this 
DBOF fund for squirreling away 
money. If Congress really wants to 
keep track of the money after it is ap­
propriated, then Congress should abol­
ish DBOF and get better control of ac­
counting generally throughout Govern­
ment, including a program that we are 
appropriating money for in this bill, 
and the issue of this amendment. 

Of course DBOF is an obstacle to 
oversight and sound financial manage­
ment. 

But it is just one of many examples 
that those of us in Congress, who exer­
cise the power of the purse, have no 
idea what has happened to the money 
after it is shoveled out of the door in 
one of these huge appropriations bills. 
Schemes like DBOF do not help, but 
the problem is much larger than that. 
All too often, the idea is to get money 
approved, look good, and then forget 
about it. We forget our oversight re­
sponsibilities, and then we start worry­
ing about the next budget and the next 
bill. It is a big, old whirlpool we get in­
volved with. 

How was the money spent? Are finan­
cial controls adequate? What results 
were achieved? Nobody seems to know 
and nobody seems to really care. 

Mr. President, it is not just a matter 
of keeping track of the money. We need 
to regain control of the people's 
money. I think we have lost it. This is 
a crisis in and of itself, an emergency 
bill that ought to be operated on here 
to help us get more control. The need 
in the final analysis may not just be a 
congressional need; it is for tougher 
management and more stringent con­
trols on the people spending the 
money, not just those of us appropriat­
ing it. For sure, the problem is not 
more money, like what this bill is try­
ing to do. 

Mr. President, Comptroller General 
Bowsher, who has responsibilities 
under the law to guarantee the integ­
rity of the Government's accounts, has 
raised a very important red warning 

flag. He has to care, because this is the 
person that is appointed for 15 years by 
the President to make sure that money 
is legally spent and that the manage­
ment of the money is well done. 

Bowsher's warning was issued in a 
document entitled Financial Manage­
ment Issues, dated December 1992. This 
is what the Comptroller General says: 

The Government's books are a mess. Bil­
lions of dollars are unaccounted for. We have 
large Government agencies where audits can­
not be conducted because the records are so 
very bad. The taxpayers' money is vulner­
able to abuse. 

When OMB Director Panetta came 
before the Budget Committee on Feb­
ruary 19, 1993, I asked him to comment 
on this assessment of Bowsher's, and he 
said that he is in complete agreement 
with the Comptroller General. He said, 
"It is a disaster." 

Thank God we have an OMB director 
that knows we have these problems 
and, hopefully, under his leadership, 
with Bowsher's help, they will be taken 
care of. 

So, Mr. President, I know of no one 
who challenges Bowsher's conclusion 
that there has been a total breakdown 
in the discipline and the integrity in 
the process by which the Government 
controls and accounts for the people's 
money. 

We do not have financial manage­
ment in the Government anymore. 
What we have is financial mismanage­
ment. 

Mr. President, we may have reached 
a point in our history where the time 
has come to call in the FBI, to lock the 
doors, seal the safes and the filing cabi­
nets, and begin a top-to-bottom audit 
of the Government's books. 

We have Government agencies where 
books cannot be audited because the 
records are so poor. It is time to close 
the money spigot and stop writing 
checks until we get a handle on the 
problem. 

Mr. President, an example of what 
gives Bowsher's warning some real 
meaning, and it might be an isolated 
example. I want to make clear it is an 
isolated example, but part of a general 
pattern of abuse. It is the tip of an ice­
berg. It involves the Air Force appro­
priations accounts. 

The Air Force discovered a 
$649,111,986 discrepancy between the 
balances shown in its departmental 
books and its books maintained at the 
base level. To correct this problem, the 
Air Force simply reached into what is 
called the M accounts and took $649.1 
million out to plug the gap and, hence, 
just like big black magic the books are 
balanced. The Air Force was unable to 
reconcile the underlying accounting 
records and to pinpoint the source of 
the discrepancy, because $649.1 million 
could not be linked to specific obliga­
tions or contracts. The inspector gen­
eral at DOD and the General Account­
ing Office both concluded: "There is no 

documentary evidence to support the 
$649.1 million taken from the M ac­
counts." 

This is a violation of Federal statu­
tory law. Section 1501 states: "An 
amount shall be recorded as an obliga­
tion of the United States Government 
only when supported by documentary 
evidence." 

Well, there is no documentary evi­
dence, as confirmed and verified by the 
Department of Defense, inspector gen­
eral and also by the GAO. 

Without the required documentary 
evidence, we have no way of knowing 
what happened to this money. Was it 
stolen? We do not know. 

Mr. President, do you know why the 
Air Force finds itself in this predica­
ment? I want to tell you why. The Air 
Force is not practicing accepted ac­
counting procedures. The Air Force is 
not doing day-by-day bookkeeping. 
This goes right back to Comptroller 
General Bowsher's statement. 

Instead of recording obligations and 
disbursements in the accounting books 
as they happen, the Air Force has been 
using computers, and it has been using 
mathematical equations to estimate 
those amounts and to balance the 
books. 

Well, guess what? The equations did 
not accurately reflect the real flow of 
money-over a long period of time-­
perhaps for 30 years or more. 

The GAO concludes and I quote: 
It is doubtful if the Air Force will ever be 

able to reconcile the $649 million difference 
between departmental and field level 
records. 

Mr. President, is that acceptable? 
Should that be tolerated? 

The lack of discipline and integrity 
in accounting for our tax dollars is in­
excusable. It must not be tolerated. 

The $649.1 million in unsupported Air 
Force obligations should be returned to 
the Treasury and used to reduce the 
deficit. 

Mr. President, I will have an amend­
ment to recover the $649.1 million. My 
amendment would deobligate and can­
cel the money involved in this illegal 
transaction. I will soon ask unanimous 
consent to have a copy of the amend­
ment printed in the RECORD. 

I do not intend to offer the amend­
ment at this time. However, I do intend 
to offer it, either on the emergency 
supplemental bill or on some other ve­
hicle in the near future. I simply want 
to bring this issue to the attention of 
my colleagues, and to ask for their sup­
port when I am ready to offer the 
amendment. 

Toward this end, I would like to ad­
vise my colleagues and the managers of 
the bill that the issue of the unsup­
ported Air Force obligations is de­
scribed in detail in a General Account­
ing Office report entitled "Financial 
Management: Agencies' Actions to 
Eliminate 'M' Accounts and Merged 
Surplus Authority." The unsupported 
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obligations are discussed on pages 3-4 
and 33-35 of the report. This report 
should be made public on Friday, April 
2. It is also addressed in DOD IG Audit 
Report No. 92-028 entitled "Merged Ac­
counts of the Department of Defense." 

Perhaps, before we agree to proceed 
with my amendment, the chairman of 
the committee and perhaps others 
would like time to study the facts and 
to decide whether my amendment is 
the correct remedy or whether some 
other solution would be more appro­
priate. 

Mr. President, we should stop illegal 
and abusive expenditures and recover 
them before we start spending more 
money. 

If we have Government agencies that 
cannot be audited because the records 
are so bad, and if Congress cannot get 
an accounting for all the money we ap­
propriate, then it is time to take deci­
sive action. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment referred 
to in my statement be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

On page 58, after line 26, insert the follow­
ing: 

SEC. . (a)(l) Not later than 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Air Force shall, in accord­
ance with paragraph (2), deobligate amounts 
totaling $649,111,986 that-

(A) pursuant to subsection (a)(2) of section 
1552 of title 31, United States Code (as such 
section was in effect on November 4, 1990), 
were restored from unobligated amounts 
withdrawn under that subsection; and 

(B) were transferred to merged appropria­
tion accounts established under subsection 
(a)(l) of such section (as such section was in 
effect on November 4, 1990). 

(2) For each appropriation account listed 
below · the Secretary shall deobligate 
amounts that total the amount specified for 
such account as follows: 
Appropriation Account Number: .............. Appropriation 

Purpose: 
57111081 ............. ............................. ...... International 

Military 
Education 
and Train-
ing, Exec-
utive 
(transfer 
to Air 
Force). 

Amount: y 

$259,645. 

57M3010 ................ .................................. Aircraft Pro- $143,388,840. 
curement, 
Air Force. 

57M3020 .... .. ................................ Missile Pro- $118,008,560. 
curement, 
Air Force. 

57M3080 .................................................. Other Pro-
curement, 
Air Force. 

$42,646,658. 

57M3300 .................................................. Military Con- $25,899,568. 
struction, 
Air Force. 

57M3400 .................................... .............. Operation $190,709,100. 
and Main-
tenance, 
Air Force. 

57M3600 ......... ...... ................................... Research, $111 ,127,970. 
Develop­
ment, Test 
and Eval­
uation, Air 
Force. 

57M3700 .................................................. Reserve Per- $259,645. 
sonnel , Air 
Force. 

57M3730 .................................................. Military Con- $64,911. 
struction, 
Air Force 
Reserve. 

57M3740 ....................................... ........... Operation $10,126,147. 
and Main-
tenance, 
Air Force 
Reserve. 

57M3840 ...................... .. .......................... Operation 
and Main-
tenance, 
Air Na­
tional 
Guard. 

57M3850 ...... ................. ... ........................ National 
Guard 
Personnel, 
Air Force. 

$6,166,564. 

$454,378. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate my col­
league's comments. 

Looking at a couple of facts. Federal 
appropriations have grown in the Dis­
trict of Columbia from $276 million in 
1982, to $631 million in 1992, an increase 
of over 128 percent. 

I might also notice that the District 
of Columbia employs about 1 out of 
every 13 residents; most large cities 
employ about 1 out of 100. Keep in mind 
1 out of 13 residents are employed by 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. President, my comment is this is 
$28 million. It is not an emergency. It · 
has nothing to do with anything con­
cerning jobs programs. I really hope 

(3) Amounts deobligated pursuant to para- that my colleagues will take one small 
graph (1) shall be canceled immediately upon step toward fiscal responsibility and 
deobligation and thereafter shall not be not increase the deficit and the debt by 
available for obligation or expenditure for this amount of money. 
any purpose. So I congratulate my colleague from 

(b) Not later than 30 days after the date of Montana for his leadership and also my 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary colleague and friend from Iowa for 
shall submit to Congress a report on the 
deobligation and cancellation of amounts re- their statements. I hope we can save 
quired by subsection (a). the taxpayers and future generations 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. to an additional debt load and pass the 
WOFFORD). Who yields time? Senator's amendment. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, the other The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
sponsor of this amendment has just yields time? 
now arrived. r will yield to him for 4 Mr. BURNS. Might I inquire of the 
minutes with one more speaker to go. Chair, Mr. President, of the time re-

l reserve the remainder of my time. maining on this side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] is utes. 
recognized. Mr. BURNS. I yield 4 minutes to my 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, I colleague from Missouri, Senator 
congratulate my colleagues, Senator BOND. 
BURNS, and also Senator GRASSLEY for The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
their comments. I rise with them as a ator from Missouri. 
cosponsor of this amendment to delete Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am 
$28 million of so-called emergency pleased to join with my colleagues 
funds to go to the District of Columbia. from Montana and Oklahoma in co-

There is nothing that is an emer- sponsoring this amendment. I think it 
gency about it. This is a political pay- is very important that we make some 
off, and people should be aware of it. sense out of the measure before us. 
This is basically people saying, yes, we The reason many of my colleagues 
want to have $28 million going to the believe that this is a political stimulus 
District of Columbia. I have respect for bill rather than a jobs bill is provisions 
the Mayor of the District of Columbia just like this. 
and for the Representative for the Dis- Providing funds for the District of 
trict. President Clinton is trying to Columbia can have only one purpose in 
make them very happy. I understand this measure, and that is to say thanks 
that. But it is not needed, and it is not to the Mayor for her support of the 
an emergency. Clinton candidacy. 

Certainly, all it does is increase the The 1991 Federal payment, which are 
deficit. We should not be increasing the the funds made to the District to offset 
deficit. I just spoke to a large group of the property taxes not paid because of 
editors and stated that this package · the Federal presence in the city, was 
does nothing but increase the deficit. I $430 million. 
might ask my colleague and cosponsor Newly elected Mayor Sharon Pratt 
of the amendment, will this $28 million Kelly, facing a $300 million budget defi­
increase one job? cit legacy from former Mayor Barry, 

Mr. BURNS. There is nothing in this came to Congress for a $100 million 
$28 million that is earmarked for any- supplemental to help offset the city's 
thing, I would advise my colleague budget woes. 
from Oklahoma. I know that it was in At the time I was ranking member on 
the statement when the request was the D.C. Appropriations Subcommittee, 
made. I am ranking on the Appropria- Mayor Kelly wrote me a letter describ­
tions Committee in this jurisdiction. It ing the District's plight in which she 
says it only gives us opportunities to said the District is currently faced 
do certain things, and everything that with a budget gap of $300 million. "We 
they name has already been funded. request $100 million in Federal supple­
This is just $28 million to just hand to mental funds in order to help address 
them. this severe financial crisis.'' 
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Then, after some consideration, I was 

pleased to support the proposal, and 
subsequently the Congress agreed to 
provide the $100 million. The Federal 
payment thus was increased to $530 
million. 

Not long after the request, Mayor 
Kelly discovered that this one-time 
shot in the arm was insufficient and re­
turned to Congress for a request for an 
additional $200 million to assist her in 
balancing their fiscal year 1992 budget. 

Meanwhile, Congressmen DELLUMS 
and BLILEY, along with Delegate ELEA­
NOR HOLMES NORTON, began their ef­
forts to enact legislation to provide 
Federal payment based on the formula 
of 24 percent of city-raised revenues. 

Many, including the Washington Post 
editorial page, argued this was a good 
way of taking the guesswork out of 
payment and thus providing some cer­
tainty for the Federal District budget. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post editorials reflecting 
that be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi­
torials were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

A FAIR FEDERAL PAYMENT 

Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton, House 
District Committee Chairman Ronald V. 
Dellums of California and ranking Repub­
lican Thomas J. Bliley Jr. , of Virginia have 
set the stage for a major effort to restore eq­
uity to the federal government's relationship 
with the city. On Wednesday, hearings open 
on their bill to increase the federal payment 
to the District next fiscal year and to estab­
lish a fixed formula for future payments be­
ginning in fiscal year 1993. Their legislation 
could encounter stiff winds in the current 
fiscal climate. But the key elements of prin­
ciple, precedent and practicality are on their 
side. By any fair accounting, the city should 
be compensated by a predictable and credible 
payment for bearing the burdens of a tax­
free federal government and the costs associ­
ated with being the seat of the world's most 
powerful nation. 

The concept of a direct federal payment is 
nearly as old as the District of Columbia it­
self. That it has never been seriously chal­
lenged is no oversight. The federal presence 
in the city is unquestionably a unique-and 
costly-fact of life. Federal property, foreign 
missions, several organizations, the income 
of nonresidents and goods and services sold 
to the federal government are all immunized 
from District taxes. Simultaneously, the 
city hosts 20 million tourists annually and 
protects countless others who come to Wash­
ington to speak, assemble and petition. But 
as the nation and world have played an in­
creasingly larger role in the District's life , 
the federal contribution to the city's finan­
cial well-being has been diminishing. It's 
down, for example, from about 30 percent at 
the dawn of home rule in 1975 to about 14 per­
cent today. And even with that, local budg­
eting is always fraught' with uncertainty, 
since from year to year the mayor and coun­
cil never know how much to expect from the 
federal government. That is patently unfair. 

By boosting next year's authorization to 
$630 million from the '91 aggregate level of 
$596.5 million and by setting the future fed­
eral payment formula at 24 percent of city­
raised revenues, the Dellums-Bliley-Norton 
bill restores equity to the federal-District re-

lationship. It also complements the efforts of 
Mayor Sharon Pratt Dixon and Council 
Chairman John A. Wilson, who are trying to 
get the city's financial house in order. To 
succeed, they need enactment of the federal 
payment formula bill this year. 

MEDI-GAMBLE 

A municipal budget prepared a year and a 
half in advance is always a gamble. Who can 
be sure what tax receipts and spending re­
quirements will be that far in the future? 
But some of the spending estimates in the 
narrowly balanced budget to which D.C. 
Mayor Sharon Pratt Dixon and the city 
council have agreed seem particularly 
chancy. The Medicaid estimate is one such. 

Medicaid is not just another social pro­
gram, but one of the mighty engines and 
dominant items in the budget. The health 
care program for the poor accounts for al­
most a tenth of the money the city spends 
each year (including federal funds). The ben­
efits go to a seventh of the city's population. 

Medicaid costs are soaring everywhere-­
the governors say they have no greater budg­
et problem-and the D.C. budget provides for 
an increase as well. The question is whether 
it is enough. Last fiscal year the city's share 
of program costs was $174 million; for next 
year the mayor budgeted and the council ap­
proved $186 million. That's an average in­
crease of less than 5 percent a year, less than 
a third the rate of increase nationally. 

The relatively low D.C. cost estimate is 
based on a number of assumptions. One is 
that reimbursement rates won't change that 
much-the fees the District pays doctors, 
hospitals, nursing homes and other providers 
for services under Medicaid. Though provid­
ers in this as in other jurisdictions have 
begun to complain and even go to court 
about Medicaid reimbursement rates, this is 
a policy assumption that the city largely has 
the power to make come true. 

Not so, however, in the case of a second as­
sumption, which is that the caseload for 
Medicaid and a related program that the 
budget proposes to abolish will also be flat. 
Here the problem is partly the economic 
downturn, which has led the government to 
assume (and budget for) a one-seventh in­
crease next year in its welfare caseload. The 
expectation is that, on average, a tenth of 
the population will be on Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children at any given time. 
AFDC families are automatically entitled to 
Medicaid. How does one caseload increase 
(by about 7,000 persons) and the other not? 

There are various answers. The Medicaid 
tent has been made considerably broader 
than the welfare tent in the District, so that 
some of the new welfare families will already 
be receiving Medicaid. And insofar as the 
Medicaid caseload does go up, the increase 
will be offset by cuts in the companion, so­
called Medical Chari ties program. Maybe­
but it is hard to find a city official who real­
ly thinks that Medicaid costs next year will 
be no more than budgeted. If costs indeed are 
higher and the overall budget is not to be 
breached, there will have to be additional 
cuts. The mayor and council have passed a 
budget for fiscal 1992, but the process is just 
beginning. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I supported 
the formula bill and it too subse­
quently passed. I supported it because I 
believe the formula approach would 
allow the District to do a better job of 
planning, and handling their budgets. 
And it would also eliminate the need to 
run to Congress every time the District 
experienced a shortfall. 

The net effect was that the Federal 
payment for the District rose from $430 
million in fiscal 1990 to $630 million, in 
fiscal year 1992. It also meant that the 
D.C. Subcommittee last year appro­
priated for fiscal year 1993 the statu­
tory 24-percent requirement which was 
$624 million plus an additional $5 mil­
lion for inaugural expense. They have 
gotten the predictability they want. 

They now have a statutory formula. 
In total, over the past 3 years the Dis­
trict of Columbia has received an addi­
tional one-half billion dollars. Unfortu-
nately, the D.C. budget is still out of 
control; top-level District employees 
are leaving with regularity and the po­
litical leadership priorities include 
funding abortion and health insurance 
for unmarried domestic couples. 

I ask unanimous consent that a news 
article, including a statement by the 
District Delegate in which she says she 
asked Congress to repeal two measures 
to restrict the District's power to fi­
nance abortions and finance domestic 
health insurance program favored by 
the gay community. I ask unanimous 
consent that that be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 18, 1993) 

D.C. WOULD GET $28 MILLION MORE UNDER 
CLINTON PLAN 

(By Kent Jenkins, Jr.) 
President Clinton proposed yesterday that 

the financially strapped District government 
get $28 million in additional federal aid, a 
move city officials hailed as a sign of im­
proving relations between the White House 
and the District Building. 

Clinton included the money in the $30 bil­
lion economic stimulus package he an­
nounced yesterday, and administration offi­
cials said the District would be free to use 
the funds as it sees fit. If approved by Con­
gress, the $28 million would become available 
during current budget year, which ends 
Sept. 30. 

Clinton's proposal is designed to reverse 
actions taken last fall that resulted in the 
District getting $30 million less than it had 
expected. During the election campaign, 
President Bush threatened to veto several 
spending measures that he said cost too 
much. Congress responded by cutting the 
District's annual payment from the federal 
government to $625 million from a proposed 
$655 million. 

District officials, clearly delighted by the 
prospect to additional White House support, 
moved immediately to take advantage of the 
improved political climate. Del. Eleanor 
Holmes Norton D-D.C.) said she will ask Con­
gress to repeal two measures that restrict 
the District's power to finance abortions and 
to fund a " domestic partners" health insur­
ance program favored by the city's gay com­
munity. 

D.C. Mayor Sharon Pratt Kelly said that 
Clinton's effort to get additional money for 
the District signals "a new day" in relations 
between the city and the federal govern­
ment. 

" We have someone in the White House now 
who is eager to talk and is reaching out to 
us, " said Kelly, who, like Clinton, is a Demo-
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crat. "This bodes well for the District of Co­
lumbia." 

Norton described Clinton's proposal as "a 
good-faith down payment that should restore 
the faith of Washingtonians. * **What one 
president has taken away, another has re­
stored." 

Kelly complained loudly last year when 
the District lost $30 million under pressure 
from Bush because the cut left a hole in her 
$3.4 billion budget. She had proposed that 
the money be spent on her "youth and fam­
ily initiative" crime-fighting program. Nor­
ton said yesterday that if Congress approves 
the $28 million, lawmakers probably will re­
quire that it be spend for the purpose. 

But Norton's efforts to address the subjects 
of abortion and gay rights are likely to stir 
controversy. In past years, Congress, at the 
prodding of Bush, forbade the District to pay 
for abortions for poor women. Shortly before 
last November's election, the House voted 
overwhelmingly to block the domestic part­
ners program that would provide benefits to 
persons designated by city workers at their 
partners. 

Norton said yesterday that she will attach 
language to Clinton's economic stimulus 
package that would eliminate both those 
bans. Rep. Julian Dixon (D-Calif.), chairman 
of the House D.C. Appropriations sub­
committee, said he will support those ef­
forts. 

District officials believe they have the 
votes to lift the ban on taxpayer-financed 
abortions. 

"I believe that we will encounter opposi­
tion on the floor" to both proposals, Dixon 
said. "I think the domestic partners measure 
may face the toughest fight. But I will make 
my best efforts to go ahead with both." 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, now, for 
the third time in 3 fiscal years, the Dis­
trict wants another taxpayer handout. 
Now it is true this one is smaller-only 
$28.2 million-but as the President's 
economic plan "Vision for Change for 
America" puts it: 

The administration proposes $28 million to 
reduce the District's budget deficit. 

I guess the first $500 million was just 
the downpayment. 

Mr. President, who can actually 
argue that it is a Federal emergency 
such that the Nation's taxpayers 
should be willing to borrow funds for 
their children to pay off; and increase 
the Federal deficit in order to help the 
Mayor of the District of Columbia re­
duce her deficit? 

Exactly what kind of ridiculous 
thinking is this? 

No other city in America has emer­
gency funds in this bill to reduce their 
deficit. And if there was, the people of 
this country would be outraged. 

No State-which the District says it 
wants to be-has dollars in this so­
called jobs bill to bail out their budgets 
either. But in case colleagues believe 
that if the District does not receive 
these funds they will somehow be 
shortchanged by this bill if we take 
away this candy cane-think again. 
Even without the $28 million the Dis­
trict of Columbia will get at least $69 
million, excluding unemployment com­
pensation. That is $114 for every resi­
dent. In contrast, per capita, the State 
of Missouri will get $42. 

Mr. President, if the Senate wants to 
pour more money into the District's 
ever-ravenous treasury, they should do 
so knowing that these funds are not 
going to solve the District's problems; 
they are just postponing them again. If 
500 million additional Federal dollars 
over the past few years has not bailed 
them out, this $28 million will not 
today. 

Thus the Senate should just face the 
truth. These funds are just an old-fash­
ioned, log-rolling, you scratch-my­
back-I'll-scratch-yours political payoff. 
It is the politics practiced and per­
fected in the old smoky rooms of Chi­
cago, New York, and Boston. It is the 
old time stuff, the kind of thing the 
Nation thought Bill Clinton stood 
against. It is politics for politicians. It 
is special interests get special favors. 

And it is an emergency jobs bill. 
It should not be. 
I urge my colleagues to support our 

amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. BOND. I urge my colleagues to 

join in support of this amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I would 

like to reserve the remainder of my 
time which is about 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. About 2 
minutes. 

Mr. BURNS. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If no one yields time, it must be de­
ducted equally from both sides. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I won­

der if the Senator will yield me 1 
minute. 

Mr. BURNS. I yield 1 minute to my 
friend from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
like to inquire of the Senator from 
Missouri just to make sure I under­
stood his statement-and I appreciate 
his statement and also his leadership 
on the D.C. Appropriations Sub­
committee-but did the Senator say 
there was an article that referred to I 
guess the Delegate from the District of 
Columbia saying they would like to 
take some of the $28 billion so-called 
emergency supplemental money going 
to spend out is that going to increase 
the deficit and use that money to fund, 
one, fund abortions and another is to 
pay for the District's domestic partner 
law? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator from Oklahoma is correct. The 
story which I have included in the 
RECORD refers to the increased request 
that the President made for the Dis­
trict of Columbia, and in the context of 
that request the District Delegate indi­
cated that her top priority would be 
getting approval for legislative ap­
proval for these two measures. 

So, in essence, the funds that we are 
making available would enable the Dis­
trict to fund abortions and the domes­
tic partners insurance measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator's 1 minute has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I would 

go ahead and use up the time. If the 
time is going to run equally I will go 
ahead because we only have a minute 
or so remaining. 

I would just remind our colleagues, 
since we had such a spirited debate on 
the other side, to come to the defense 
of this appropriation. It has been no­
ticed here, and especially when we 
think it is an appropriation that is 
given without strings, it is just a gift. 

It seems like they could always come 
up for different things in the District 
of Columbia, everything that they are 
supposed to be doing as far as running 
a city is concerned. 

I would just remind my colleagues. 
Like I said a while ago, if you can keep 
the wheels on your car going down 
Connecticut Avenue you are a better 
driver than I am. We have better farm­
to-market roads than streets they have 
in this city. That all goes on this, espe­
cially when you look at the ratio of the 
people who work for the city govern­
ment in this town, which is almost 10 
percent of the population, as compared 
to any other local government across 
this Nation. 

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

Mr. BURNS. I ask everyone to look 
and see this is not a very good effi­
ciency in government. 

I thank the President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, may I 

ask how much time is left on both 
sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Washington has approxi­
mately 24 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I request that I may 
use that time under the direction of 
Senator KOHL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is recognized in opposition. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor in strong opposition to the 
amendment that is before us that will 
eliminate the $28 million that the 
President has requested for the Dis­
trict of Columbia. 

I come here from across this Nation. 
In fact, I put my kids and my husband 
in the car the day after Christmas, and 
I drove across this country with my 
family to become a U.S. Senator. 

It was a trip I will not forget, as any­
body would who has taken a trip for 
2,800 miles with their kids in their car. 

We came starry-eyed across this Na­
tion and arrived in Washington, DC, 
and I have to tell you that I was 
shocked. I was in the Nation's Capital, 
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the most important Nation, in my view 
in the world, our Nation's Capital, 
Washington, DC, and here I have my 
kids and my husband in my car. I look 
around and I see a city in shambles. I 
see people on the streets with cups 
next to me as I come up to stop signs 
begging for money. 

I go to look for a place to live with 
my children and my husband. I ask 
around about where are the good 
schools, good public schools, to put my 
kids into. Everybody says, "Do not put 
them into the Washington, DC, 
schools." I say "Do not put them into 
the Washington, DC, schools? This is 
our Nation's Capital. It should be the 
premier example of public education 
for the rest of the Nation." 

And people tell me "Do not live in 
Washington, DC, because the neighbor­
hoods are not safe; it is not a good 
place to raise your family," and I say 
"Our Nation's Capital is not a good 
place to raise your family?" If we do 
not set a good example here, what are 
we saying to the rest of the Nation? 

Mr. President, $28 million; we have 
been debating billions of dollars for the 
last 3 weeks. We are talking about giv­
ing the RTC $45 billion additional dol­
lars to bail out savings and loans, and 
we cannot talk $28 million for our Na­
tion's Capital to invest in the children 
here, to give hope back to our Nation's 
Capital? Mr. President, I find that ab­
solutely astounding. 

I heard my colleagues on the floor 
suggest that this money was going to 
be used for abortions. I would remind 
them that there is a statutory prohibi­
tion against the use of these funds for 
abortions. This money is going to go to 
provide essential public safety in this 
city. 

All of us drive to work. And I have to 
tell you, I am very impressed, as I 
drive to work in the morning, when I 
drive past the Lincoln Memorial and 
Washington Monument and realize I 
am in the Nation's Capital. 

But I am astounded, every morning 
when I pull up to the stop signs, and 
there is someone there, a man or a 
woman, with a cup begging for money 
in our Nation's Capital. 

We need public safety money in 
Washington, DC. The money in this bill 
will go to create job opportunities. And 
certainly people in Washington, DC, 
like the rest of the Nation, are being 
hurt. It will go to stimulate business 
and economic development to put peo­
ple back to work and to assure the kids 
who are in school here that there will 
be jobs for the future. It will go to ex­
pand heal th services and aid children 
and families at risk. 

My hope, Mr. President, is that we 
will not listen to arguments that say 
this is a waste of money, but rather re­
:dize that the message we should be 
sending to the rest of the Nation is 
that our Nation's Capital is a safe, 
healthy, and beautiful place to raise a 

family and that is what we want for 
the rest of our Nation, as well. 

Mr. BURNS. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. MURRAY. When I am finished. 
Mr. President, last year, it is my un­

derstanding, when I was not here, the 
Congress was asked to appropriate $31 
million for the Nation's Capital. That 
money was taken out of the budget be­
cause of a threat of a President's veto. 

This is not money that has not been 
talked about. This is money that this 
community has looked to help make 
our Nation's Capital a better place to 
live. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to care about the people that they see 
every day as they drive to work and to 
appropriate the money and to defeat 
this amendment. 

'fl~ank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. BURNS. Will the Senator re­

spond to a question, please? 
Mrs. MURRAY. I yield for a question. 
Is this on the time of the Senator 

from Montana? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is on 

the time of the Senator from Washing­
ton. There is no further time on the 
other side. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I will use my time. 
I will yield for a question. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, in the 

President's "Vision for Change in 
America," in the request for this $28 
million, and also by the statement of 
the OMB that it creates no jobs­
none--none of it is even earmarked to 
do any of the programs. That is what 
they say we would like to do or we 
have the opportunity to do. 

Is it not the contention of the Sen­
ator from Washington that the real 
purpose of this appropriation, as re­
quested by the administration, is to 
deal with the deficit that the District 
has put on itself? 

I think it is page 35, District of Co­
lumbia. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Yes. 
Because the District of Columbia did 

not receive the $31 million that was re­
quested before, this money will have to 
go to pay off the debt that is there. 

When they have done that, they will 
then have the ability to move on. I 
think we ought to give them that op­
portunity. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield back my time. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 

time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven­

teen minutes 38 seconds. 
Mr. BYRD. How much time remains 

on this side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven­

teen minutes and a half. 
Mr. BYRD. How much on the other 

side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

no time remaining on the other side. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator want 
some additional time? 

Mr. BURNS. Not necessarily. I just 
want to remind Senators of the real 
purpose of the $28 million. 

If the other side would have some 
time to yield, and if I have other Sen­
ators that want to speak in support of 
this, I thank the chairman of the com­
mittee for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
time set under the order for a vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time set. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. President, I have 17 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. How much time does the 

Senator want? 
Mr. NICKLES. Three minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 3 minutes to the 

Senator from Oklahoma. 
How much time does the author of 

the amendment want? 
Mr. BURNS. I may have another 

speaker. 
I also request 3 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield the Senator from 

Montana 3 additional minutes. 
Mr. BURNS. I thank the chairman of 

the committee. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. I thank the chairman 

of the Appropriations Committee. 
I might mention, I thought we had 

worked out an arrangement to have a 
vote at 11:30. Be that as it may, we can 
yield back the remainder of the time. 

I just want to make a couple of addi­
tional comments. I appreciate the com­
ments that were made by the Senator 
from Washington about the desire to 
have more money and the desire to 
have a capital that we can be proud of. 

But the District of Columbia is not a 
capital, in many cases, that we can be 
proud of. But the result is not because 
we are not putting enough money in it. 
We are funding billions of dollars. I 
mentioned the fact that the Federal 
payment has grown from $276 million 
in 1980 to $631 million. 

But I will tell the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, this fiscal 
year the District of Columbia will also 
receive, in addition to the Federal pay­
ment of $631 million, the $977 million in 
Federal grants and reimbursements 
this fiscal year. 

In other words, the Government is 
funneling billions of dollars into the 
District of Columbia and, in spite of 
that fact, it is leading the Nation, or is 
one of the top cities, in murder. 

I wish that it was not. We have even 
had some staff members who have been 
murdered just a few blocks from the 
Capitol. And in the last several 
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months, I think we have had-well, I 
know we have had-many more mur­
ders in the District of Columbia than 
we have had deaths caused to American 
soldiers, and so on, in Somalia, or en­
forcing the no-fly zone in Iraq, and 
so on. 

This is a dangerous Capital. It has 
many problems. But the problems that 
we now find in the District of Columbia 
will not be solved by throwing out an­
other $28 million. 

As the Senator from Montana said, 
this $28 million will not create an addi­
tional job, and certainly it is not an 
emergency. 

So I just urge my colleagues, I think 
this is a small step toward fiscal re­
sponsibility. The reason we have the 
amendment is because this stimulus 
package, so-called stimulus package, 
has $28 million for the District of Co­
lumbia. It does not belong in this pack­
age. It should not be in this package. 
All it does is increase the deficit. 

I think the Senator from Montana 
has a good point, he has a good amend­
ment, and I hope my colleagues will 
concur. 

I thank the Senator from West 
Virgina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, just to 
give you an idea, it does not stop here, 
as far as the payments to the District 
is concerned. I guess what really both­
ers a lot of us, who maybe came out of 
local governments, is that this is han­
dled differentiy than we handle any 
other local government in this coun­
try; any other one. 

You have the Federal payment to the 
District of around $28 million; $177 ,000 
in straight-out Federal payment; the 
Department of Agriculture, to replace 
deteriorated water lines at the Arbore­
tum, $2 million; $79,000 in WIC; Emer­
gency Food Assistance Program, 
$63,000; Interior and related agencies, 
funds to address critical maintenance 
and repair backlogs, $13 million. 

We could go on and on and on about 
the different programs that go into 
this special place. And I will tell you 
that this is a special place and we 
should keep it a special place. It is dif­
ferent, probably, than any other place 
in the country, because we host about 
10 million folks here a year just in 
tourism. It is a great tourism attrac­
tion. 

But you have to remember that when 
we talk about all this money from the 
Federal Government that goes to the 
District of Columbia, they levy taxes 
here. They have a tax base. There is a 
bed tax to take care of that. Taxes 
here, to say the least, are not the low­
est of anyplace in the country. 

So it is treated different from any 
other place in the country because it is 
a little bit different. But what this $28 
million says is it is OK to be ineffi­
cient. It is OK, you do not have to use 

your brain or find some new way of 
getting some things done. We say, 
"Waste the money and Uncle Sam will 
come along and pick you up." 

I went through the 1980's in Montana, 
when it was pretty tough. We even had 
a thing called I-105. They froze all the 
property taxes. I think it happened out 
in Washington, too. And we had to deal 
with that. We did not hear Uncle Sam 
coming out there and saying, "Here is 
some money because you have short­
falls." We did not see any of that in the 
1980's, not in my State, anyway. I did 
not see anybody come out saving my 
farmers or saying keep property prices 
up so we had a tax base we could levy 
against. Our mils were frozen-went 
down. 

Do you know what we did? We did a 
5-year budget. If you do a 5-year budg­
e~this happened this year-it affects 
5 years out. Do you know what? We in 
Yellowstone County got along pretty 
well. We could not even do a 2-year 
budget in this body to tell us what we 
are doing and they are sure not doing a 
5-year budget downtown in the District 
of Columbia, Washington, DC. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has spoken for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair and 
chairman of the Appropriations Com­
mittee for the additional time. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the distin­
guished senior Senator from Ohio, 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
·came on the floor not expecting to 
speak on this subject. But I would be 
remiss if I did not stand and indicate 
the audacity of this proposal. We here 
in the U.S. Congress refuse to give the 
District of Columbia the opportunity 
to participate fully in our Government, 
giving them statehood. We also do 
something else. We have Federal build­
ings located all over the area and do 
not permit them, as a consequence, to 
be able to have the normal kind of a 
tax base. 

This is a community that is in trou­
ble and it is just unbelievable to me 
that some Members of the U.S. Senate 
would try to take away the small 
amount of subsidy that we provide to 
help the District of Columbia meet its 
daily challenges. We all know the prob­
lems that exist in this community. We 
know the difficulty. We know the poor 
that live in this community. We know 
the unemployment that exists in this 
community. I am aware of the fact it 
exists elsewhere in this country, but 
other parts of the country have an op­
portunity, through their State and 
their city government, to do something 
about it. We as the Federal Govern­
ment hover over this situation and we 
make that not possible. 

I believe the idea of taking away the 
$28 million that is provided in this bill 

is audacious, it is cruel, it is inhumane, 
and shows an indifference to the con­
cerns of our fellow human beings. We 
have some responsibility, those of us 
who participate in Government, to 
have a concern about those who live in 
the District of Columbia. I believe 
those who support taking away the $28 
million should not stand tall, and can­
not stand tall today. 

I will vote against taking away the 
$28 million. I hope my colleagues will 
do the same. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator has 7V2 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, for those 

who oppose statehood for the District 
of Columbia-and I am one of those­
let me say, to those who oppose state­
hood, amendments such as this are un­
dermining your arguments, undermin­
ing your case. The people in the Dis­
trict of Columbia are still U.S. citizens. 
Are we going to deny them the benefits 
that are in this bill for other U.S. citi­
zens around the country? The Senator 
has referred to such programs as Head 
Start, WIC, Pell grants. 

It seems to me the Senator is sug­
gesting that the people of the District 
of Columbia-they are U.S. citizens-­
are to be excluded from the programs 
that are being funded in this bill for 
other U.S. citizens throughout the 
country. 

There has been something said about 
the removal of the funds for the May­
or's Youth Initiative. The fiscal year 
1993 D.C. bill included $31 million for 
the Mayor's Youth Initiative. That was 
in accordance with an agreement that 
had been worked out between the Con­
gress and the Mayor and the governing 
body of the District of Columbia. That 
was in accordance with an agreement. 
Yet, when President Bush threatened a 
veto, the Congress removed the funds, 
placing the city budget out of balance. 
It was our agreement, but under the 
threat of a veto by President Bush, 
Congress, in order to keep the appro­
priations bill from being vetoed, re­
moved the funds. 

To meet the shortfall, many cuts 
were required as a result of Congress' 
having to remove those funds in the 
face of a veto threat. Many cuts were 
required, including the summer youth 
employment. This appropriation re­
stores funds for 5,000 of those jobs. It 
restores funds to train public housing 
residents for jobs and to put police offi­
cers out on the street; take them out 
from behind the desk, put them out on 
the streets. 

I am as outraged by the crime in the 
District of Columbia as is any other 
Senator. But the purpose of this is to 
put 200 policemen out on the streets. 
After we help to deal with the short­
fall, we are going to make it possible 
for the District of Columbia to put po-
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!icemen on the streets. The $28.2 mil­
lion in the bill for the District of Co­
lumbia is a microcosm of the larger 
stimulus investment package. It in­
cludes money for 5,000 additional sum­
mer youth jobs-give these young peo­
ple a job during the summer-and it in­
cludes money to take 200 police officers 
from behind the desks. They cannot 
protect citizens sitting behind a desk. 
Put them out on the streets. Let them 
be seen. Let them go after the crimi­
nals. 

It includes apprenticeship and 
preapprenticeship programs targeted to 
public housing residents and includes 
money to seek out, as I have already 
said, summer jobs and to immunize 
children under 2 years of age-to im­
munize children under 2 years of age 
this summer. Why not immunize the 
children in the District of Columbia? 
We want to immunize other children 
throughout the country, and we should. 
Let us immunize the children under 2 
years of age in the District this sum­
mer. 

Let me point out that no District of 
Columbia employee has received a pay 
raise in 3 years, including police, 
teachers, and firefighters. The council 
enacted a 1994 D.C. appropriations bill 
that we will consider is balanced. Now, 
get this, it calls for the elimination of 
more than 3,000 government jobs. And 
this is in addition to 4,000 positions cut 
since Mayor Kelly took office in 1991. 

Mr. President, let us not start chip­
ping away at this package. We can chip 
a little here and we can chip a little 
there. But remember Phoebe Cary's 
poem about the young man who put his 
finger in the dike, and by the strength 
of a single arm, he held back the sea 
from flooding the village. Now chip a 
little of this out and we will chip a lit­
tle more somewhere else and we will 
chip a little more. These funds are 
needed, and no case can really be made 
against this appropriations. It will 
stand the light of day. 

Mr. President, how much time re­
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty­
eight seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the amendment be tabled, and 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 Nickles amendment 
No. 285. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KERREY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced- yeas 57, 
nays 43, as fallows: 

Aka.ka. 
Ba.ucus 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Da.schle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Cha.fee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Ama.to 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 88 Leg.] 
YEAS-57 

Feinstein Metzenba.um 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Gra.ha.m Moseley-Braun 
Harkin Moynihan 
Hollings Murray 
Inouye Nunn 
Johnston Pell 
Kassebaum Pryor 
Kennedy Reid 
Kerrey Riegle 
Kerry Robb 
Kohl Rockefeller 
Krueger Sa.rba.nes 
La.utenberg Sasser 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Warner 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Ma.thews Wofford 

NAYs-43 
Faircloth McConnell 
Gorton Murkowski 
Gramm Nickles 
Gra.ssley Pa.ck wood 
Gregg Pressler 
Hatch Roth 
Hatfield Shelby 
Heflin Simpson 
Helms Smith 
Jeffords Specter 
Kempthorne Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar Wallop 
Ma.ck 

Duren berger McCain 

So the motion to lay on the · table the 
amendment (No. 285) was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

ator from Arizona is recognized 

THE WACO STANDOFF 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, as 

the 1-month-old standoff between Fed­
eral agents and members of the Branch 
Davidian cult in Waco, TX, continues, 
not a day goes by that I don' t read 
quotes from unnamed sources in var­
ious press accounts criticizing the Bu­
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
for its handling of the raid against 
David Koresh and his followers. The re­
ports criticize the raid itself, the train­
ing levels of the -agents involved, the 
preparation of Federal agents to with­
stand a firearms assault, the coordina­
tion of the operation with other law 
enforcement agencies, and the methods 
Federal agents are employing to bring 
the standoff to a close. 

Mr. President, I must tell you, I am 
offended by the tactics of the press to 
use anonymous sources to undermine 
the credibility of ATF and its law en­
forcement agents, particularly when it 
is still overseeing a very volatile law 
enforcement operation. A tragic thing 
happened on February 28, 1993, in Waco, 
TX. Four young and brave law enforce­
ment agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms lost their lives; 

16 agents were wounded and 2 civilians 
fatally shot during a shootout between 
Federal agents and members of the 
Branch Davidian cult. Since February 
28, an estimated 350 Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement agents have sur­
rounded the compound in Waco. They 
have used negotiations, threats, and 
prayer to try to convince the individ­
uals inside to come out and give them­
selves up. To date 35 individuals have 
left the compound, including 21 chil­
dren. By the best accounts available, 
approximately 95 individuals remain 
inside the compound, including 17 chil­
dren. 

Until the standoff is over and a full 
review of the operation completed, no 
one can really know the facts sur­
rounding this very fateful operation. 
What we do know, however, is as fol­
lows. First, that ATF initiated an in­
vestigation into the illegal activities of 
David Koresh and his followers in June 
of 1992, for firearms and explosives vio­
lations. Second, that search warrants 
were secured with the approval of the 
U.S. attorney's office to be executed on 
the morning of February 27. Third, that 
based on undercover agents inside the 
compound, children and women were to 
be isolated from the men and the weap­
ons on Sunday mornings. Fourth, that 
50 ATF agents along with 75 State and 
local law enforcement officers, at­
tempted to execute the warrants on the 
Davidian compound. Fifth, as Federal 
agents prepared to enter the 
compound, a massive gunfire battle 
broke out and agents and civilians 
were left for dead. From that gun bat­
tle, we know that the Branch 
Davidians were heavily armed with ma­
chineguns and semi-automatic assault 
weapons. We also know that David 
Koresh and his followers received infor­
mation prior to the raid that the raid 
was imminent. 

Mr. President, having spent a good 
deal of my career both here in the Sen­
ate and prior to that as a county pros­
ecutor working with the Bureau of Al­
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms, I can at­
test to the professional reputation of 
this agency and its employees. Their 
work in bringing armed career crimi­
nals to justice is unsurpassed. In 1992 
alone, ATF agents were responsible for 
the arrest of 12,314 individuals for fire­
arms violations with 11,406 being rec­
ommended for prosecution. The ATF 
National Firearms Tracing Center is 
extensively used by Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement agencies to 
bring criminals using firearms to jus­
tice. In fiscal year 1992, ATF conducted 
over 62,000 gun traces. It was ATF who 
traced the gun to the suspect in the 
CIA executions which took place in 
McLean, VA. Steve Higgins, Director of 
the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and 
Firearms, is a career enforcement offi­
cer. He has spent 32 years working for 
ATF and for the past 11 years has been 
its Director. Steve Higgins is dedicated 
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to ensuring that the Waco operation in 
all its components receive a full and 
thorough review when the operation is 
over. The operative words here are-­
when the operation is over. Right now 
this man needs to devote all of his time 
and attention to bringing the Waco 
standoff to an end. 

The ATF I know is not a renegade 
Federal agency that has lost direction. 
Instead, it is one of the most effective 
and professional law enforcement agen­
cies at the Federal level. The work it 
does in the violent crime area is unpar­
alleled in the law enforcement commu­
nity. In addition, ATF has a close 
working relationship with State and 
local law enforcement. It has this rela­
tionship because it uses all the re­
sources available to it to help provide 
the investigative support to State and 
local agencies to help arrest and pros­
ecute repeat felons. 

Sitting on the sidelines and second­
guessing the decisions made by ATF in 
executing the Branch Davidian search 
warrants will not bring the standoff 
any closer to an end. It will not bring 
back the four slain officers who lost 
their lives trying to protect innocent 
American citizens. What it will do, 
however, is erode the morale of the 
brave and dedicated agents who con­
tinue their battle against violent crime 
each and every day on the streets of 
communities all across this Nation. It 
will continue to inflict pain on the 
families of the agents lost. And, it will 
undermine a successful and peaceful 
outcome to the standoff. Dewey 
Stokes, president of the Fraternal 
Order of Police, states with reference 
to ATF, "A TF is in the classic street 
cop situation-damned if they do; 
damned if they don't-and, in my opin­
ion, in no position in the middle of 
delicate negotiations to fully answer 
self-serving critics." To me, Mr. Presi­
dent, that says it all. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 286 

(Purpose: To reduce deficit spending by pro­
hibiting emergency stimulus appropria­
tions from being spent on gymnasiums, 
parks, boathouses and other activities) 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] pro- · 
poses an amendment numbered 286. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In amendment No. 283, strike all after "in­

serting" on page 20, line 14 through 
"$2,536,000,000," on page 26, line 7 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
""$18,251,309,430": Provided, That section 
310(c) of said Act is amended by renumbering 
existing subsection (2) as subsection (2)(B) 
and by adding a new subsection (2)(A) as fol­
lows: 

"(2)(A) ninety days after distribution of 
any increase in the fiscal year 1993 obliga­
tion limitation, as enacted October 6, 1992, 
revise the distribution of such increased 
funds under subsection (a) if a State has not 
obligated and received bids on projects for 
the increased amount distributed, and redis­
tribute amounts to all States able to obli­
gate amounts on projects for which bids can 
be received no later than August 1, 1993;". 

Provided, none of the funds provided under 
this Act for community development grants 
or the highway trust fund may be used to as­
sist activities related to gymnasiums, parks 
graffiti abatement, bike paths, parking ga­
rages, parking lots, swimming pools, recre­
ation centers, sports facilities, boat houses, 
soccer fields, ice skating, playgrounds, jog­
ging paths or hiking trails. 

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD 

PASSENGER CORPORATION 
For an additional amount for "Grants to 

the National Railroad Passenger Corpora­
tion", for capital improvements grants, 
$187,844,000 to remain available until Septem­
ber 30, 1993. 

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
FORMULA GRANTS 

For an additional amount for "Formula 
grants" for capital grants, $466,490,000, to re­
main available until September 30, 1993, of 
which $17,423,000 shall be apportioned under 
section 16, $26,420,000 under section 18, and 
$422,647,000 under section 9 of the Federal 
Transit Act, as amended: Provided, That, if 
any such funds are not obligated within 90 
days of enactment of this Act, such funds 
shall be allocated for any eligible capital 
project under such Act, at the discretion of 
the Secretary. 

The language under this heading in the De­
partment of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993, is amend­
ed by deleting "$1,700,000,000" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$2,182,340,000". 

TRUST FUND SHARE OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 
The language under this heading in the De­

partment of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993, is amend­
ed by deleting "$1,134,150,000" and inserting 
"Sl,150,000,000" and by deleting 
"$1,049,025,000" and inserting "$1,064,875,000": 
Provided, That these additional funds shall 
be appropriated under section 9 of the Fed­
eral Transit Act, as amended: Provided fur­
ther, That if any such funds are not obligated 
within 90 days of enactment of this Act, such 
funds shall be allocated for any eligible cap-

ital project under the Federal Transit Act, 
at the discretion of the Secretary. 

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 
For an additional amount of "Discre­

tionary grants", $270,000,000, to remain avail­
able until September 30, 1993: Provided, That 
none of the funds may be available for grants 
under section 3(k)(l)(A) or section 3(k)(l)(B) 
of the Federal Transl t Act, as amended. 

CHAPTER IX 
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

For an additional amount for "Information 
systems", to fund procurement of computer 
and telecommunications equipment and 
services. · 

CHAPTERX 
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP­
MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CARE 

For an additional amount for "Medical 
care", $201,933,000, for nonrecurring mainte­
nance projects in Department of Veterans 
Affairs' health care facilities. 

For an additional amount for "Medical 
care", $751,000, to remain available until ex­
pended, for additional projects to improve 
energy efficiency of Department of Veterans 
Affairs facilities. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS 

For an additional amount for "Construc­
tion, minor projects", $32,873,000, for mis­
cellaneous projects and the National Ceme­
tery Program. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE 

TRANSITIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE HOUSING 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

For an additional amount for "Transi­
tional and supportive housing demonstration 
program", $423,000,000, to remain available 
until December 31, 1994: Provided, That the 
Secretary shall fund approvable applications 
for such additional amount in the order sub­
mitted, in accordance with requirements es­
tablished by the Secretary: Provided further, 

· That the Secretary may waive, in whole or 
in any part, any requirement set forth in 
subtitle C of title IV of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, as 
amended, except a requirement relating to 
fair housing and nondiscrimination, if the 
Secretary finds that such waiver will further 
the purposes of this appropriation: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding section 
426(a)(3) of that Act, the applicant shall own 
or control the site at the time of application: 
Provided further , That the total amount ap­
proved for any one applicant may not exceed 
Sl0,000,000: Provided further, That after De­
cember 31, 1994, any of the foregoing amount 
that is obligated, but which the grantee has 
not drawn down from its letter of credit, 
shall be deobligated by the Secretary and 
shall expire: Provided further, That the Sec­
retary shall, by notice published in the Fed­
eral Register, establish such requirements as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this appropriation. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

For an additional amount for "Community 
development grants", $2,392,119,355. 
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we spent 

the day before yesterday and yesterday 
on a series of amendments that tried to 
target, by name, various projects that 
are contained in the ready to go list 
submitted by the National Conference 
of Mayor$ and that would be eligible 
for funding from the community devel­
opment block grant program and under 
the highway trust fund formula, where­
by money would be allocated to our 
cities and States. 

The distinguished Senator from Colo­
rado offered an amendment that would 
have knocked out some 46 of those 
projects by name, and we spent a con­
siderable amount of time on the floor 
of the Senate debating those projects. 

We then had an effort to drop out the 
entire category of community develop­
ment block grants. Both of those votes 
were very close. In fact, a procedural 
vote on the amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado actually carried the day 
before yesterday before being reversed 
the next morning. 

What I have tried to do here is offer 
a reasonable compromise that I hope 
will garner support from the Senate. 
From the list of the projects that the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment and the Secretary of Transpor­
tation have said they will use as the 
basis for making these grants, I have 
identified several categories. We can 
talk about water towers th~.t need 
paint, but the truth is that unless we 
go visit those places and look at the 
water tower, we do not know whether 
it needs painting or whether it does not 
need painting. 

What I have tried to do in this 
amendment is to stay away from spe­
cific projects, but instead have tried to 
outline a broad prohibition on the use 
of funds for specific kinds of projects-­
not to say that those projects do not 
have merit, but to say that given that 
we are dealing with an emergency 
measure, given that we are borrowing 
every dollar we are spending, given 
that we are already running a $300 bil­
lion annual deficit, that these broad 
categories do not represent worthy 
Federal expenditures, noting that the 
cities and States involved could fund 
these projects if they wished to do so. 

Let me just review the categories. In 
fact, the language is very simple. Let 
me read the relevant parts and then 
talk about the money involved, and 
then try to go back and define where 
we are in the debate and why this 
amendment really makes eminently 
good sense. 

The amendment basically says that 
in this emergency bill where we are 
going to spend some $16.3 billion, 
"None of the funds provided under this 
act for community development grants 
or the highway trust fund may be used 
to assist activities related to gyms, 
parks, graffiti abatement, bike paths, 
parking garages, parking lots, swim­
ming pools, recreational centers, sports 

facilities, boathouses, soccer fields, ice 
skating rinks, playgrounds, jogging 
paths, and hiking trails;" that what­
ever we spend money for in this eco­
nomic stimulus package, none of those 
funds can go for a project that falls 
within any of these categories: gym­
nasiums, parks, graffiti abatement, 
bike paths, parking garages, parking 
lots, swimming pools, recreational cen­
ters, sports facilities, boathouses, soc­
cer fields, ice skating rinks, play­
grounds, jogging paths, and hiking 
trails. 

Since we are borrowing every penny 
we are spending in this bill, the second 
part of the amendment is that I go 
back and identify proposals that fall 
within these categories in the ready-to­
go project list that has been submitted 
by the mayors. I go back and add up 
the cost of gyms and parks and graffiti 
abatement and bike paths and jogging 
paths, and they total up to-at least 
given my ability to identify them­
$143,880,665, coming out of community 
development block grants, and 
$51,690,570 coming out of transportation 
funding, giving a grand total of 
$195,571,235. This amendment reduces 
the total level of funding in the bill by 
that amount. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. I was distracted while the 

Senator was speaking. Would he repeat 
how he arrives at this figure of $195 
million? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to re­
spond. 

What I did is I went through the 
ready list of projects cited when the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment and the Secretary of Transpor­
tation went to our local government 
entities and our States and asked, "If 
we all of a sudden came up with money, 
what are the projects that you would 
like to fund?" 

The idea of the administration was to 
basically show that there were ready­
to-go-projects, and if the money was 
provided, they could be funded. I made 
it very clear in my discussion that 
there is no guarantee that each and 
every one of these projects would have 
been funded, but my objective in the 
amendment is to add a guarantee, a 
guarantee that no gymnasium, park, 
graffiti abatement, or bike path-and I 
repeated the list twice, so I will not use 
up the time of the Senate to go 
through it again-that none of these 
projects will be funded. And, in turn, 
since we are talking about borrowing 
every penny that we are spending, I 
also reduced the level of overall fund­
ing in this bill by the $195 million that 
they would cost. 

Let me explain to my colleagues 
where we are and why this amendment 
is relevant and why I hope it will be 
adopted. First of all, it is very impor­
tant for people to remember that last 

Thursday we adopted a budget, and all 
through the weekend, Members of Con­
gress and the President pounded their 
chests and said: We have ·finally done 
something about the deficit. We have 
finally taken definitive action. We 
have done something about spending. 

Well, Mr. President, here it is 
Wednesday, and we have before the 
Senate a bill that will spend $16.3 bil­
lion of new money. This bill is tech­
nically illegal because we have a spend­
ing cap that was adopted in 1990 that 
would require that if we spent this 
money, we would have to reduce spend­
ing across the board in other programs 
to pay for it. Therefore, we have an ex­
traordinary provision in the bill where 
we designate this spending as an emer­
gency, so that we can spend $16.3 bil­
lion, but we perpetuate this fiction 
that we are not spending it; we raise 
the deficit by $16.5 billion, but by this 
procedure, we claim we are not raising 
the deficit by $16.5 billion, and we bor­
row $16.5 billion, but for the purpose of 
this bill, by designating it as an emer­
gency, we get around the fact that the 
law of the land would prohibit us from 
spending the money, unless there was 
an across the board cut to offset it. 

One of the reasons that this is so 
harmful-besides the obvious fact that 
one could draw an analogy between 
someone going on the wagon on Thurs­
day and then here on Wednesday, is 
back drinking the devil's brew with 
$16.3 billion of totally new spending­
why this is so important is because the 
budget that we adopted had so little in 
spending control measures in it. I 
would like to run over these numbers 
because, quite frankly, I find them 
startling. I am going to talk about 
some economic news in a minute, and I 
think people will begin to see why 
there is a declining consumer con­
fidence and why people are beginning 
to react economically to this budget. 

Under the budget that was adopted 
on Thursday, as compared to current 
law, in 1994, total spending actually 
goes up, relative to what would have 
happened had we not passed the budg­
et, by $1.3 billion. 

In 1995, spending actually goes up by 
$0.7 billion, relative to what would 
have happened had we not passed any 
budget. 

In 1996, spending-and all of this is 
defense-goes down by $15.8 billion. 

My point is that with new spending 
of $16.3 billion today, we are spending 
more money than we will save over the 
next 4 years under the budget we 
adopted. Let me repeat that. The bill 
that is now before the Senate, which 
through an extraordinary rule, so that 
we do not have to count it as part of 
our budget, so we do not have to vio­
late the 1990 law which says there is a 
cap on discretionary spending, if we 
adopt this bill, we are getting around 
that law and we are spending money 
without having to offset it. That is a 
new expenditure of $16.3 billion. 
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It will not be until somewhere to­

ward the end of 1997-1993, 1994, 1995, 
1996, 1997. It will not be until some­
where in the second half of 1997 that we 
will save as much money under the 
budget that we adopted on Thursday in 
terms of spending control. We will not, 
by the middle of 1997, have saved as 
much money as we are going to spend 
today in this bill. 

Mr. President, I wonder if the Amer­
ican people know that with all this 
talk about fiscal restraint, with the 
$295 billion in new taxes, with the tax­
ing of Social Security benefits on mod­
est income retirees, with the taxing of 
every working family in the name of an 
energy tax, I wonder how many people 
know that in this one spending bill 
that we are considering today we are 
going to spend more money in one 
stroke than will be saved in the next 
budget through the middle of 1997. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. I do not mean to break 

the Senator's soliloquy. I wonder if the 
American people know that what the 
Senator has just said is patently un­
true. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this table may 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

Total spending cuts in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 18, the fiscal year 1994 budget res­
olution versus new social spending in the 
emergency supplemental appropriations bill: 

NEW EMERGENCY SPENDING (OUTLAYS) $16.3 BILLION 
[Billions of outlays) 

Total 
spending 
cuts in Cumu· 
Senate lative 
Concur- spending 

rent Res· cuts 1 

olution 
18 1 

Fiscal year 1994 ................. .... .......... ......................... +$1.3 +$1.3 
Fiscal year 1995 ....................................................... . - 0.6 +0.7 
Fiscal year 1996 ......................... ... ... ........ ................. -16.5 -15.8 
Fiscal year 1997 ............................ .. .......................... - 29.8 -45.6 
Fiscal year 1998 ............................ ... ........... .............. -40.6 -86.2 

1 These numbers are calculated from the Congressional Budget Office 
Current Law Baseline. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, basi­
cally what this table, which I have now 
put in the RECORD-and let me see if I 
have another copy of it because I want 
to continue to talk from it-what this 
table shows is the spending restraint 
imposed in the budget that we adopted 
on Thursday as compared to current 
law that would have existed had there 
been no budget adopted. 

The point is, what people do not un­
derstand is that not until 1997 and 1998 
does that budget have any real spend­
ing control measures in it of any sig­
nificance. There are more savings in 
1998 than in the other years combined, 
all of which may or may not be pro­
duced based on what we have done by 
the time we get to 1998. I do not think 
many people understand that. 

I think it is very important that they 
understand it, and when people every 
day are coming up to me-I am not 
sure that every Member of the Senate 
is having the same experience that I 
am-but every day people are coming 
up to me, looking me right in the face, 
making eye contact and saying, "Are 
you cutting spending first before you 
are raising my taxes?" 

And I am afraid I have to look them 
right back in the eye and say, "For all 
practical purposes, there is not much 
in the way of spending reduction in 
this budget. In fact, in the $1.3 trillion 
that has to do with nondefense spend­
ing, over the whole 5 years of the budg­
et we save about $7 billion and we are 
today talking about spending more 
than twice that amount." 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, when 

someone walks up to the distinguished 
Senator from Texas and looks him in 
the eye and says, "Are you cutting 
spending before"-what was it the Sen­
ator said? 

Mr. GRAMM. Raising my taxes. 
Mr. BYRD. Yes, "before raising my 

taxes." I would urge the distinguished 
Senator to brace himself and stand tall 
and look that person right back in the 
eye and say on the authority of the 
record that, "Yes, we have already cut 
spending." When that budget resolu­
tion passed the Senate we cut outlays 
$62 billion in the appropriations bill­
outlays. And it does not have to wait 
for a reconciliation bill to do that. We 
have already cut $62 billion in outlays 
over the next 5 years as far as the ap­
propriations 602(a) allocations are con­
cerned. 

Moreover, that $62 billion in budget 
authority-and that is what the Appro­
priations Committee really appro­
priates-in budget authority, when we 
passed that budget resolution we said 
to the Appropriations Committee, "In 
budget authority you are going to have 
$16-plus billion less in 1994, less than 
the cap that was set at the 1990 budget 
summit, and you are going to have $17-
plus billion less in 1995 than was set by 
the cap at the budget summit. So there 
is $33.5 billion when that budget resolu­
tion passed the Senate and when it 
comes back in the conference report 
and still has that in it, we have already 
cut. 

Now stand and look that person in 
the eye, stand up, look him in the eye, 
eyeball to eyeball, "Yes, we have al­
ready cut that." We have cut that be­
fore we increased any taxes, the Appro­
priations Committee has been 
ratcheted down, to those who want to 
ratchet down the Appropriations Com­
mittee. We already saved that. There 
will be that much less money that the 
Appropriations chairman can allocate 
to the 13 subcommittees. 

I leave those figures, $33.5 billion in 
budget authority less than the caps 

that were set for 1994-95 at the summit 
and $62 billion in outlays over the next 
5 years cut, cut, cut. 

So, may I say to my friend from 
Texas, drink some of that West Vir­
ginia mountain water, and when those 
people come up to him and look him in 
the eye give them the answer from the 
record, from the record. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think 

it would take more than West Virginia 
mountain water. Perhaps they make 
other things in West Virginia that 
could convince me that we are, in fact, 
cutting spending; and, in fact, it might 
take a considerable quantity. 

I want to respectfully say to our dear 
chairman from West Virginia, I spent a 
lot of my time as a young man trying 
to instruct my children that there were 
many things they should argue about-­
ideas being at the top of the list-but 
they should never argue about facts. 
They ought to go look them up. 

I put my facts in the RECORD. What I 
put in the RECORD was a year-by-year 
scoring of spending reductions that are 
present in the budget that result from 
the adoption of the budget relative to 
current law. 

There are a few things that are a lit­
tle confusing in the sense that in 1990, 
we raised taxes by $150 billion and we 
promised people that we were going to 
save money for the ensuing 5 years. 
One of the things that we are in a little 
bit of a dispute about is that some peo­
ple want to take the $150 billion-plus 
taxes and then not save money because 
we have those taxes. They want those 
taxes to live up to an old savings com­
mitment. 

But I am not going to get into a de­
bate about those numbers. I put my 
numbers in the RECORD and I simply 
ask people to look at them. 

Let me return to my amendment. 
Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BROWN. In looking through the 

amendment to the bill that is before 
us, I find on the old page 56, the follow­
ing language: 

Provided further, That the Secretary may 
waive entirely, or in any part, any require­
ment set forth in title I of such Act, except 
a requirement relating to fair housing and 
nondiscrimination, the environment, and 
labor standards, if the Secretary finds that 
such waiver will further the purposes of this 
appropriation. 

My understanding is that the com­
munity development block grant sec­
tion has in the statute now protections 
for the taxpayer that outline how this 
money is to be distributed. 

Is it the view of the Senator that the 
waiver that is in this bill would then 
exempt the Secretary from the safe­
guards that are implied in the statute 
right now? 

Mr. GRAMM. I think perhaps-and I 
would be happy to yield for the pur­
pose-the Senator should pose the 
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question to the Parliamentarians 
through the Chair, as to whether he be­
lieves that to be the case. Perhaps it 
will take them a minute. If they are 
ready, I would be happy to yield for 
that purpose. 

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate that. I will 
pose that inquiry in a few moments 
when, perhaps, the Parliamentarian 
has had an opportunity to review that 
language. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
go on with my remarks. 

My point is that when we are seeing, 
in a budget that we have adopted, very 
little in the way of control of non­
defense spending, when we are looking 
at a period of time when we have to 
borrow every penny that we spend, that 
we should not be borrowing money to 
fund gymnasiums, parks, graffiti 
abatement, bike paths, parking ga­
rages, parking lots, swimming pools, 
recreational centers, sports facilities, 
boathouses, soccer fields, ice skating 
facilities, playgrounds, jogging paths, 
and hiking trails. 

What my amendment does is it pre­
cludes either HUD or the Department 
of Transportation from funding any 
program that falls under these cat­
egories and it, in turn, lowers the level 
of funding in the bill by $195 million. 

Why is this important? It is impor­
tant, first of all, because we have not 
done much in the way of controlling 
nondefense spending. 

Over the 5-year period in the budget 
on nondefense spending, we have rel­
atively few savings. We are talking 
about today, on an emergency meas­
ure, raising the deficit by another $16.3 
billion. I do not know how we can jus­
tify spending money under the cir­
cumstances on these projects. 

When we are in the process of raising 
taxes on Social Security, saying that 
we are using the money to lower the 
deficit, or at least implicitly arguing 
that, I cannot justify taking money to 
spend on gymnasiums and parks and 
graffiti abatement and these other 
items that I have listed. That is not to 
say is that some of these projects may 
not be meritorious, but they are not 
that meritorious. When we are in the 
process of raising taxes on every work­
ing family with an energy tax, I cannot 
justify spending on these projects. 

And so what this amendment does, 
without getting into each specific 
project, is it takes these broad cat­
egories and it says: "Don't fund these 
and save almost $200 million." 

Why is this important? Well, I think 
it is important because we are begin­
ning to see changes occur in the econ­
omy. 

I refer to the New York Times of this 
morning: "Consumer Confidence Off 
Sharply." 

Consumer confidence fell another 6 points, 
following an 8 point decline in February. 

Now I know there are some people 
who are going to say, "Well, Mr. Presi-

dent, that is why we ought to borrow 
$16.3 billion and go out and build gym­
nasiums and parks and graffiti removal 
and spend money on these other 
projects or any other thing that is cho­
sen." 

But I do not think that is the prob­
lem. I think the problem is that the 
American public is finally discovering 
what is in the budget we have adopted. 
They have also finally discovered that, 
in the week following that budget, we 
are getting ready to launch a major 
new spending initiative and we are 
going to have to borrow every penny of 
that spending initiative, and, as a re­
sult of that borrowing, we are going to 
offset the savings achieved by the 
budget over a substantial period of 
time. 

So I want to ask my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

Finally, yesterday, after we had an 
extended debate, I went back over to 
the Russell Building to attend a 
lengthy meeting on heal th care, be­
cause the next problem we have coming 
down the road after excessive spending, 
and after the budget, is health care. 

While I was gone, several of my col­
leagues, in their eagerness to help me, 
spoke at some length about how it 
could be that I was voting to deny 
Texas over $600 million of funding in 
this bill; that somehow, perhaps, I was 
confused in not realizing that by oppos­
ing this bill that I was taking money 
away from my State. 

And I thought a minut~when I 
heard it, when it was reported to me 
when I came back to my offic~as to 
how either I was confused or they were 
confused. And then I decided that there 
was a difference; that apparently my 
colleagues thought that this money 
that we are spending in this bill was 
coming from heaven and, if we did not 
spend it, and the people of all 50 States, 
including Texas, did not get it, we 
would be worse off because of it. 

I guess the difference in perspective 
is that the money we are spending, I do 
not believ~nor do I think there is any 
evidence to suggest it-is coming from 
heaven. It is, instead, being borrowed. 
It is obligating future generations to 
pay back not only the principal, but 
the interest. 

And so, I do not see how I am helping 
my State or anybody else's State by 
borrowing $16.3 billion, by taking 
money away in a time of very tight 
credit from people who would use it to 
build new homes, new farms, new fa­
cilities-many of them in Texas-in 
order to fund the programs on the may­
ors' list. The money is not coming from 
heaven, it is coming out of the pockets 
of the working men and women of 
America. And when we do not take it 
from them it is not lost. It goes back 
to families to invest in the American 
dream. And that is what this debate is 
about. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, speaking 

of money from heaven, what about the 
money for the superconducting super 
collider, which is being built in Texas? 
In following the concept the distin­
guished Senator is using here in his ar­
gument, is that money not being bor­
rowed also? 

Mr. GRAMM. If I might reclaim my 
time, Mr. President. I would vote 
against this bill, since we are adding 
new spending above the level set out in 
the budget. We are spending $16.3 bil­
lion, which is illegal in the sense that 
we have written a law setting a cap on 
spending which would require there be 
an offset, dollar for dollar, if we were 
not designating this as an emergency. I 
can assure my colleagues, if we were 
having to offset this spending that we 
would certainly be banning expendi­
tures on gymnasiums and parks and 
graffiti abatement. But I do not seek to 
escape the law of the land with this 
emergency designation in order to 
spend money on any project in Texas, 
whether that project is graffiti removal 
or science. I do not think that is good 
policy. 

I believe that the problem is the defi­
cit. I believe that jobs come through 
the private sector. I think people are 
beginning to get frightened as they 
learn what is in the budget, all the new 
taxes, all the new spending. I do not 
think the American people believe we 
can tax our way to prosperity and job 
creation. I do not think the American 
people believe we can spend our way to 
a balanced budget. So I am not for 
spending this $16.3 billion. 

But as strongly as I am opposed to 
spending this $16.3 billion, I am even 
more strongly opposed to the possibil­
ity that we could spend it on things 
like gymnasiums and parks and graffiti 
abatement and bike paths and parking 
garages. 

What I am trying to do with this 
amendment, without getting into each 
specific line item, is to set out these 
categories, prohibit spending this 
emergency money on them, and on be­
half of the American taxpayer, espe­
cially the people who are going to pay 
new taxes on Social Security and the 
people who are going to pay new taxes 
on energy-I want them to pocket the 
savings of $195 million. That is the ob­
jective of my amendment. 

My point from yesterday is a very 
simple point. That is that several of 
my colleagues spoke as if somehow 
Texas was a loser if this bill did not get 
passed. It is true that there is $600 mil­
lion in this bill for Texas. It is also 
true that the $16.3 billion in this bill 
that we will borrow will be taken away 
from people who would build new 
homes, new farms, new factories, in 
Texas, in Nebraska, in West Virginia, 
in Colorado, and all over America. I do 
not think, under the circumstances, 
that it is a good bargain to be borrow-
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ing this money. I certainly do not be­
lieve that it is a good bargain to be 
borrowing this money for this purpose. 
That is why I have offered the amend­
ment. The amendment, I think, speaks 
for itself. And I hope my colleagues 
will support it. 

I think we can spend an endless 
amount of time debating other spend­
ing programs. We clearly have different 
priorities. I am not trying to eliminate 
the Federal Government here. I am not 
trying to say that there are not many 
things the Government does that de­
serve support. I personally believe the 
Government underfunds law enforce­
ment. I think the Government 
underfunds prison construction, but I 
would not vote now to borrow new 
money and to violate our spending caps 
in order to build new prisons. I would 
note to take money away from other 
purposes and build prisons. I can tell 
you that right now. But that is not the 
purpose of this amendment. 

I am not trying to disassemble Gov­
ernment here, or say that I am against 
everything Government does. I am here 
saying I am against our Government 
taxing Social Security beneficiaries 
and working families and at the same 
time be funding gymnasiums, parks, 
graffiti abatement, bike paths, parking 
garages, parking lots, swimming pools, 
recreational centers, sports facilities, 
boathouses, soccer fields, ice skating 
facilities, playgrounds, jogging paths, 
and hiking trails. 

What I want to do in this bill is · say 
you cannot spend money for these pur­
poses. I hope my colleagues will agree 
to prohibit spending for these purposes 
and that they will vote to save the 
American taxpayer $195 million. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. BROWN. I rise because I was in­

terested in the question posed by the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir­
ginia. As I understand it, this bill is 
over budget; that is, the amount ex­
pended will exceed the amount that 
was planned for in the budget resolu­
tions? 

Mr. GRAMM. This bill is not only 
over budget, but without the emer­
gency designation this bill would vio­
late the law of the land that we adopt­
ed in 1990. 

If we adopted this bill-first of all, it 
would have taken 60 votes to bring this 
bill to the Senate floor because I, or 
others, would raise a point of order. 
But more important, had we adopted 
this bill under current law through tra­
ditional procedures, we would have had 
to have cut a similar amount across 
the board in discretionary spending 
programs to pay for it. That is the law 
of the land. The taxpayer, in 1990, paid 
over $150 billion to get that spending 
control. Now, by designating this bill 
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an emergency, we are not going to de­
liver on our promise and we are going 
to spend this $16.3 billion. lt is not 
going to be offset by spending reduc­
tions. 

What I am trying to do is simply pro­
hibit a fairly small amount of it from 
possibly being spent on those project 
categories that I have listed. 

Mr. BROWN. The distinguished Sen­
ator has asked about projects, specific 
projects. Does his amendment elimi­
nate projects in Texas as well as other 
States? 

Mr. GRAMM. The prohibition applies 
to every State in the Union, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and the District of Colum­
bia. 

Mr. BROWN. If I understood what my 
colleague said, he expressed a concern 
about spending that exceeds the budg­
etary levels that are planned on. Does 
the Senator favor spending for projects 
that exceed the budget and require bor­
rowing, whether they are in Texas or 
not? 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me basically tell 
my colleague what I think is the legiti­
mate test. One of the little games that 
is played here on the floor is the game 
that, if you are against violating 
spending caps or busting the budget, 
then, presumably, you have to be 
against everything in the budget. If 
there is one thing Government does, 
like the FBI, if you oppose waiving the 
spending cap or busting the budget but 
you are for funding FBI, then somehow 
you are inconsistent. 

My basic position is this. I believe we 
ought to write binding budgets. I have 
introduced bills to mandate deficit re­
duction and mandate a balanced budget 
by the end of the century by setting 
caps on spending to achieve a balanced 
budget. Once we have set those caps, I 
am going to fight within those caps for 
my priorities. What are my priorities? 
I do not think we spend enough, rel­
atively speaking, on law enforcement. I 
would like to build more prisons. There 
are a lot of people out brutalizing our 
people, engaging in predatory behavior, 
who ought to be in prison. So ev.en 
within the constraint that I want to 
balance the budget, within that con­
straint I am going to vote to take 
money away from other things to build 
prisons. 

I think we underinvest, relatively 
speaking, in science. If the budget were 
half the amount it is today, I still 
would believe that we ought to spend 
the same amount we are spending 
today on science. Twenty-five years 
ago we spent 5.2 percent of the budget 
on science. Today we spend 1.9 percent 
of the budget on science. But while we 
are investing less in the next genera­
tion, if you look at these programs you 
can see that we are making ample in­
vestments in the next election. 

So my point is, do any of my col­
leagues here want to say, "Let us cut 
spending this year by $50 billion. Will 

the Senator from Texas join me in that 
amendment and say that we cannot 
spend beyond that limit even if it 
means cutting programs in West Vir­
ginia or ·Texas to do it, and we set out 
the cap on spending and then we fight 
it out to see which projects deserve 
funding? I challenge any of my col­
leagues to offer such an amendment 
and ask me to cosponsor it. I say now 
that I will do it. 

Now, I am not going to let our col­
leagues say, "Why don't we offer an 
amendment that terminates every pro­
gram in law enforcement and every 
program in Texas but nobody else's 
programs; why don't you cosponsor 
that?'' 

I think it is important that we recog­
nize that we each have two responsibil­
ities: One responsibility as U.S. Sen­
ators is that we have a responsibility 
to the country. I believe in this matter 
it means fiscal restraint. It means set­
ting binding spending limits. I am for a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. 

The distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia raised a question about the 
superconducting super collider. Do I 
believe it might be affected by a bal­
anced budget amendment to the Con­
stitution? It might very well be af­
fected. Am I for the SSC? Yes. Am I for 
a balanced budget amendment? Yes. I 
am for a balanced budget amendment, 
and today I would vote for it. 

Then within those constraints, we 
would have to fight it out as to what 
our priorities are. But I remind my col­
leagues today, we are not talking 
about setting priorities. We are not 
talking about making hard choices. We 
are talking about $16.3 billion of new 
spending that we are never going to 
pay for and that violates the existing 
spending caps which are the law of the 
land, and through a little ruse called 
an emergency designation, we are 
going to spend the money but we are 
going to say it is not spending and it is 
not deficit. 

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen­
ator from Texas will yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. It is deficit, and we are 
going to have to borrow every single 
penny of it. That is the point. 

I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre­

ciate the Senator from Texas yielding 
to me. He was talking about the re­
sponsibilities of Members of the Sen­
ate. I think he omitted one. The one 
that I think is important for us to talk 
about is the responsibility for all of us 
in the legislative body-and especially 
the U.S. Senate-to confront problems 
head-on, to understand what they are 
and to deal with them. 

One of the problems in this town for 
a long, long while has been the tend­
ency to ignore the problems and to act 
as if they do not exist. We have been 
through the last several years with a 
President who said, "What recession? 
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Gosh, the country is not in a recession; points, and then I will yield the floor. 
we don't have any problems." Our re- I apologize to my colleagues for being 
sponsibility is to confront the situa- on the floor so long. 
tion we find ourselves in and deal with First of all, let me talk about the 
it. plan itself. What I have done is offer an 

The President has submitted to us a amendment today which simply tries 
plan. I understand that the Senator to prohibit use of the funds in this bill 
from Texas does not like the plan and for purposes such as gymnasiums, 
probably will not vote for it. parks, graffiti abatement, and the list 

But the President has submitted a goes on down to hiking paths. 
plan with three essential elements. One What I am doing is establishing these 
element is to cut some spending be- broad categories that would apply to 
cause we have too big a deficit. Before every State in the Union, Puerto Rico, 
we do anything else, we have to reduce the District of Columbia, and Guam so 
the deficit so the ship can sail on with that we can be sure that none of this 
a little lighter load. The first element money will be spent for these purposes. 
of the President's plan reduces the defi- Now that speaks for itself. People are 
cit with spending cuts. either for that or against it. I 40 not 

The second element uses some in- believe that those projects have any­
creased taxation to reduce the deficit. I thing to do with stimulus, not eco­
understand that the Senator from nomic stimulus. It may have some­
Texas does not like this element of the thing to do with political stimulus, but 
plan, but some of us believe that it is it has nothing to do with economic 
necessary even though it is painful stimulus. 
medicine. Finally, to respond to the three 

And the third element is what we are points. Cutting spending: Throughout 
discussing today, which is to stimulate the campaign, the President said we 
the economy with an investment pack- are going to cut spending; we are going 
age. Some of us think it is important to reinvent Government. He talked 
to try to jump-start the economy. For about $3 of spending cuts for every $1 of 
several years, we have had people in new taxes. 
the White House who said the economy And then in the confirmation proc­
does not have any problems at all. ess, his principal economic officers, 
They told us that we were not even in Senator Bentsen and Congressman Pa­
a recession. But that optimism was netta, said $2 of spending cuts for every 
wrong, and now we have to face the sit- Sl of taxes. And in the State of the 
uation our economy is in. 

President Clinton has proposed a Union Address that we all heard, the 
three-point plan that fits together. President said $1 of spending cuts for 

k ? · t k I d every $1 of taxes. 
Now will it wor · I hope 1 wor s. 0 Now that CBO has looked over the 
not have a crystal ball, so I don't know 
that it will work, but I do know this: budget we adopted in the Senate, com-
We cannot continue doing what we pared it to what would be spent under 
were doing for the last decade. we need current law, they have concluded that 
fundamental economic policy change. we are looking at $3.84 of taxes for 
That is what this President proposes, every Sl of spending. 
and this component of that change, No wonder people come up to you on 
which is an investment package, tries the street and say, "Are you really cqt­
to separate investment from expendi- ting spending before you raise taxes?" 
tures. I think our rhetoric is so at variance 

I think the Senator from Texas with the reality that as people find out 
would understand there is a difference. what is happening, they are going to be 
The Senator picks out science, which I shocked about it and they are going to 
think is important. I can pick out im- feel betrayed. 
munization of children. Investment? Of Our dear colleague talks about taxes, 
course it is an investment. It saves but the rhetoric of the taxes is that we 
lives, saves money. Spend a few cents are only taxing rich people. Since when 
giving a child an immunization so they . did people getting Social Security ben­
do not get the measles; they do not efits and earning $25,000 a year get 
risk death and they do not exhibit the rich? Since this proposal was made, 
enormous medical costs from a severe that is when they became rich. Or 
case of measles. Is that an investment? working families paying an energy tax 
Of course it is. that some outside experts estimate 

I just say to my friend from Texas could be as much as $500 a year. Those 
that this President's package has three are very substantial taxes, and when 
essential parts that fit together. And you are talking about those taxes on 
those of us who believe in fundamental working people and people of fairly 
economic policy change, which I think modest means, I do not consider some­
this represents, will keep fighting for body retired earning $25,000 a year ric~. 
us to move ahead embrace this pack- To try to protect the money that is 
age adopt it and put the country back being spent, knowing that it is coming 
on track. ' from Social Security recipients, it 

I appreciate the Senator from Texas seems to me we need an amendment 
yielding to me. like the one I have offered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, reclaim- Finally, in terms of stimulating the 
ing my time, I will answer those economy, I agree with my colleague. It 

is a fundamental question of whether 
you think more Government as usual is 
the answer or more economic growth. I 
am not defending the status quo. We 
ought to have a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. We 
ought to have zero-based budgeting, as 
President Carter proposed, and we 
ought to have to go through and justify 
every single program in the Federal 
Government on a periodic basis. The 
ones that do not meet muster, we 
ought to get rid of. 

I do not see this bill changing the 
status quo. How does a program that 
could possibly allow spending on all of 
these i terns represent a change in the 
status quo? 'It is the status quo that 
has gotten us into this problem under 
Democratic and Republican adminis­
trations. That is why I have offered the 
amendment. 

As a concluding remark, let me say 
that I really believe that the adoption 
of this amendment would improve the 
President's economic package. There 
would be many who would still vote 
against it. I suspect there might be 
others who would not. I cannot under­
stand why we do not want to adopt this 
amendment if we really are concerned 
about a true economic stimulus. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FEINGOLD). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 
mean to hold the floor and field it out. 
I am prepared to speak against this 
amendment and then move to table. 

But will the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado like to say something 
first? 

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Senator. I 
would like to take about 10 minutes, if 
that meets with the Senator's ap­
proval. 

Mr. BYRD. All right. 
Mr. President, I have the floor and 

can move to table now, but I will yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Col­
orado for 10 minutes. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado for 10 minutes without losing 
my rights to the floor. 

Does the distinguished Senator from 
Florida wish to speak? 

Mr. MACK. Yes, I would like to speak 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. And I may yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Florida for 
5 minutes and that I may retain my 
rights to the floor. 

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

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Colorado for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia. There were simply several 
areas that I thought were important to 
review as we move forward with this 
amendment. 
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The Senator from Texas has outlined 

specific project areas that involve, to 
sum them up, pork barrel politics and 
pork barrel spending, that could be 
eliminated. He has been specific. He 
has itemized the types of projects, and 
he has taken out from the bill the 
spending that relates to those projects. 

Senators will want to make up their 
minds as to whether that is sound pol­
icy or not. In this Member's view, in­
creasing taxes on the American people 
so that you can increase spending for 
low-priority projects does not make 
any sense. 

The money that Social Security re­
cipients receive is earned money. They 
have worked hard for it. They have 
paid into the fund. At least from my 
view, to tax people in those brackets, 
whether it is the energy tax or the So­
cial Security tax, to fund projects like 
this is a disgrace. 

Mr. President, in the course of this 
discussion, a question has been raised 
as to whether or not this measure will 
actually result in spending on the 
projects the Senator from Texas has 
outlined. As a matter of fact, one Mem­
ber of this Chamber has come onto the 
floor to say that the list of projects 
was simply imaginary, I believe was 
the word. Another distinguished Mem­
ber of this body went on national tele­
vision last night to say that the list of 
projects was imaginary. 

Mr. President, I think we ought to 
look at the facts, and the facts are 
these. These are the books "Ready To 
Go." These are the books that the Sec­
retary himself referred to as being a 
source of projects that the Department 
would fund. These books are not imagi­
nary. They are real. They are here. 
They have been discussed. And they do, 
indeed, make up the list from which 
these projects will be selected. 

Should there be any doubt, let me 
refer Members to the testimony of the 
Secretary, Secretary Cisneros, before 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Subcommittee of the Ap­
propriations Committee of the House of 
Representatives, testimony that oc­
curred on Tuesday, February 23, 1993. It 
is not imaginary. It is real, and it is 
verbatim testimony. 

Mr. President, the Secretary says, "I 
have in front of me a listing from the 
United States Conference of Mayors of 
projects ready to go under the Commu­
nity Development Block Grant Pro­
gram." 

Mr. President, the list that we have 
here in my hand is "Ready To Go," 
from the U.S. Conference of Mayors. It 
is this report that the Secretary re­
ferred to in his own testimony. This is 
not the testimony of a Republican Cab­
inet member. It is the testimony of the 
President's Cabinet member and the 
one who is in charge of these programs. 
The list he referred to is not imagi­
nary, as some Members on this floor 
have so referred. It is a real list. 

So the very reason for opposing the 
Senator's amendment which has been 
enunciated by so many, that it elimi­
nates programs that are not real, sim­
ply does not meet with the facts. 

It is interesting to me that the con­
cerns which have been expressed on 
this floor about the Senator's amend­
ment and other similar amendments 
have not involved for the most part 
anyone coming down ·and saying: This 
project is so wonderful; this country 
urgently needs a new golf course; this 
country urgently needs a new bike 
path, and it is important enough to in­
crease the taxes on Social Security re­
cipients. 

Mr. President, that is not an argu­
ment heard on this floor. If there are 
some who feel that way, I hope they 
will come forward. I think their con­
stituents would be interested in know­
ing of that perspective, knowing the 
defense of the bill in its current form, 
or the opposition to the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas which has not 
taken the form of someone saying this 
is a great use of funds. Perhaps there 
are those who feel that way, but I have 
not heard them. 

Mr. President, the Secretary in re­
sponse to a question from the sub­
committee of the Appropriations Com­
mittee of the House said this. I think it 
is instructive if the question arises as 
it has been raised. Mr. LEWIS asked 
about funding for the Redlands area. 
The Secretary said, "I don't know what 
the formula might say that Redlands 
would receive, but it would receive a 
sum of money. The sum would come to 
the city government of Redlands. They 
would send a list to the regional office 
of the total projects they want to do 
and, generally speaking, there is quick 
blessing." This is a quote from the Sec­
retary. 

This is not an application where you have 
to go in and review every project. It's a 
block grant program so that it moves fast 
compared to most Federal programs. 

Mr. President, that is how we got a 
list of these silly projects. The Sec­
retary himself assured the applicants 
that this would move fast, and it was 
not one where they reviewed every 
project. That is why the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas is needed. I do 
not think it is responsible to take the 
taxpayers' hard-earned money and 
hand it out without reviewing how it is 
going to be spent. 

That is what this is all about. Be­
cause there are proposed abuses of the 
Federal taxpayers' money in wasteful 
projects, this amendment has to be of­
fered. He has to prevent the waste, be­
cause the Secretary himself has said 
how they are going to handle the pro­
gram. "This is not an application 
where you have to go in and review 
every project." 

Some have questioned whether or not 
the list here is the one they referred to. 
Let me quote the Secretary again. 

"Los Angeles County, for example, is 
getting, I believe the figure is $36 mil­
lion for Los Angeles County under the 
1993 appropriation for CDBG, and they 
show in here"-"Ready To Go.''. Let me 
remind the body the name of the report 
is "Ready To Go"-"show in here 
projects ready to go immediately and 
would get an additional $23 million 
under the proposed supplemental." 

Mr. President, the suggestion that 
this is an imaginary list is simply not 
accurate. It is real and it is acknowl­
edged by the Secretary himself. 

Mr. President, the suggestion that 
this amendment will not have real ef­
fect I do not believe is valid. It identi­
fies real projects that will be funded, at 
least some of them, I believe, if this 
amendment is not passed, and it re­
duces the money that the taxpayers 
are going to have to put out to fund it. 
Both of those are real. 

Lastly, Mr. President, let me simply 
raise one other concern that I think is 
extremely important. The language of 
the bill as it came over and the lan­
guage in the amendment that stands 
before us, and by the amendment that 
stands before us, I mean the underlying 
amendment by Senator BYRD, specifi­
cally addresses the standards that are 
to be used in awarding these grants. As 
every Member of the body is aware, 
under the community development 
block grant system, there are a number 
of safeguards in the Federal statutes to 
safeguard the taxpayer from abuse and 
from fraud and from problems in ex­
pending this money. 

This amendment, the underlying 
amendment, waives the statutory pro­
tections. It excepts a few. And I com­
mend the distinguished Senator for ex­
cepting those out. I think those are 
valid provisions to have apply in this 
regard. 

But, Mr. President, I am concerned 
about the standards that are waived, 
the ones that are not retained in this 
measure. To have money where the 
Secretary indicates they are simply 
not going to review the projects very 
thoroughly and then to waive the 
standard safeguards seems to me to be 
irresponsible. I believe, before we hand 
out the public money without review­
ing the projects and before we hand out 
the public money by waiving the stand­
ards that are supposed to apply, a 
measure that comes before us which 
tries to provide some protection for the 
taxpayer is important, is valid, and is 
essential. 

The bottom line question, Mr. Presi­
dent, is this: Do we want to reduce the 
deficit? If we do, we should vote for the 
Senator's amendment. Do we want to 
provide safeguards for the taxpayer in 
the way the money is spent? The bot­
tom line is we should vote for the Sen­
ator's amendment. Do we believe a 
stronger, more viable, competitive 
America comes from having our funds 
go into real investments for the future 
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of our country? If you do, I think you 
want to vote for the Senator's amend­
ment. 

On the other hand, if you sincerely 
believe, and I know there are Members 
here who do, that a stronger, more ef­
fective, more competitive America 
comes from getting Federal money out 
into the community without a great 
deal of concern about where it goes or 
how it goes, that running up the Fed­
eral deficit is not as important as Fed­
eral spending, then I think you will 
want to oppose the Senator's amend­
ment. It is an honest, sincere difference 
of opinion. Do you have a stronger 
economy by increasing the deficit with 
Federal spending, or do you have a 
stronger economy by promoting effi­
ciency and reducing the deficit? That is 
the question that lies before the body. 

I hope this Senate will act favorably 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas. I think it can move this country 
forward. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is 
recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Florida need 5 minutes? 

Mr. MACK. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have 

been asked by the Senator from North 
Dakota for 5 minutes. Mr. President, I 
am ready to move to table this amend­
ment after I make a few remarks of my 
own, but I shall not do so until the dis­
tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
has had an opportunity to speak. I ask 
unanimous consent that he may speak 
for not beyond 5 minutes and that my 
rights to the floor may be protected. 

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

Mr. KERREY. Will the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia allow me 
to speak as well? 

Mr. BYRD. How much time? 
Mr. KERREY. I would like 10 min­

utes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent-this is the last request 
I hope I will have to make, because we 
want to get on to some other amend­
ment. I ask unanimous consent that 
the distinguished Senator from Ne­
braska may speak for 10 minutes and 
that I may retain my rights to the 
floor at the expiration or the yielding 
back of that time. 

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

The Senator from Florida is recog­
nized for a period of 5 minutes. 

Mr. MACK. Thank you, Mr. Presi­
dent. I thank the distinguished chair­
man for yielding me this 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Gramm amendment and in opposition 
to the bill. I hear a lot of discussion on 
the floor of the Senate about this bill 
as to its . effects on economic growth 
and the future of the Nation. 

I have come over to spend just a few 
minutes to speak in opposition to the 
bill because I am really worried about 
the future of our Nation. I am con­
vinced that you cannot keep adding 
layer after layer after layer of Federal 
spending on our economy, and continue 
to see the mom and pop operations 
around the country create jobs. The 
small businesses of America create 
jobs, and the large businesses of Amer­
ica create jobs. I am concerned about 
the future for my son and daughter and 
my two grandchildren. What is their 
future going to be like if we do not get 
control of the Federal spending? 

We have been told that the Presi­
dent's economic package is a combina­
tion of tax increases and spending cuts 
that will add stimulus to the economy. 
We have heard that the economy is so 
weak, so fragile, that it is necessary to 
have this $16 billion spending stimulus. 

I would like to make several points, 
the first of which is I think the days of 
stimulating and creating economic 
growth through Government spending 
increases is probably behind us. 

The second point is that I am unclear 
how we are going to stimulate the 
economy by adding $16 billion in new 
spending. Let me put that in perspec­
tive; $16 billion in new spending in this 
economy would be like giving your son 
or daughter who has a $25 allowance an 
extra nickel. That is the significance of 
this $16 billion stimulus plan, a nickel 
on a $25 allowance. 

It does not make a great deal of sense 
to me to say the economy is so fragile 
that we need to have a stimulus pack­
age, but then argue that it is impor­
tant that we address the deficit ques­
tion by raising over $300 billion worth 
of new taxes. Almost everyone agrees, 
and most of my colleagues agreed dur­
ing the period of time where they felt 
that the country was in a recession, 
that raising taxes did not make sense, 
because that slowed the economy 
down. People react to tax increases. 
They find ways to invest their money 
so they do not have to pay higher 
taxes. 

This proposal is inconsistent. On the 
one hand, it says it is important that 
we raise spending to stimulate the 
economy. But then on the other hand, 
it ignores economic reality that if you 
raise taxes on a weak economy, you are 
going to drive that economy even 
lower. 

I said, a moment ago I was concerned 
about the future of my children and my 
grandchildren. I happened to speak 
with a couple from Florida on the way 
over here just a few minutes ago, a 
mom and dad with four children, four 
sons as I recall, one of them just grad­
uating from college, with a degree in 
engineering. He sent letters out all 
over the country looking for a job. He 
has been getting one rejection letter 
after another. Talk about discourage­
ment. 

I make this point, because more Fed­
eral spending is not going to create 
jobs. More Federal taxes are not going 
to create jobs. In fact, I would make 
the counterargument. You want to get 
America moving again? We ought to 
follow the principles of less taxing and 
less spending, less Government and 
more freedom. We ought to free up the 
private sector. 

We had a hearing just a few days ago 
in the Banking Committee where the 
implication was made that the reason 
that there have not been more jobs cre­
ated in this economy is because there 
was something wrong with monetary 
policy. Well, the reason we have not 
created more jobs in this country is be­
cause we have increased the cost of em­
ployment in this country. We have lay­
ered on the backs of labor in this coun­
try more and more and more costs so 
that employers are saying, "I cannot 
take the risk. I cannot afford to hire 
another worker." A whole series of leg­
islation passed by this Congress and 
prior Congresses has increased the cost 
of labor to where small business own­
ers, who are trying to make a decision 
about the future of their business, de­
cide they are not going to hire another 
employee because Government has 
raised the cost of employment too 
high. 

So I ask my colleagues to support the 
Gramm amendment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Dakota for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre­
ciate the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee yielding me 
time. 

President Clinton won the election 
last November. Americans voted for 
him because they wanted change. I be­
lieve they voted for him because they 
wanted this country to move in a new, 
different direction. I have watched for 
some years while Presidents down at 
the White House talked about less Fed­
eral spending. We have to cut spending, 
they said, but year after year these 
same conservative Presidents sent Con­
gress budget proposals that included 
more and more Federal spending. In 
fact, what we do not hear much on this 
floor is that in the last 12 years Con­
gress has spent less than conservative 
Republicans have requested in Federal 
spending. 

I said the other day there is not a 
plug nickel's worth of difference be­
tween the appetite for spending be­
tween liberals, conservatives, Repub­
licans or Democrats. One side wants to 
build more jet airplanes, and the next 
one wants to build tanks. There is an 
appetite for spending in this country 
and in this body. 

But I would like to say this about the 
current debate. This amendment that 
is before us is about politics. 

That is what it is about. A lot of peo­
ple do not want the President's plan to 
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pass. I believe it should pass. Do I like 
every part of it? No, I do not. Do I 
think some of it could be improved? 
Yes, and I think it will be. But I think 
this President's plan represents nec­
essary and fundamental economic pol­
icy change. The one area of agreement 
I have with the previous speakers is 
that we have to cut spending. But I 
have to disagree with them when they 
stand up and propose that we cut 
spending for items that are not in the 
legislation before us. 

The proposal yesterday, which we de­
bated for some length of time, had 
items that added up to $103 million. Ac­
tually, they were not even proposed in 
the bill, but some Senators were intent 
on cutting them anyway. 

So I say to all my friends on .the 
other side: You want to cut spending? I 
wish we had a procedural device so we 
could put on the floor, right now, three 
successive votes, and we could test 
your appetite for cutting spending. I 
would propose that we cut 700 times 
more in public spending than you are 
proposing-700 times-not double, tri­
ple, quadruple, but 700 times. 

I would propose to cut the space sta­
tion, a giant boondoggle and a waste of 
the taxpayers' money. I would propose 
to cut the super collider. Enormous 
cost overruns. The Government has no 
business continuing that project. It 
ought not to be built. And I would pro­
pose to cut star wars. Even though 
they are proposing to build star wars in 
my State, I know that it is a tragic 
waste of the taxpayers' money. It's a 
waste to spend money on something we 
no longer need. 

If we cut in those three areas, then 
we are talking about cutting spending. 
Then we are talking something that is 
real-700 times the amount of spending 
cuts these folks are talking about 
today. If we voted to cut those three 
programs on this floor of the Senate 
today we would save $7 billion in the 
coming fiscal year. That is real sav­
ings. That is real money. 

I wonder if these warriors who have 
been talking about cutting public 
spending would not be little more than 
wallflowers when it came time to vote 
on these three big spending cuts-get­
ting rid of the space station, super 
collider, and star wars. My guess is you 
would not get more than a handful of 
votes on the other side of the aisle, be­
cause spending cuts for them is rhet­
oric and politics. 

The issue this afternoon is this: This 
President has proposed a three-part 
package to cut spending, increase some 
taxes, and provide an economic stimu­
lus package. The reason he provides 
the latter is that, unlike George Bush, 
President Clinton does not believe that 
we should let well enough alone and ig­
nore what is happening. George said, 
"There is no recession. Recession, what 
are you talking about? America is 
doing fine. It does not need any inter­
ference from anybody." 

But President Clinton knows that we 
have troubles here at home. The deficit 
is too large and we have an economy 
that is sick. So you have two things at 
once that seem almost contradictory. 
It is a delicate balancing act. President 
Clinton and everybody else admit that. 
The President is trying to do some­
thing very important for this country 
by proposing economic policy change 
that reduces the deficit so the country 
can grow in the long-term. He has pro­
posed a stimulus package that tries to 
show American people that we under­
stand there is an economic sickness in 
this country and that we are going to 
provide some economic stimulus to get 
the country moving again. That is 
what the President's package is all 
about. 

I fully respect those on the other side 
of the aisle who · do not like it. If they 
do not like it, they should and will 
vote against it. But they should not, in 
my judgment, attempt to delay the 
passage of this program. It is time to 
let the President put his program in 
place for the betterment of this coun­
try's future. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I spoke 
earlier as to why I was going to oppose 
the stimulus package, because of my 
lack of confidence that it would stimu­
late the economy, and my concern for 
taking the edge off of my ability to be 
able to say no in other areas. 

I must say I find this particular 
amendment to be a waste of time, if 
the truth be known. I heard the Sen­
ator from Texas, not long ago, talk 
about people coming up to him and 
looking him in the face and asking the 
question, "Are there cuts?" And he 
said, "No," he would have to say there 
are no cuts. 

The fact of the matter is that I have 
been approached very often, since the 
President introduced his budget, by 
people who asked me to oppose cuts. 
They do not want further cuts in agri­
culture. They do not want cuts in the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 
They are opposed to cuts in special 
grants. They do not want cuts in im­
pact aid. 

Indeed, I thought I heard the distin­
guished Senator from Texas the other 
evening, when speaking to the Amer­
ican Medical Association, say that one 
of the problems we have is that we are 
underfunding providers. I assume in 
that comment the implication is that 
we should spend more on Medicaid and 
Medicare. The fact is there is real con­
straint in spending on Medicaid and 
Medicare in the President's budget. I 
am being approached by providers that 
are saying this is going to impact their 
capacity to deliver health care. 

There are cuts in the President's pro­
posal, and I hope we can get some addi­
tional ones. For the opposition to 
stand here and allege to the American 
people that there are no cuts in this 
proposal is simply not true. There are 

cuts; otherwise, I would not be ap­
proached by citizens asking me to re­
sist them. They are asking me to op­
pose them. 

Second, I must take strong issue 
when I hear the distinguished Senator 
from Texas repeatedly talking about 
raising taxes on people that have So­
cial Security income. 

Mr. President, we collect 6.2 percent 
taxes on employees and 6.2 percent 
taxes on employers. In 1993, that will 
generate $351.3 billion from working 
people. We are going to pay out $297 
billion in that same year, in 1993, gen­
erating a $54 billion surplus. We are 
overtaxing people who get paid by the 
hour and asking them to shoulder an 
unfair burden of deficit reduction. 

Mr. President, I think the President 
of the United States has a great deal of 
courage suggesting-and I think cor­
rectly-that we ought to ask people 
who have Social Security income, if 
they have a sufficient amount of 
means, to pay taxes on 85 percent on 
their income from Social Security ben­
efits. It seems to me that it is not an 
unreasonable proposal, particularly 
since the President of the United 
States is also going to, in the not-too­
distant future, be proposing health 
care reform that is likely to include 
long-term care. 

I must take exception when the dis­
tinguished Senator from Texas stands 
up and says there are no cuts in the 
President's budget proposal. The Presi­
dent of the United States is asking the 
American people to sacrifice. He is ask­
ing the American people to pay a price 
to do something for deficit reduction. 
There are legitimate differences of 
opinion between the Republican Party 
and the Democratic Party. But where 
those differences do not exist, where 
the facts are clear, it seems to me that 
we ought not to stand down here on the 
floor and run our jaws to no avail. 

Mr. President, let me talk about a le­
gitimate difference of opinion. The dis­
tinguished Senator from Texas wants 
to exclude gymnasiums, parks, graffiti 
abatement, jogging, and hiking paths. 
Mr. President, I must say that of all of 
the things in this stimulus package, 
that may be the one the American peo­
ple appreciate the most. Most Ameri­
cans do not have the same kinds of ac­
cess to recreational facilities that we 
do. They do not have a Senate gym or 
a House gym. 

I ask those people who are going to 
vote for this amendment, are they 
going to come down to the floor of the 
Senate and make sure that the same 
kinds of exemptions are provided for 
all Government employees? Are they 
going to make sure that every single 
Government structure built for Federal 
employees, including Congress, strikes 
money, and provisions that provide 
hiking trails and gymnasiums and 
parks and things that people of average 
means, frankly, Mr. President, need 
very much? 
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I must say that I find this amend­

ment to be a waste of time. I doubt 
that anybody who is going to vote for 
this amendment is going to vote for 
the stimulus package anyway. This is 
not an attempt to improve the stimu­
lus package, Mr. President. This is an 
attempt to waste time. It is one of the 
reasons I suspect that consumers are 
beginning to lose confidence again. 
They are watching the same old 
thing-not just gridlock, not porklock, 
but jawlock, where people come to the 
floor and just want to run their 
mouths. 

Mr. President, I think it is time not 
only to table this amendment; I think 
it is time to vote on this stimulus 
package and get on with the business 
at hand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield to me just 
a few seconds so I could respond to a 
comment made by our colleague about 
a speech he saw me give on television, 
if I could, just to clarify a point? It has 
nothing to do with this debate. 

Mr. BYRD. How much time? 
Mr. GRAMM. Two minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield to the distin­

guished Senator 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair :::-ecognizes the Senator from 
Texas for 2 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator for yielding. 

I am delighted that our dear col­
league from Nebraska has nothing bet­
ter to do than watch me give speeches 
on television. 

The point I was making in the 
speech, and I do not want a 
misimpression to be made, is that we 
cannot solve the health care problem 
by simply cutting payments to the pro­
viders, that if in the name of this thing 
we call global budgeting we end up cut­
ting reimbursements, for example, to 
hospitals, what it is going to do is put 
rural hospitals out of business in 
droves, and it is going to make the 
local hospital raise taxes. 

The point I was trying to make is 
that we need to change the system, 
that we need to try to change behavior 
and not simply to try to engage in 
price controls or rationing. That basi­
cally was the point I was trying to 
make. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I appre­
ciate the response. 

However, is the Senator from Texas 
raising an objection of constraint of ex­
penditures by the Federal Government? 
He is saying he does not want to con­
strain expenditures because of the im­
pact potentially on rural health care. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
Senator's statement is we are under­
funding Medicare, and the impression 
is left, I think legitimately, that the 
Senator says we ought to maybe be 
spending more in Medicare. 

Mr. President, we have a $34 billion 
increase in health care expenses by the 
Federal Government this year over last 
year's spending. I think we can only 
control what we control, and I simply 
stand by my statement. 

I have lots of better things to do than 
watch the distinguished Senator from 
Texas on television, but I do not have 
anything more important than trying 
to do something about health care. 

The fact of the matter is I think the 
distinguished Senator from Texas is 
misleading this Congress. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 minute? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield an additional 
minute to the Senator from Texas with 
the understanding I not lose my right 
to the floor, and I ask the Chair to 
keep careful control of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Texas is recognized for 1 ad­
ditional minute. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have 
voted on the floor of the Senate to cap 
the growth in Medicare and Medicaid. I 
do not know how our colleague from 
Nebraska voted on that vote, but I 
voted to cap Medicare and Medicaid. 

My point is that we are not going to 
solve the exploding cost problems with 
price controls and rationing, that we 
are going to have to try to change be­
havior, and that we are going to have 
to change the system. I think that if 
anyone looks at any experience of any 
country in the world with health care 
that is the point. 

I am not calling for more expendi­
tures on Medicare and Medicaid. I want 
at least to slow down the growth in 
spending. I quite frankly do not believe 
that we will ever reduce either one of 
these programs, but in trying to con­
trol growth we have to change behavior 
and make the buyer of heal th care 
more cost conscious and make the sell­
er of health care more cost conscious. 
Maybe others believe we can do it by 
rationing. I do not. 

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

The Senator from West Virginia has 
the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator needed an additional minute? 

Mr. GRAMM. No. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I see 

a copy of that book to which the Sen­
ator referred? 

Mr. GRAMM. Yes. They are volume 1 
and volume 2. 

Mr. BYRD. How many pages are in 
both volumes, may ·1 ask the distin­
guished Senator? 

Mr. GRAMM. They do not number 
them. 

Mr. BYRD. They do not number 
them. 

Mr. GRAMM. The pages are innumer­
able. 

Mr. BYRD. In other words, my guess 
is about 1,500 or 1, 700 pages. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen­
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM,] has said, 

and I want to quote him accurately, 
"Rhetoric is so at variance with re­
ality." 

Mr. President, I think the distin­
guished Senator hit the nail right on 
the head. The rhetoric was at variance 
with reality that we have been hearing 
now for a good while which my friends 
on the other side I think used an hour, 
which was perfectly all right, but I 
want to be sure that I do not use more 
time than they used, including the 
time I have yielded on this side. 

Mr. President, that is an excellent 
point. Rhetoric is indeed at variance 
with reality in the arguments that I 
have heard coming from my friends on 
the other side of the aisle pertaining to 
this amendment. 

I believe it is important that the 
record be set straight on a number of 
misstatements that have been made on 
this floor in the last several days re­
garding the net effect with respect to 
overall domestic spending of the emer­
gency supplemental appropriations bill 
now pending before the Senate and the 
budget resolution which the Senate 
passed last week. 

It has been asserted by those opposed 
to this effort, displayed on the chart to 
my left, this effort to create jobs and 
help stimulate our economy, that the 
spending in this bill exceeds all of the 
net domestic spending cuts enacted in 
the budget resolution just passed by 
the Senate. That rhetoric is indeed at 
variance with reality. 

I regret, then, that I must stand on 
the floor today and with all due respect 
tell my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle that such an assertion is sim­
ply and plainly wrong. 

Even accepting, for the sake of argu­
ment, all of the baseline assumptions 
and baseline changes that Senators on 
the other side of the aisle often make 
in their effort to attack and denigrate 
the Senate-passed budget resolution, it 
is incorrect to suggest that the spend­
ing contained in this supplemental ap­
propriations bill is greater than the net 
domestic spending cuts contained in 
that budget resolution. 

That simply will not wash. That is 
pure unadulterated hogwash. 

Only by double counting the outlays 
in this appropriation bill and in the 
budget resolution can those who hope 
to defeat the President's economic pro­
gram arrive at such a wrong conclu­
sion. For the fact of the matter is that 
all of the spending in this bill for fiscal 
years 1994 through 1998 is offset-more 
than offset-by spending cuts con­
tained in the budget resolution passed 
by the Senate last week. 

Mr. President, I would ask my col­
leagues to listen closely, and I would 
like the viewers out there to listen 
closely, to what I have just said, for it 
runs contrary to the preeminently in­
accurate assertions that have been 
made over and over and over again by 
those who oppose the bill before the 
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Senate. To repeat, all of the spending 
contained in this supplemental appro­
priation bill for fiscal years 1994 
through 1998 is accounted for-is paid 
for-in the budget resolution adopted 
by the Senate only last week. 

Critics of the President and of this 
bill claim that the net domestic spend­
ing cuts contained in the Senate-passed 
budget resolution totaled a mere $7 bil­
lion. I strongly dispute that assertion. 
To the contrary, I believe it is based on 
a number of baseline accounting as­
sumptions that are designed to distort 
and understate the cuts in domestic 
spending made by the Senate in the 
budget resolution it adopted just last 
week. Yet, I do not stand here now for 
the purpose of debating or arguing over 
baseline assumptions. 

Accepting for a moment, simply for 
the sake of argument, all of the as­
sumptions necessary to arrive at that 
$7 billion figure, the fact is that that $7 
billion net reduction in domestic 
spending already reflects the $12 billion 
in new spending that will be appro­
priated under this emergency supple­
mental bill for fiscal years 1994 
through 1998. 

Again, I repeat what I have just said, 
so that there will be no misunderstand­
ing of what is fact or what is claimed 
to be fact and what is not fact. The $7 
billion in net domestic spending cuts 
which critics on the other side of the 
aisle claim will be the full savings 
achieved under the Senate-passed 
budget resolution already reflects all 
of the new spending contained in this 
supplemental appropriation bill for fis­
cal years 1994 through 1998. 

Therefore, to claim that the spending 
in this bill will offset the savings 
achieved under the budget resolution is 
flat wrong. If opponents wish to count 
all of the spending in this bill as new 
spending, then they must first take out 
the $12 billion in spending under this 
bill that was included in the Senate­
passed budget resolution. Our col­
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
as much as they might wish, cannot 
count the $12 billion in outlays that 
would be appropriated under this bill 
for fiscal years 1994 through 1998 as 
both new spending under the budget 
resolution and new spending under this 
bill. 

They are trying to have it two ways 
here. It is misleading and it is incor­
rect to count the same spending twice. 

Let me say that again. Our friends on 
the other side of the aisle, as much as 
they would like for the viewers and the 
listeners and the readers of the RECORD 
to believe, cannot count the $12 billion 
in outlays that .would be appropriated 
under this bill for fiscal years 1994 
through 1998 as both new spending 
under the budget resolution and new 
spending under this bill. It is mislead­
ing and incorrect to count the same 
spending twice. 

And yet, that is precisely what is 
being done by those who falsely sug-

gest that the net effect of this supple­
mental appropriations bill and the Sen­
ate-passed budget resolution will be an 
increase in domestic spending. 

There is an old saying back in West 
Virginia that "Figures don't lie, but 
liars can sure figure." 

Now I do not mean to say that any­
body in this body is a liar. But some­
body is misleading or attempting to 
mislead-I do not want to say they are 
attempting to mislead-but they cer­
tainly are misleading the viewers and 
the readers of the RECORD and the 
American people with such statements. 

Regardless of how much those who 
oppose our new President may play 
around with baseline assumptions in an 
effort to minimize the magnitude of 
the substantial domestic spending re­
ductions made in the Senate-passed 
budget resolution, there is no way they 
can accurately claim that the spending 
in this supplemental appropriation bill 
will wipe out all of the cuts made in 
the budget resolution that was passed 
by the Senate last week. Try as they 
might to confuse the American people 
with their sleight of hand and double 
counting, the fact remains that the 
Senate, even with passage of this bill, 
will be cutting, not increasing, domes­
tic spending. 

Inevitably, honest policy differences 
will arise in this body. Honest dif­
ferences of opinion will exist as to 
what is best for our country. We under­
stand that. I would hope, however, that 
as we debate those differences, we will 
be honest with one another and honest 
with the American people. Although we 
may sharply disagree with one another 
on how best to respond to the issues 
that come before this body, I trust that 
we can all agree that truthfulness is 
one standard we should never sacrifice. 

Mr. President, now let us refocus the 
spotlight on exactly what is being done 
here. 

Senators on the other side continue 
to talk about programs that are not 
even contained in this bill. They are 
talking today about the same pro­
grams, the same list, the same bogus 
list-it is a bogus list, as far as this bill 
is concerned-they are talking about 
the same programs that our Repub­
lican opponents have tried to attack 
for the third time. 

The Senate defeated the Brown 
amendment providing $103 million in 
cuts from the CDBG programs. The 
Senate defeated the Nickles amend­
ment which would have cut the entire 
CDBG appropriations of $2.5 billion. 
Now we have the amendment by Mr. 
GRAMM to cut $143,880,665 from CDBG 
Programs. 

"The Phantom of the Opera" has 
been playing in New York for quite 
some time. It has also played in Wash­
ington. Now the phantom comes to the 
Senate. Let us refocus this argument. 

There are some on this floor who in­
sist on talking about things that are 

not in this bill-not in this bill-be­
cause they want to divert attention 
from the critical items that are in this 
bill. 

In other words, take your eyes off the 
magician's hands and listen to what 
the magician is saying to you. Divert 
the focus away by talking about items 
that are not in this bill, never have 
been in this bill, and against which 
safeguards have been set up repeatedly, 
as I have described on the floor a num­
ber of times. 

I hope that the American people are 
onto the game. 

The effort is to divert the attention 
away from what is in this bill-$4 bil­
lion in unemployment benefits for the 
citizens of this Nation-$4 billion. That 
is what is in the bill. 

Not a word is being said about what 
is in the bill. It is what is not in the 
bill and not contemplated to ever be 
projects that would be funded under 
this bill. 

But those who continue to come in 
with this old canard continue to talk 
about a list of projects; a list of 
projects. 

Where is that list? "Here it is," they 
say. And that is just half of it. 

This is the last. And this is just half 
of the list. This is volume 1. This is the 
list that they say will be funded. 

Mr. President, let the American peo­
ple not be fooled. 

I could just as well have brought in 
the old Sears, Roebuck catalog, and 
the Montgomery Ward catalog, and the 
Spiegel, May, Stern catalog, and any 
number of other catalogs and held 
them up and said, "Now let us have an 
amendment that will guarantee that 
we will not spend money for these 
projects. That is why I want to offer an 
amendment, Mr. President, to cut out 
$100 million, to cut out an entire cat­
egory of programs here and the Amer­
ican people ought to be aware of what 
is about to be foisted off on them." 

So they come in with their amend­
ments to cut out lists, and cut out this 
and that and something else in lists in 
this book. We have seen it waved 
around a number of times. This book. 

I do not have the old Spiegel, May, 
Stern, or Sears, Roebuck catalogs. I 
think I have the original Sears, Roe­
buck catalog over at my house. I 
should have brought it just to see if 
there was anything in this bill that is 
in that catalog. 

Sometimes I think that we here in­
side the beltway develop a little bit of 
a thick skin. We listen to so many 
numbers and so many statistics that 
we have grown numb. But, when over 10 
percent of the citizens of this country 
are on food stamps, that figure ought 
to jar us up just a little bit. It ought to 
get inside that thick skin. 

The greatest Nation on Earth-the 
greatest Nation on Earth, the only Re­
public on Earth that has existed for 
over 200 years-has over 10 percent of 
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its population on food stamps. And 
that is a record number. And we have a 
record number of recipients of Medic­
aid, a record number of individuals on 
AFDC, Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children. Twenty-three months since 
the official ending of the recession, 
food stamp applications are increasing, 
Medicaid-the number of people on the 
rolls is increasing, the number of peo­
ple on AFDC-the number is increas­
ing. These are tragic facts. They rep­
resent human misery. They represent 
loss of dignity for many people-10 per­
cent of the population, over 26 million 
people in this great country, the land 
of the free and the home of the brave, 
on food stamps. 

Unemployment is now higher than 
when the recession officially ended. 
There are 1.1 million fewer jobs now 
than when the recession began. The un­
employment and the food stamp num­
bers clearly show that obviously the 
so-called recovery has not yet reached 
large segments of the population. 

It has not reached West Virginia yet, 
I can testify to that. The recovery has 
not crossed the boundaries of West Vir­
ginia. It has not come to Maryland yet. 
I heard the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, say re­
cently that recovery has not come to 
Maryland yet. 

Where is the recovery? Perhaps that 
is a phantom, too. I believe it is. It is 
a phantom as far as those of us are con­
cerned who represent States in which 
the unemployment is above the na­
tional average and in which the food 
stamp rolls are growing. 

How can we delay this package 1 day 
more? This package will answer criti­
cal human needs now, and it will create 
jobs that get people off the unemploy­
ment and off the food stamp rolls. 

Let us think about the families 
watching this Senate right now. Some 
of them are wondering where they will 
get food for the table next week-why? 
Because the extended unemployment 
benefits will have expired, will expire 
next week. And those who are watching 
the debate on this floor must be won­
dering what will I do next week? The 
poke salad is not out on the hills yet, 
the dandelions are not out on the hills 
yet, we cannot go out there and cut the 
plants and so we cannot depend on 
going out in the hills and getting our 
food, cutting the wild plants. 

I wonder what they are wondering. 
Those families may be wondering if 
there will be a check to buy shoes for 
a child for school next week, or a child 
who is not yet of school age. Where is 
the money coming from? Their unem­
ployment benefits are going to be cut 
off-no more. And here we are arguing 
about lists of items that are not in this 
bill, trying to divert the attention 
away from the bill, away from the bill, 
and saying do not watch my hands, just 
listen to what I am saying. The atten­
tion is being diverted away to a phan-

tom list that never existed, does not 
exist today, and will not occur under 
this bill. 

So they are nervously watching to 
see how long this Senate will sit with 
its hands folded and refuse to release $4 
billion in unemployment benefits so 
that those families who are about to 
fall into the abyss can be saved. 

Mr. President, the American people 
elected a President who said he would 
invest in our own people and in their 
futures again. And there is not one thin 
dime in this bill for foreign aid-is that 
right? Not one thin dime in this bill for 
foreign aid. How many of those who are 
talking about phantom lists in an ef­
fort to divert the attention away from 
what is in the bill vote for foreign aid 
without asking a question? They do 
not even ask a question. But when it 
comes to aiding the American people, 
oh, there are lots of questions then. 
Let us divert the attention away from 
the real thing and make the American 
people believe that we are about to do 
something that is not in the bill. So 
the American people elected a Presi­
dent who said he would invest in his 
own people and in the futures of the 
American people. He said he would put 
the focus back on our people-my peo­
ple, West Virginians-again. 

The American people know where 
President Clinton stands. They know 
whom he is trying to help. But do they 
know where we stand? So there they 
sit. There they sit, watching the tele­
vision screens, worrying about next 
week's meal, next week's loaf of bread, 
worrying about getting work, worrying 
about their kids, worrying about get­
ting medicine-knowing that the Presi­
dent of the United States realizes their 
plight and feels their pain. But there 
they sit, while the Senate delays. No 
wonder people are sick to death with 
gridlock. No wonder they look at 
Washington and shake their heads. 

Twenty-seven days ago-I believe it 
was 27 days ago; whether it was 28 or 29 
does not make any difference---66 Mem­
bers of this body voted to extend unem­
ployment benefits. Now we have not 
been able to move the package which 
funds that extension. We had all these 
threats of filibuster and the paper bul­
lets were going to stop flying and the 
real bullets were going to start criss­
crossing this Chamber. 

When we passed the measure author­
izing the extension of these benefits, 
the press releases went out in droves. 
We all were eager to tell our people 
what good men and women we are, 
looking out for their economic sur­
vival; we are taking care of you people, 
we say. We will not let you crash. 
"Just today," the press releases said, 
the press releases stated, "Just today 
we voted to extend unemployment ben­
efits." 

How in the world do we explain what 
we are doing now? We are now sitting 
on the President's proposal to fund 

those benefits and to create jobs so 
that people can get off the unemploy­
ment lines and get off the food stamp 
row. 

Now, try to explain our present ac­
tion, trying to wave the magic wand, 
pull rabbits out of the hat, saying, 
"Don't watch my hands, watch what 
I'm saying," and divert attention from 
the real bill here. How do we explain 
this action? The average Americans, 
why, they will say the inmates have 
taken over the asylum. No wonder peo­
ple do not trust politicians. 

Those Americans watching today­
they are watching-want this delay to 
stop. Why do we not just vote on this 
bill today? Senators are entitled to call 
up their amendments, but I have not 
been able to find many amendments on 
this side. I do not believe there are 
many on the other side. We ought to 
finish this bill today and let us quit di­
verting the attention away from the 
real bill and making statements that 
are misstatements and untrue state­
ments, misleading the American peo­
ple. 

Those who want these benefits to be 
released by the U.S. Senate should call 
the Capitol switchboard here in Wash­
ington and demand that we pass the 
President's plan. The number, the same 
number that has been around here dur­
ing my 40 years in the House and Sen­
ate, is area code 202; the number is 224-
3121. Same old number. 3121. Area code 
202-224-3121. That is the number that I 
used when I was in the House of Rep­
resentati ves when I first came there 40 
years ago in the 83d Congress. They did 
not have the dialing system we have 
now, but the Capitol switchboard num­
ber here was 3121. Over there I suppose 
it is 225-3121. But over here it is 
224-3121. 

No wonder Americans see an incom­
prehensible maze when they witness 
the kinds of pretended lists that such 
amendments as this would guard 
against. No wonder people are sick and 
tired of gridlock. 

Mr. President, I promised to move to 
table. My friends on the other side laid 
down the amendment at 10 minutes 
past 1 o'clock today and it is now 5 
minutes past 2. 

Before I do so, I ask unanimous con­
sent that upon the disposition of this 
amendment, Mr. KOHL be recognized to 
call up his amendment, and his amend­
ment is the amendment which is re­
ferred to as the offset amendment; that 
he be recognized to call up his amend­
ment and that there be 45 minutes on 
each side for debate thereon. I had 
cleared this with Mr. HATFIELD earlier, 
and I believe it has been cleared with 
Mr. DOLE and others. I make that re­
quest. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
table and I ask--

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold? I would like to ask 
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the Senator, since it is my amendment, 
and I do not intend to go back and plow 
a lot of old ground, I will be happy to 
have the Senator speak at the end, but 
I would like to have a couple minutes 
to go back and say what my amend­
ment is about, if I might. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would be 
happy to withhold my tabling motion 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. May I have 4? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Bible 

tells me if someone asks for my coat to 
give him my coat and another one. I 
will not make the tabling motion until 
the distinguished Senator has spoken 4 
minutes. I may want 4 on his amend­
ment myself. I yield for that purpose, 
with the understanding that I not lose 
my rights to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it is re­
assuring to me to know our distin­
guished chairman would give me his 
coat if I needed it. I thank him. 

I would like to go back to the rel­
evant point in my amendment because 
we have discussed many issues here 
today, and though every point we make 
is important, I think we have drifted 
somewhat. I will say to our distin­
guished chairman that while we may 
disagree, we are talking about issues 
that are relevant to the future of 
America, and in that, I rejoice. 

Let me read this element which is 
the heart of the amendment: 

None of the funds provided under this act 
for community development grants or the 
Highway Trust Fund may be used to assist 
activities related to gymnasiums, parks, 
graffi t i abat ement, bike paths, parking ga­
rages, parking lots, swimming pools, rec­
reational centers, sports facilities, boat 
houses, soccer fields, ice skating, play­
grounds, jogging paths, or hiking trails. 

The amendment then drops $195 mil­
lion worth of expenditures. Now, Mr. 
President, where did I get the idea that 
gymnasiums and parks might be fund­
ed by provisions of this bill giving 
money to the community development 
block grant or to transportation fund­
ing? I came up with that idea from two 
places. 

First, the Secretary of HUD held up 
these books before the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Rep­
resentati ves and said: 

I have in front of me a list from the United 
States Conference of Mayors of projects 
ready to go under the Community Develop­
ment Block Grant Program. 

These are, in fact, the proposals that 
by and large will end up being grant 
proposals. 

Second, our distinguished chairman, 
together with the ranking member, 
took this problem seriously enough to 
preclude golf courses, cemeteries, and 
other types of projects: white-water ca­
noeing, fisheries atlases, and study of 
the sicklefin chub. 

My amendment simply tries to guar­
antee to the American people that 

their money in this emergency bill will 
not be used for gyms or parks or graf­
fiti abatement or bike paths or parking 
garages, and the list goes on. 

I think it is a very clear list. If we do 
not pass this amendment, we have no 
guarantee that these types of projects 
will not be funded, and we have every 
reason to believe that they will be 
funded. 

Finally, for those who are watching 
on TV asking where their salvation is 
going to come from, I do not believe it 
is going to come from funding projects 
like these. Given a deficit of $300 bil­
lion where every penny in this bill will 
be borrowed, why not guarantee the 
American people that none of their 
money will be spent for any of these 
purposes? What is wrong with saying 
that the $195 million that would be bor­
rowed by the Government, that would 
be taken away from people who would 
build new homes, new farms , new fac­
tories, and create new jobs instead be 
left in the private sector? What we are 
debating here is where does the salva­
tion for working Americans come 
from? Does it come from the Govern­
ment or does it come from a strong, vi­
brant private sector of the economy? 
That is the fundamental issue. That is 
what we disagree on, and that is why 
we are debating this subject. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator's t ime has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amend­
ment by Mr. KOHL will be laid down 
shortly. And there is a time limita tion 
on it. I ask unanimous consent that no 
amendments in the second degree may 
be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I heard 
this term "graffiti abatement" used a 
number of times here, and it has fi­
nally gotten through this plumbiferous 
cranium of mine as to what they are 
talking about. Graffiti abatement. 
What is wrong with scrubbing the 
walls, some of this graffiti, foul lan­
guage, lascivious, libidinous, just plain 
dirty, nasty language. I do not want 
my grandchildren to read that trashy, 
dirty language. What is wrong with 
wiping off some of that? What is wrong 
with brushing over that with some 
paint? 

I would ask the rhetorical question. 
Would the Senator be in favor of leav­
ing that kind of nasty language out 
there for people to read? The sooner we 
get rid of that, the better we will 
all be. 

Now, Mr. President, the Senator's 
amendment would remove $50 million 
from the !STEA fund. We have $2.5 bil­
lion in this bill-Federal aid to high­
ways, $2.9 billion. He would remove $51 
million from $2.9 billion. 

The stimulus package contains $2.96 
billion in additional highway construc­
tion. Under the legislation, these funds 
must be obligated within 90 days, that 
is, to ensure that they be put to imme­
diate use and have the attraction of 
putting people immediately back to 
work and at the same time making in­
vestments that will serve us well into 
the future . 

The funds that the States will be 
using are from the highway trust fund. 
These funds are not from the general 
funds of the Treasury. They are from 
the highway trust fund. They will come 
from the highway trust fund. The mon­
eys in that fund are dedicated for the 
sole purpose of highways and highway­
related purposes, authorized by law. 
They cannot be used for anything else. 
Again, I repeat, these are not moneys 
from the general fund, not from the 
general funds of the Treasury. These 
are funds from the highway trust fund. 
These are moneys that are paid in by 
the highway users of this country. 

I hope that Senators, and especially 
the American people, will not be mis­
led by the attempt to divert the atten­
tion away from the good purposes of 
this bill. There are no phantom lists, 
no phantom items in this bill. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is t here 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. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 56, 

nays 44, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.) 
YEAS-56 

Feinstein Metzenbaurn 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Graham Moseley-Braun 
Harkin Moynihan 
Heflin Murray 
Hollings Nunn 
Inouye Pell 
Johnston Pryor 
Kennedy Reid 
Kerrey Riegle 
Kerry Robb 
Kohl Rockefeller 
Krueger Sarbanes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Wellstone 
Lieberman Wofford 
Mathews 

NAY8-44 
Danforth Helms 
Dole Jeffords 
Domenici Kassebaum 
Duren berger Kempthorne 
Faircloth Lott 
Gorton Lugar 
Gramm Mack 
Grassley McCain 
Gregg McConnell 
Hatch Murkowski 
Hatfield Nickles 
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Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Shelby 

Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 

Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 

So the motion to table the amend­
ment (No. 286) was agreed to. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that no intervening 
amendments be in order. 

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

Under the previous order, the Chair 
now recognizes the Senator from Wis­
consin [Mr. KOHL]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 287 

(Purpose: To remove the emergency spending 
designation from all funds in this bill that 
spend out in fiscal year 1994 or thereafter) 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL], 
for himself and Mr. SHELBY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 287. 

Mr. KOfil. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 28, strike lines 23 through 26 and 

insert the following: 
SEC. 202. All funds provided for under this 

Act are hereby designated to be emergency 
requirements for the purposes of adjusting 
the spending limits for fiscal year 1993 under 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. The adjustments re­
quired by the preceding sentence shall apply 
only to fiscal year 1993 and the spending lim­
its for fiscal year 1994 or fiscal years there­
after shall not include such adjustments. 

Mr. KOfil. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor to offer an amendment which 
I call the pay-as-you-go amendment. 
This is an amendment to the stimulus 
package, consisting of $16.3 billion to 
stimulate our economy, which we are 
considering now. 

Mr. President, I do not, nor do I 
think many Americans would, disagree 
with the things we want to spend $16.3 
billion on. 

Who could disagree that we need to 
extend unemployment insurance com­
pensation to those men and women 
who are presently out of work? And 
who could disagree that we need to do 
more on the vital and very successful 
Head Start Program, which has made 
such a great difference for so many 
young people in our society? Who could 
disagree that we need to do a better job 
of immunizing our young people in this 
country? Who could disagree that we 
need to spend more money on things 

like Pell grants and highway improve­
ment programs? All of these things 
represent an investment in both the 
present and the future of our country 
and I, for one, endorse them. 

What I am here to argue though is 
the way we fund those programs in this 
bill. The funding for ·this bill is over 
and above the budget in each of the 
years that it covers. It is deficit spend­
ing in the truest sense of the word. All 
of my colleagues, and all of those who 
are listening to this debate, need to un­
derstand clearly that what we are talk­
ing about here is spending money over 
and above our planned budget outlays 
for this year and in all the years that 
this program will continue. 

I said in 1989, in my first speech on 
the floor, that the United States "is in 
the process of spending itself into ob­
livion," and that "continued deficit 
spending threatens our Nation's finan­
cial stability." 

I said then that "no business, no gov­
ernment, and no society can sustain it­
self on debt. The gigantic debts that 
now threaten our economy and the 
unending deficits endanger our ability 
to give our children a better life and a 
brighter future." I said then that if we 
are going to deal with this problem, 
"all Americans and all Members of 
Congress must accept and adopt a sim­
ple principle: We can and we should de­
bate the level of Government services 
we want, but what we can no longer de­
bate is whether we will pay for those 
services." 

Today, I am making the following 
proposal: That we endorse this stimu­
lus program, that we pass this bill and 
write it into law, but that we pay for 
it. My amendment says that this year's 
expenditures, expected to total about 
$6.9 billion, be allowed to be off budget 
and deficit spending; but that all the 
expenditures in the 3 or 4 years to 
come, which will total about $9.4 bil­
lion, be considered on budget, be con­
sidered within the limits that we are 
allowed in the budget resolution we 
passed last week. That will require 
that these items be considered along 
with the other things in the budgets in 
the years ahead, and that we be re­
quired to make choices on spending; 
that we not be allowed to continue to 
just deficit spend, to spend beyond our 
budget limits. 

Next year the combined authority for 
all discretionary spending is $540 bil­
lion. Can anybody doubt that, if we 
have the will, we can find within $540 
billion the $5 or $6 billion that will be 
spent next year as a result of the stim­
ulus package? That is what choices are 
all about. That is what the American 
people sent us here to do. That is clear­
ly what they want us to do. So we must 
do what they want us to do, what we 
know we can do, and we must hold our­
selves within spending limits, and we 
must make spending choices. 

So that is what this amendment will 
require us to do. We vote for the stimu-

lus package. We allow this year's 
spending to be off budget. But all the 
spending in the years to come will be 
within the budget without deficit 
spending. 

My amendment has widespread sup­
port. It is endorsed by the National 
Taxpayers Union. It is endorsed by the 
Chamber of Commerce. It is endorsed 
by the National Association of Manu­
facturers, by the National Federation 
of Independent Businessmen, by the 
Business and Industrial Council. And 
just today we received an endorsement 
from the Concord Coalition, which, as 
you know, is a deficit-control coalition 
formed by two of our former col­
leagues, Warren Rudman and Paul 
Tsongas. 

My amendment is, I think, an excel­
lent way of satisfying the needs of both 
the Republicans and the Democrats as 
well as the administration. It is a com­
promise, but it is a compromise that 
clearly is making a statement to the 
American people; it says that we are 
not going to continue just spending 
outside the limits of our authority, 
that we are not going to continue add­
ing to our deficits and making the lives 
of our children virtually impossible fi­
nancially. 

So I am bringing this amendment to 
the floor, and I hope very much that 
my colleagues will see it as a reason­
able and acceptable compromise which 
the American people can and will en­
dorse enthusiastically and which I be­
lieve is consistent with the President's 
program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KOfil. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Alabama. 

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

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise to 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin for offering this 
amendment. This amendment makes 
sense. It does not go as far as I would 
personally like to go; that is, I do not 
believe we need any of the stimulus 
package. We are basically going to bor­
row money to spend money. It is part 
of the old cycle that we have been in a 
long time up here in the Senate and 
across the Capitol here to the U.S. 
House. 

The amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin makes a lot of 
sense. As I understand it-and I am 
going to try to restate it and para­
phrase it and see if I am on the right 
track on this-of the $16 billion, you 
would spend $6 billion more or less this 
year off budget. That is from the pro­
grams that the Senator has outlined. 

Mr. KOHL. Unemployment com­
pensation. 

Mr. SHELBY. And what else? 
Mr. KOHL. Basically summer jobs 

and unemployment compensation. 
Mr. SHELBY. Summer jobs and ev­

erything else. The other $10 billion 
would be delayed, would it not? 
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Mr. KOHL. The other $10 billion 

would be spent out as the President 
wants in succeeding years, but it would 
come under budget limits. We would 
have to make choices in order to spend 
this money on items the President 
wishes us to spend them on. We would 
have to decide what to cut in order to 
fund these programs and come within 
our budget authority. 

Mr. SHELBY. Is this similar to the 
amendment that our colleagues in the 
House would not give a rule to let it be 
offered on the floor of the U.S. House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. KOHL. Yes, it is very similar. 
Mr. SHELBY. I support this amend­

ment. Again, I commend the distin­
guished Senator from Wisconsin. It is a 
step in the right direction. As I said, it 
is not as far as I would like to go, but 
it is a step and it makes sense. It is 
something that we ought to adopt. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Senator very 
much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FEINGOLD]. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I, too, 
rise to praise the senior Senator from 
Wisconsin for his amendment. I will 
support this amendment because I 
think it represents what my colleague 
has done to help the President, not to 
hurt the President of this country. 

I think the senior Senator from Wis­
consin has done three things here with 
this amendment that are very, very 
important. First, for both of us, it is 
clear to me that the Senator, as he has 
always done, has listened to the people 
in our home State. In Wisconsin, peo­
ple are more concerned about reducing 
the Federal deficit than any other 
issue. I know that because I have spent 
the last 5 years in a campaign where I 
just asked people, "What is the No. 1 
issue? What is the thing you are most 
concerned about?" And they often 
talked about health care, they did talk 
about jobs, they did talk about the en­
vironment, they did talk about crime. 
But more than anything else, they 
think we can pay the bills. They think 
there is a better way and that we can 
actually cut the Federal deficit and use 
some discipline in spending. 

The second thing the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin is doing is helping the 
President bring together his entire 
package. When the President spoke in 
the State of the Union Message, both 
the senior and junior Senators from 
Wisconsin were in the Chamber and 
heard him talk about the need that 
this en tire package be regarded as a 
package. 

We want not just the spending but 
also the spending cuts to be enacted. 
The Senator here is helping ensure 
that that occurs and also is providing a 
real opportunity to find additional 
cuts, in effect, to try to force us to find 
some additional cuts so we can do even 

more in the direction of the deficit re­
duction. As I recall, the President in­
vited us to do just that. This amend­
ment helps force the Congress to do 
what I think the President has invited 
us to do. 

Finally, I think the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin has struck a blow here 
for stopping politics as usual. I know I 
am new here. I know there is a way 
that things must be done here, I am 
told anyway that somehow it is nec­
essary to do the spending first and the 
cuts later. But at least for both of us 
this just does not seem logical. It 
seems like there has to be a better 
way. There has to be a way where we 
can link the spending to the spending 
cuts so the net result is at least even 
and I hope even greater deficit reduc­
tion. · 

So I rise to support the amendment 
and to say that this has been a very 
constructive part of the debate on the 
economic stimulus package and to . 
pledge to work with Senator KOHL and 
the other Members of this body to find 
additional spending cuts either in this 
legislation or future legislation this 
year so we can do even more to address 
what I consider to be the greatest eco­
nomic problem of this country, the 
burgeoning Federal deficit. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank my colleague 
from Wisconsin. 

Of course, I was witness to his elec­
tion last year. Senator FEINGOLD ran a 
magnificent campaign that was built 
around the need to reduce our Federal 
deficit. And the people of Wisconsin 
elected him, in large part, because of 
his commitment to deficit reduction 
and because they believed-and prop­
erly so-that Senator FEINGOLD would 
come to Washington and stand four­
square, even if it was difficult, for defi­
cit reduction. 

I think his willingness to be here 
today to support this amendment and 
to vote for it is clear indication to the 
people of Wisconsin that Senator 
FEINGOLD is not a person who just talks 
about the need to make hard choices; 
he is prepared to make and is, in fact, 
making those hard choices. 

So I congratulate him, and I very 
much appreciate his support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I have 
heard some criticism of this amend­
ment based on the erroneous belief 
that it will hold up spending on the 
stimulus package. That is not true. 

Under this amendment, all spending 
from the stimulus package that is 
scheduled in fiscal year 1993 will go 
ahead. It will be spent and it will not 
be counted against our spending ceil­
ings. 

But the spending under the stimulus 
package plan for fiscal years 1994 and 
beyond would have to come within our 
budget constraints. 

So, under this amendment, we adopt 
the President's stimulus package, we 

accept the fact that this year's spend­
ing would be off budget, but we would 
require that the spending in years sub­
sequent would have to be on budget 
and would have to be accounted for. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum and ask unanimous con­
sent that the time be charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, that will be 
the order. 

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

call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains to the opponents of the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op­
ponents have 44 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. President, I want to say at the 
beginning that I am sorry to have to be 
put in a position to oppose my friend, 
Senator Kom,. He is a good Senator. He 
has always taken very seriously his du­
ties. 

He has recently been named to the 
Appropriations Committee at the be­
ginning of this Congress. He is the 
chairman of the Senate District of Co­
lumbia Appropriations Subcommittee, 
which nobody wants. He did not want 
it. He did not ask for it. 

But I said, "We have to have some­
body who will chair that subcommit­
tee." He said, "Well, if you have to 
have somebody, I consider it my duty 
to take it, when asked." And he took 
it. He took that chairmanship. 

And so I hesitate to oppose his 
amendment, Mr. President, but I feel it 
my duty to do so. 

This amendment would require that 
all outlays occurring in fiscal year 1994 
and beyond, as a result of .this $16.2 bil­
lion stimulus bill, be counted against 
the Appropriations Committee's out­
lays allocation in fiscal years 1994 
through 1997. 

The effect of the amendment is two­
fold. First, as the President pointed 
out in his letter to me, which I read 
into the RECORD last Thursday, this 
amendment would "cancel the in­
tended benefits of the measure"-that 
is taken right out of the President's 
letter-and, second, it would "threaten 
the education infrastructure, health 
and other investment initiatives pro­
posed in my five-year economic plan." 

These are quotes that I have taken 
out of the President's letter, in which 
he clearly expresses not uncertain but 
certain opposition to this type of 
amendment. These are the two effects 
of this amendment. 
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Let me say it again. The President 

says he opposes this amendment that 
would "cancel the intended benefits of 
the measure" and would "threaten the 
education infrastructure, health and 
other investment initiatives proposed 
in my five-year economic plan." 

So that is President Clinton's letter, 
addressed to me. That is that letter 
talking; this is the President talking. 

These are the two effects of this 
amendment, according to the Presi­
dent. 

Mr. President, the amendment would 
cancel the effects of the stimulus-the 
President says he does not want to do 
that-the amendment would cancel the 
effects of the stimulus because it would 
require that $12 billion of the stimulus 
package be offset by corresponding out­
lay cuts beginning October 1. 

The distinguished Senator, in offer­
ing his amendment, has not specified­
! do not believe he has specified-where 
these cuts would come from. Where 
would the distinguished Senator and 
those who support the amendment, 
where would they have us make these 
cuts? The distinguished author of the 
amendment and cosponsors of the 
amendment have not said. 

Let me turn to this chart, which 
comes from the report of the Budget 
Committee that accompanied the budg­
et resolution. 

This chart to my left shows the com­
ponents of the Senate-reported budget 
resolution's deficit reduction total of 
$502 billion. The chart shows pluses and 
minuses in outlays and in revenues 
over the next 5 years, 1994-1998, as pro­
posed by the Senate Budget Commit­
tee, and as adopted by the Senate only 
last week. 

If we come down to the middle of the 
chart, we see a category entitled 
"Stimulus and Investment." Under 
that heading we see two sub cat­
egories-stimulus outlays and invest­
ment outlays. Stimulus outlays, as 
shown on the chart, are the outlays 
that will be needed over the next 5 
years to pay the bills that will be com­
ing in from the $16.2 billion stimulus 
package now before the Senate. There­
fore, in calculating its deficit reduc­
tion totals, the Budget Committee had 
to include these outlays-the bills will 
be coming in so they will have to be 
paid. But, because these outlays have 
been designated as emergency spending 
by both the President and by the House 
of Representatives in the bill before us, 
they will not be charged against the 
Appropriations Committee's outlay al­
location. These outlays were, however, 
taken into account, as the viewers will 
see on the chart, by the budget resolu­
tion in reaching its $502 billion deficit 
reduction. By the way, that is $30 bil­
lion greater than the President re­
quested. Let me repeat, the budget res­
olution counted the outlays from this 
economic stimulus bill in reaching its 
$502 billion in deficit reduction. 

The second line under the · heading 
"Stimulus and Investment" is entitled 
"Investment Outlays." This column 
shows the outlays, year-by-year, that 
the budget resolution allocated for the 
President's long-term investment pro­
gram-a total of $112 billion. I point 
out that even though this sounds like a 
large increase in domestic spending, it 
is not so when we subtract the $81 bil­
lion in nondefense discretionary costs 
over the next 5 years that are displayed 
in the upper portion of the chart. So 
that we actually end up with a net of 
only $31 billion over the next 5 years 
for domestic discretionary spending­
substantially less than the President 
requested. 

Now, if we focus on fiscal year 1994 
only, we see that there are two $6 bil­
lion accounts in the middle of the 
chart-one is for stimulus outlays-­
those outlays are to pay the bills that 
will come due from the pending meas­
ure in 199~and the other $6 billion is 
to pay for the President's long-term in­
vestment package. The stimulus out­
lays would not be charged against the 
Appropriations Committee's allocation 
for fiscal year 1994. But, under the 
amendment by Mr. KOHL, that $6 bil­
lion for stimulus outlays would no 
longer be treated as emergency spend­
ing and would, instead, have to be paid 
for out of the Appropriations Commit­
tee's allocation. This would mean that 
the Appropriations Committee would 
have $6 billion less to spend on the 
President's budget request for long­
term investments. In fact, as all Sen­
ators see, we would have no funds left, 
if the full amount were to be adopted, 
no funds left to pay for any of the 
President's fiscal year 1994 investment 
program. 

That means no outlays for such 
things as: Full funding of the highway 
program; modernizing our air traffic 
control system; increases in rural 
water and waste water loans and 
grants; a crime initiative to support 
more police in our communities; con­
version of our defense industries to do­
mestic purposes; better and more com­
prehensive worker training; better VA 
medical care; and a host of other in­
vestments. 

Let me repeat, under the pending 
amendment by Mr. KOHL and others, 
the Clinton investment package would 
be gutted-gutted. That is the real 
world effect of this amendment. 

The President is unalterably opposed 
to this amendment. It guts his pack­
age. 

Now, the President will be going to 
Vancouver this coming Sunday to meet 
with the Russian President, Mr. 
Yeltsin. Do we want to gut the Presi­
dent's economic package here today? 
He has to go sit down with the Russian 
President. Do we want to clip the 
President's wing before he goes? That 
is a very important meeting that is 
going to occur in Vancouver and there 

are those in this Chamber who would 
like nothing better than to administer 
a string of defeats for the programs of 
this new President. What is today, the 
31st day of March; 31 plus 28, plus 11. 
What is that, 70 days; 70 days into the 
Presidency of William Clinton, 70 days 
into his Presidency. We are saying here 
is a way we can-the Senator from Wis­
consin is not saying this. I know the 
Senator from Wisconsin honestly and 
sincerely believes that this will not 
harm the President's program. And I 
just as honestly and sincerely believe 
that the Senator from Wisconsin be­
lieves-I have no doubt in this world, 
not one-that the Senator from Wis­
consin thinks this is the right thing to 
do and it will not harm the President's 
program. But the Senator from Wiscon­
sin is wrong. 

The President says it is wrong in his 
letter, which I put into the RECORD. 
And the President said it is wrong 
when I sat with him down in the Oval 
Office a few days ago. I am being in­
vited to the Oval Office now-yes. That 
is a welcome change. The President 
said it was wrong. He did not want this 
amendment. 

It is not just ROBERT BYRD saying 
this is wrong. William Jefferson Clin­
ton is saying it is wrong. He said to me: 
"I don't want this amendment." I said: 
"Draw your line in the sand." "I don't 
want this amendment," he said. He 
said some things about other amend­
ments, but that is all in the past now. 

But this amendment would gut Presi­
dent William Jefferson Clinton's pro­
gram. Do we want to do that? What I 
am saying is that if we offset the in­
vestments that are being made, the 
stimulus outlays that are being made 
in this bill before the Senate, in effect 
we are robbing Peter's pocket-there it 
is-robbing Peter's pocket to pay Paul, 
and when we offset, we do not have any 
stimulus. We take $6 billion out here 
and put it over here. The effect is zero. 
It is a wash. There is no stimulus. 

That is the purpose of this package, 
is to provide the stimulus that we 
might strengthen our economy, put 
people to work, and do a number of 
other things. But if we do this, we are 
offsetting the stimulus. It is no longer 
a stimulus program. It is not a good 
amendment. The author of the amend­
ment is a good Senator, but it is not a 
good amendment. Let us not gut the 
President's program. That would be the 
effect of this amendment. 

At the proper time, I will move to 
table the amendment. I hope that the 
amendment will be defeated. 

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

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from West Virginia yield the 
floor? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield the floor. I only 
want to retain 5 minutes under the 
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control of myself. It is my understand­
ing that this amendment would be the 
subject of a 60-vote point of order. So I 
will not move to table it. But the point 
of order will be made. 

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

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, like 99 

other Senators, I yield to no one in my 
admiration and respect for the distin­
guished Senator from West Virginia. 
He has a long and clear record of out­
standing service in the Senate and to 
our country. I appreciate the fact that 
he recognizes that my amendment is 
well intended and is not intended at all 
to gut the President's program. While 
he and I disagree, he recognizes that I 
am a strong supporter of the President 
and want just as much as he does to see 
this President succeed. 

He said -that my amendment would 
"rob Peter to pay Paul." But, in my 
opinion, if we do not adopt this amend­
ment, then we will rob the children of 
both Peter and Paul by increasing the 
debt they must carry and pay. Since 
1980, we have adopted, in fact, a policy 
in Government of enormous and drastic 
deficit spending. Every year there is a 
reason. This is the reason this year: If 
we do not find a way to incorporate the 
roughly $10 billion of additional spend­
ing in the President's stimulus pack­
age, do not find a way to exempt it 
from the budgets, then we will kill the 
whole stimulus package. And that is 
the rationale for this particular deficit. 
And, in fact, there has been a rationale 
for every deficit that we have run 
since 1980. 

When President Carter was in office, 
a deficit of $60 billion was regarded by 
him and by everyone else in this coun­
try as a disaster. Since he has left of­
fice, over the past 12 years, the admin­
istrations and the Congresses have 
found a way to rationalize deficits 
which have now totaled up to over $4 
trillion, and we are here today to ra­
tionalize yet _another $16 billion addi­
tion to the national debt. 

The American people said to us in 
this past election that they are sick of 
it; that they do not want it anymore; 
that they want us to make spending 
choices; that they want us to cut 
spending. They do not want us to find 
a rationale for continuing deficits. If 
there was one message that stood out 
in the election last year, it was that. 

And now we are told by those who op­
pose the amendment that we cannot 
find a way. We are told that we cannot 
find a way, without gutting the Presi­
dent's program, to fit $10 billion over 
the next 4 years in a budget which over 
the next 4 years will total over $2 tril­
lion. The budget authority for this cat­
egory next year is $540 billion. If you 
just take that and multiply by four, 
you have over $2 trillion in outlays 
over the next 4 years. We are told that 
we cannot find a way to fit in $10 bil-

lion without gutting the President's 
program. 

The distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia and I do have an honest dif­
ference of opinion. And I believe that if 
the American people were asked to de­
cide whether or not we can or cannot 
fit this roughly $10 billion into a budg­
et which is over $2 trillion in the next 
4 years, virtually every American 
would say that not only can we, but 
they would insist that we find a way to 
fit it in without gutting the Presi­
dent's program. 

The distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia said to me, "Well, where are 
your cuts?" Of course, every Senator 
has a different set of cuts. But I do not 
want to beg off. I will just mention a 
few of my cuts. 

In this year's budget, we have $1.5 
million for a pig research facility in 
Iowa; $58 million to bail out George 
Steinbrenner's American shipbuilding 
company; $8 million for the World Uni­
versity Games in New York; $19.7 mil­
lion for the International Fund for Ire­
land; $13 million for Steamtown Na­
tional Historic site; $15 million for 
preservation and restoration of Egypt's 
antiquities; $2 million for "Walk on the 
Mountain," a covered skywalk in Ta­
coma; and $800,000 for bike paths in 
Miami Beach. 

I also have several cuts for fiscal 
year 1994, cuts I have supported and 
will continue to support. Not every­
body agrees, but the Senator from West 
Virginia asked "where are your cuts?" 
So I will list a few. 

I would stop production of the Tri­
dent missile which would save $3 bil­
lion over 5 years. I would cancel the 
space station, which would save over 
$10 billion in 5 years. I would cancel 
the superconducting super collider 
which would save over $2 billion ·in 5 
years. I would cancel the Advanced 
Solid Rocket Motor Program which 
would save $1.7 billion in 5 years. And 
I would crack down on vacation leave 
policies for senior executives in the 
Federal Government, which would save 
another $500 million over 5 years. So 
that is $17 billion over 5 years which I 
would offset. 

The distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, I am sure, would not agree 
with all of these cuts. Maybe he would 
not agree with any of them, and I 
would respect him. But he asked me 
where I would cut. The point is, if we 
as a group are called upon together to 
compromise and to find a way in which 
to cut $10 billion over 4 years in a 
budget of over $2 trillion, while we 
would not all agree and we would not 
all have the . same spending cuts, we 
would find a way to do it if it was im­
portant enough. 

To reject this amendment in my 
view, would be to make a statement to 
the American people that $10 billion in 
spending cuts are not all that impor­
tant-not that we could not find them 

within the budget, but that it is just 
not all that important. 

So we will continue to deficit spend. 
And next year there will be another 
reason to deficit spend, and the follow­
ing year we will have another reason to 
deficit spend, just as we have every 
year since 1980. 

This is the road to oblivion. We all 
agree in theory this is the road to ob­
livion. Here we have a real life oppor­
tunity to save the American taxpayers 
$10 billion in taxes because that is 
what deficits are. Deficits are taxes de­
ferred with interest. That is the defini­
tion of a deficit. 

It is a tax on the American people. It 
is deferred. And until we pay it, it col­
lects interest. I want to see us save 
this $10 billion. I am willing to take 
the time and to make the effort and to 
suffer the pain of deciding how we are 
going to cut to save $10 billion for the 
American taxpayer. 

That is what this amendment is all 
about. Symbolically, and in fact, it is 
making a statement to the American 
people. It is saying that we care about 
the future, that we care enough to do 
what we need to do to make it better. 
I would like to make that statement. I 
think we as Senators should make that 
statement. I believe the administration 
should also be willing to make the 
extra effort to find this $10 billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
yielded the floor at the moment? 

Mr. KOHL. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, already in 

this overall package, may I say to my 
friend from Wisconsin, this chart to my 
left shows that for spending reductions 
$6 billion have been cut from defense 
for fiscal year 1994, $5 billion in non­
defense discretionary cuts have been 
made, and the budget resolution has 
said OK, we will give you $6 billion for 
investment outlays, long-term invest­
ment outlays, and this bill would pro­
vide $6 billion for short-term invest­
ment outlays. 

What the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin is saying is we are going to 
wipe out-adopt this amendment, off­
set this $6 billion that is in this pack­
age and then we will wipe out, that in 
itself by offsetting it will automati­
cally wipe out the $6 billion in invest­
ment outlays for 1994. And so what we 
are left with is no investment but cut, 
cut, cut-$6 billion, as I pointed out, in 
defense cuts this year, $5 billion in 
nondefense cuts, and over the 5-year 
period a $105 billion cut in defense, an 
$81 billion cut in nondefense discre­
tionary, making a total of $186 billion 
in cuts. 

So the amendment, although the 
Senator is well-intentioned-I do not 
have the slightest doubt of that. He is 
just as pure in his intentions as I am. 
But he is mistaken. He is wiping out 
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the second $6 billion on this chart, and 
the President says he does not want 
this done. This cuts his program. 

Mr. President, I see the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] on the 
floor. Does he wish some time? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I would like some 
time. 

Mr. BYRD. How much time would the 
Senator like? 

Mr. HARKIN. Maybe 7 minutes, 
something like that. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains to this Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 23 minutes and 45 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 7 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished chairman for yielding 
me this time. 

I wanted to be here to respond to the 
amendment offered by my friend, the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin. 
I wanted to make it clear what I be­
lieve the impact of this amendment 
would be on the programs funded under 
the subcommittee which I chair, the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education. Mr. 
President, I believe that this amend­
ment would have a drastic effect on 
those programs that go to meet the 
needs of perhaps the weakest, the poor­
est, those most at need in our society 
who come under the jurisdiction of our 
subcommittee. 

As I understand the amendment of­
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin, it would require that 
stimulus program outlays in 1994 and 
1995 would be offset with cuts in those 
years. The President's package pro­
vides that the stimulus programs are 
declared an emergency and thus under 
the Budget Act do not require offsets. 

Let me begin by laying out some 
facts. Some $8.8 billion of the $16.2 bil­
lion in stimulus requested by the Presi­
dent is appropriated by our subcommit­
tee, a little over half. And Sl.277 billion 
of that part of the package in our sub­
committee, outlays, or spends out in 
fiscal year 1994; that is the budget our 
subcommittee will be working on over 
the next half year. 

It is highly unlikely that we are 
going to find any offsetting cuts in dis­
cretionary programs that Senator 
KOHL has proposed that we do in de­
fense. 

Again, we have voted together on 
these issues many times in the past, 
trying to shift from defense and trans­
fer funds to meet the human needs of 
our people like Head Start, Ryan White 
medical research. In the past 2 years in 
fact, I have offered amendments to do 
that. 

I am an optimist. I will continue to 
try to do this, but I am a realist, too. 
I know what the votes have been. I 
know the votes are not here to do that 
transfer of these funds. Just last week 
the Senate by passing the Nunn amend-

ment, in effect, created another budget 
firewall by requiring that any saving 
from additional cuts in defense be de­
voted to deficit reduction, not to in­
vestments in health, education, and 
other people programs. The Senate 
spoke on it. I do not know what the 
eventual outcome will be in con­
ference. 

Third, I, too, would like to cut some 
spending perhaps from the super 
collider, and the space station. But the 
votes are not there to make these cuts. 
So far, the Senate has only been able 
to muster 34 votes against either the 
SSC or the space station. 

So taking that into account and 
looking at this situation realistically, I 
believe we must examine the con­
sequences of finding those offsets from 
our bill. We have a limited number of 
options if we are to find that $1.277 bil­
lion in outlays and I will outline some 
of those. 

First of all, we can find the offsets in 
the President's investment package. To 
find the $1.277 billion that the Senator 
needs, we would have to eliminate the 
following programs from the invest­
ments proposed by the President for 
fiscal 1994: AIDS, $60 million; child care 
block grants, $30 million; the education 
reform package, $206 million; all of the 
worker training initiatives: Dislocated 
workers assistance, $60 million; Job 
Corps, S8 million; JTP A summer re­
view, $2.47 million; older Americans, 
giving some new employment to older 
Americans, $4 million; Youth Appren­
ticeship Program, $32 million. 

Well, you add all of those up and then 
you cut Head Start by $172 million and 
you get the $1.277 billion. Again, these 
are figures based on outlays, not au­
thorizations. 

So let us say we do not take the 
money from the President's investment 
package. Let us say we take it out of 
education. Well, education is a slow 
spending account. It outlays at 12 per­
cent. So to get $1.277 billion in outlays 
from education, you would have to cut 
$10.64 billion out of education next year 
just to get those outlays. 

Let us go over some facts. The total 
authorization level for discretionary 
spending for education is $22.3 billion. 
The proposed $10.64 billion in cuts 
equals 46 percent of the education 
budget--46 percent of that-just to 
meet the Sl.277 billion in outlays. 

So what programs would the Senator 
want to cut? Pell grants, we could 
eliminate all of it. That is $6 billion. 
Take 4 million students off the rolls. 
We could then get the remaining $4.3 
billion by cutting Chapter 1. That is 
the kind of drastic cuts we would be 
looking at. 

Again, I am assuming that, No. 1, we 
cannot cut defense, and we do not have 
the votes for cutting the super collider 
and the space station. I think that is 
realistic. Unfortunately, when it comes 
down to it, it is always these domestic 

programs that get cut, not the super 
colliders and space stations and defense 
spending. 

Well, then there is another option. 
We could get the savings by an across­
the-board cut. Again, the Senator 
talked about an across-the-board cut of 
1 percent. But to get the savings out of 
the programs of our subcommittee 
would require a 4.1-percent across-the­
board cut, and that would be another 
drastic option. 

That would cut out the Department 
of Labor funding for the Job Corps by 
$38 million, at a loss of 4,000 partici­
pants. Head Start would be cut by $110 
million, and that would cut 32,000 kids 
out of Head Start. 

NIB would be cut by $314 million, an 
across-the-board cut; low-income home 
energy assistance, $57 .5 million, affect­
ing 220,000 households; Administration 
on Aging, cut elderly programs by $33.5 
million. That would be 43.5 million 
fewer meals and 338,000 fewer seniors 
would be served. I could go through the 
whole thing about what a 4.1-percent 
cut would be. I can tell you, it may not 
sound like much, but when you look at 
the programs we fund, it would be dev­
astating. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I would 
like to respond to my colleague. I 
think that is again, in a sense, what 
the election is all about; and, in a 
sense, that is what I believe is the 
cause of the frustration we see all 
across America. 

Let us assume for a moment that we 
can take a look at the entire $540 bil­
lion spending for domestic, defense, 
and international. Let us just make 
that assumption, because that is what 
is intended. It is intended that the pool 
of funds available in this category next 
year be $540 billion. We are talking 
about cutting $6 billion out of that-a 
little more than 1 percent. 

If you tell the American people, who 
sent us here to do a job and spend their 
money wisely, that we cannot find 1 
percent in that pool of funds-$540 bil­
lion-that we cannot find 1 percent to 
cut without gutting vital programs, I 
believe that they would unanimously 
say to us that they disagree. They 
would instruct us to go back and sit 
down and make these cuts construc­
tively, and not come to them and 
threaten them-which I know the Sen­
ator is not-with, "Well, if you want us 
to cut $6 billion, we are not going to be 
able to have all the vital programs" 
that Senator HARKIN has mentioned, 
programs that are very dear to me, as 
they are to the Senator, and as they 
are to the American people. 

The argument is that it is the good 
programs that will get cut; the bad 
programs will not get cut. When the 
Senator puts it that way, I am scared, 
everybody is scared. But that is the 
kind of thing, in my opinion-and I say 
this respectfully-that has gotten us 
into this trouble with the deficit. 
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There is always an excuse to deficit 
spend; there is always something 
threatened if we stay within our budg­
ets. We have to change that kind of 
thinking if we are going to reduce the 
deficit and live within our budget. That 
is where I am coming from. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield-

Mr. KOHL. I yield my time. 
Mr. HARKIN. I hear the Senator say 

that is the kind of mindset that got us 
into the deficit. I do not think so. The 
mindset that got us into this problem 
was not being honest with the Amer­
ican people. "We are going to have 
these programs; now we will have to 
raise the revenues to pay for it." That 
is what got us in trouble. Not that we 
supported the programs to meet human 
needs, but that we did not have the 
honesty and forthrightness to go to the 
American people and say, "Here it is; 
we will get the revenues to pay for it 
because it will make our future a bet­
ter America." 

Instead, we kept borrowing more 
money. That is the mindset that got us 
into today's situation. 

I again think the Senator and I agree 
on a lot of things; on the firewalls, for 
example. Last week, the Senate voted 
56 to 43 essentially to reimpose those 
firewalls. I did not vote for that 
amendment. The Senator from Wiscon­
sin did not. But that is the reality we 
have to deal with here. 

Second, we talk about a 1-percent 
cut. I tried in the last 2 years; I stood 
down at that desk and I offered a trans­

. fer amendment to cut 1.5 percent out of 
the defense budget. I got 28 votes in 
1991 and 36 votes the next year. 

I will try it again. But we must deal 
with and accept today's reality. 

What concerns me so much about the 
amendment by the Senator from Wis­
consin is that it has a surface appeal. 
Can we cut 1 percent? There is nothing 
we cannot cut by 1 percent, obviously. 

But when you look at what would be 
cut, and recognize that we will not get 
it from defense, the space agency, or 
the super collider. Mr. President, I 
have faced this difficult reality here 
now for 8 years in the Senate, and 4 
years as the chairman of this Sub­
committee on Appropriations. It is 
going to come right back to me. I know 
that if this amendment passes, the cuts 
will fall on the programs in the Labor­
HHS-Education Subcommittee. And in 
that case, we will face a 4-percent cut. 

That is what concerns me. At a time 
we are trying to perhaps put a little 
more into Head Start, Centers for Dis­
ease Contra~. biomedical research, this 
is where th'e cuts will come. That is 

\ why I am so <\oncerned. 
Mr. KOHL. As the Senator knows, I 

sit on the same committee. He is my 
chairman. I would find those cuts as 
painful as he would. 

But the Senator made a point that I 
want to come back to because I think 

it is an overarching point. The reason 
we are in trouble is not because we 
funded these programs too generously, 
but because we did not raise the taxes 
to pay for them. 

What we are doing this year is rais­
ing taxes. But we still do not have 
enough money for the stimulus pro­
gram. We are raising taxes. Some peo­
ple say it is the biggest tax increase 
that we have had in many, many dec­
ades; some people say it is the biggest 
we have ever had in this country. And 
we are still coming back and saying 
that is not enough to fund the $6 bil­
lion that is contained in the Presi­
dent's stimulus program for next year. 

It is sort of frustrating. I am sure it 
is to the Senator from Iowa, too. It 
frustrates the American people to 
think they can sustain the kind of a 
tax increase that we are imposing on 
them this year, and at the same time 
be told that we do not have enough 
money to fund the stimulus program 
next year. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will respond by say­
ing I understand that. For the last 10 
years, we had a stimulus package-for 
the rich, for the S&L dealers, for the 
junk bond dealers. They had a nice 
dividends package. 

What we are saying right now is we 
have three legs of this stool that Presi­
dent Clinton has given us. One, cuts in 
the deficit. And the deficit reduction 
we voted on in the budget is real, $502 
billion-the biggest deficit reduction 
we have ever voted on here in the Con­
gress. And they are not phony num­
bers, they are real numbers, and not 
like the smoke and mirrors given us by 
previous administrations over the last 
12 years. 

The second part of that is an invest­
ment package for future growth, to 
catch up a little bit with what we 
missed over the last 12 years, when we 
did not put enough into our human re­
sources in this country. And we have 
paid for the consequences of not spend­
ing smarter. For example, the Bush ad­
ministration would not request enough 
money for immunizations. They said, 
"No, we will save that money." Then 
we had an outbreak of measles which 
cost us 10 times as much money to 
take care of and which resulted in 
many kids losing their lives. Again, 
very shortsighted. 

So what we are trying to do here is 
debt reduction, investments, and stim­
ulus with the end product real and sus­
tained economic growth. You yank one 
leg out, and the stool falls. That is why 
this investments package is so nec­
essary. 

The Senator is absolutely right. We 
are trying to get sort of boost up for 
some of these people that were left out 
over the last 12 years. I make no apolo­
gies for that. It is almost like the peo­
ple that had the big joyride in the 
1980's, trying to tell the people that we 
serve on this subcommittee-the Head 

Start kids, the senior citizens, and the 
Chapter 1 Program-"OK, you can sit 
in the debtors' position for awhile. 
While we work out all of our problems, 
you sit in the debtors' position." I, for 
one, do not, and I do not think the Sen­
ator wants to see that happen, either. 

This spending is accounted for in the 
budget, with its $502 billion in deficit 
reductions. 

I also am saying we must invest in 
the American people-particularly 
those who were not invited to the party 
put on by 12 years of Republican ad­
ministrations and subsidized with the 
debt of our children and grandchildren. 

Mr. KOHL. I agree with the Senator, 
Mr. President. That is the last thing 
we want to do is leave behind those 
people who have suffered the most in 
the 1980's. 

If I could, I would like to yield to our 
colleague from Nebraska, Senator 
EXON, for up to 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 8 
minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
I thank my friend and colleague from 

Wisconsin. 
Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by the Senator 
from Wisconsin. I have been listening 
to the debate that has been going on 
here. I would like to say that I agree 
that everyone involved in this debate is 
very sincere in their position. But we 
do not agree, obviously, on where we 
are going and how we should get to 
point B from point A with regard to 
deficit reduction . 

First, I would like to say that we do 
not have, I do not think, available yet 
the exact figures that came out of the 
conference that was finished late last 
night, I understand, between the House 
and Senate conferees on the budget 
package. But I have heard a great deal 
today about the $502 or $503 billion in 
total deficit reduction that we in the 
Senate passed in our budget resolution. 

Well, that is yesterday's news. It 
seems to me from the information that 
I have now that we have lost some­
where around $20 billion in deficit re­
duction, rather than the $502 or $503 
billion that has been referenced numer­
ous times in debate on the amendment 
being offered by the Senator from Wis­
consin. 

That has been shrunk, I believe, to 
somewhere in the area of $480 to $483 
billion as a result of the agreement be­
tween the conferees of the House and 
Senate on the budget bill. So already 
we have lost some of the incentive that 
we tried to get accomplished here in 
the U.S. Senate. 

I also want to point out-and let us 
talk about real things instead of things 
that might happen. I have heard debate 
from those on the other side of the 
aisle for the last 2 or 3 days about the 
President's stimulus package is going 
to paint water towers and build tennis 



7032 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 31, 1993 
courts and a lot of those other good 
things that the people of the United 
States do not feel, I suspect, are wor­
thy of that kind of an investment. But 
that was not the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
programs outlined by some on that side 
of the aisle were not in the stimulus 
package at all, as was very vividly and 
very correctly pointed out by my great 
friend and colleague from West Vir­
ginia. They were picking out goodies 
that would catch maybe 10 or 15 sec­
onds of prime time on some national 
television program, but they were not 
true. 

The first thing I think we should do 
here is recognize and realize that we 
are all going to have different posi­
tions. There are 100 of us here. I do not 
know of any of the 100 of us that have 
ever been accused of being people who 
are afraid to take a stand, or people 
who are hesitant or fearful of taking a 
stand or making a speech. But I think 
that we can, hopefully, learn to talk 
honestly and realistically without win­
dow dressing. 

So I compliment my friend from 
West Virginia, the distinguished chair­
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
for pointing out what I think was im­
proper embellishment, if you will, by 
those on the other side of the aisle. 

I have just listened to my very close 
friend and neighbor from t he State of 
Iowa. I think that the Senat or from 
Iowa knows better than to believe that 
the Sena t or from Wisconsin and cer­
tainly the Senator from Nebraska , who 
is supporting this amendment, intend 
to cut children's programs and edu­
cation to get the job done. I do not 
agree that the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin, if passed, 
would be a killer amendment or put 
the President of the United States in 
any jeopardy in his upcoming meeting 
with the President of Russia. I cannot 
see that. I can see that if the amend­
ment that is being offered by the Sen­
ator from Wisconsin and others is 
adopted, we would be realistic in trying 
to get from point A to point B with re­
gard to getting a control on spending, 
to getting a control, if we can, on fur­
ther borrowings on the national debt, 
and to face reality. 

The facts of the matter are, Mr. 
President, that the Senator from Wis­
consin does not take one penny out of 
the money that the President of the 
United States wants to spend forthwith 
on his stimulus package. We can argue 
all day as to whether or not that stim­
ulus package was totally necessary­
and I am not convinced that it totally 
is-but the Senator from Wisconsin is 
not making that point. If you wanted 
to criticize the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin, you are 
saying that you are endorsing the 
President's proposal, you are letting 
him go ahead and spend all the billions 

of dollars he wants to, at least in the 
first part of the stimulus package. 

What the Senator is really doing is 
giving the President a half a loaf. I 
think, Mr. President, it is a pretty 
good half a loaf. What he is simply say­
ing is he is authorizing under his 
amendment the expenditure of all of 
the money that the President has said 
he intends to spend up front. What the 
Senator from Wisconsin is saying in his 
amendment is simply that the other $8 
or $9 billion that would be spent in the 
outyears, or the year after next, would 
have to come under the budget scru­
tiny and we would have to pay for that 
with other cuts in the budget rather 
than just borrowing the money. 

It seems to me that what the Senator 
from Wisconsin is trying to do is bring 
more discipline than we have right now 
in the program. I do not think it hurts 
the President's program that much. I 
certainly do not think it kills the 
President's program because, as near 
as I understand it, the Senator from 
Wisconsin has not taken one penny out 
of the total request that has been re­
quested by the President of the United 
States. 

So, clearly, he is not trying to hit 
the President of the United States in 
the nose. He is simply saying: Go ahead 
and spend the money up front now that 
the President of the United States says 
is needed to stimulate the economy. 
We are going along with that. But, 
next year, when the other $8 billion of 
t he stimulus program comes up, i t is 
going t o have t o be reviewed in t he 
budget process. The Sena t or from Wis­
consin has said on the floor there are 
several things that he would cut that 
would more than make up for that 
shortfall. I agree with him on most. I 
suspect that none of the money would 
come out of children's programs, out of 
education, or against the disadvan­
taged. 

It seems to me that what we are 
doing with the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin is to sim­
ply get real. It is not unlike the state­
ment of the little 5-year-old girl on the 
kindergarten lot. It seems that the 6-
year-old boy was watching the soap op­
eras, and he learned something from 
them. He went to the kindergarten 
play lot and he saw his 5-year-old 
girlfriend, and he grabbed her, threw 
her down in his arms, and he looked at 
her and he said: "I want what I want 
when I want it." Well, being an all­
American little 5-year-old kinder­
gartner, she straightened up, wrestled 
loose and, wham, slapped him right on 
the side of his face, and she says: "You 
will get what I got when I get it." 

What I am saying is that the Senator 
is saying we will fund the President's 
program when we get to the point to 
see what we have to give him without 
further borrowing money. 

It is a good amendment, and I hope 
the Senate will support it. I reserve the 

remainder of my time and yield the 
floor. 

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

ator from West Virginia controls the 
time. 

Mr. BYRD. Who wishes time to be 
yielded? 

Mr. RIEGLE. We both do, but the 
Senator from Connecticut was here be­
fore me. 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator opposed to 
the amendment? 

Mr. DODD. Yes, I am. How much 
time does my leader have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia has 16 min­
utes, 40 seconds remaining. 

Mr. DODD. If I can have 6 minutes. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I would 

like the same amount of time. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 6 minutes to the 

Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if I may, 

let me at the outset, first of all, com­
mend the distinguished senior Senator 
from West Virginia. He has been in­
volved in a noble effort, a solitary or 
almost solitary effort, over these last 
number of days on behalf of this legis­
lation. Some of us have come over peri­
odically to join in this debate, but not 
often enough I might say. 

I have nothing but the highest admi­
ration for my colleague from Wiscon­
sin. He is a good friend of mine and I 
r espect him immensely for his talents 
and for what he has brought to this 
body since his arrival here as a Member 
of t he Senate from Wisconsin. 

But I t hink what we are engaged in 
here, Mr. President , with all due re­
spect to the author of the amendment, 
is a debate over the question of wheth­
er or not the stimulus package is nec­
essary to help us achieve economic 
growth and recovery. 

If you do not think it is important 
for us to try and put as many people 
back to work as soon as possible, then 
I would strongly urge you to support 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

But, if you believe as the Senator 
from West Virginia does that the single 
most important issue facing us is how 
to generate as much employment as 
possible as quickly as possible, then 
you must reject this amendment. 

We could debate here for hours about 
the merits or demerits of various as­
pects of this amendment. But the fun­
damental question is whether or not a 
stimulus package is necessary at all. I 
subscribe to the view that it is. I come 
from a State that has lost some 205,000 
jobs over the past 4 years. We are on 
our knees. We are harder hit than any 
other State in the country. 

But Connecticut is not unique, nor is 
California unique. The current eco­
nomic recovery is different from all 
other recoveries since the post-World 
War II period for one salient reason: We 
have seen very anemic job creation-
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something like one-half of 1 percent or 
thereabouts. It is extremely low by 
comparison to other recoveries. 

This stimulus package provides op­
portunities to put people to work, to 
generate economic activity, so that 
this recovery, fragile as it is in some 
parts of the country, can take root and 
hold. And that is what this is really all 
about. 

In my State of Connecticut, Mr. 
President, I would say that this bill is 
going to mean some $154 million. There 
is $70 million in transportation alone, 
including $62 million in highway 
money. There is also over $10 million in 
summer jobs. 

We are just weeks away from summer 
vacations; we are going to want to put 
young people from our inner cities, 
from our suburban comm uni ties, and 
from our rural communities to work to 
give them some hope. This stimulus 
package does that. There is also money 
for community development block 
grants and wastewater treatment­
both of which are critically important 
programs not just in terms of the jobs 
they produce, but in terms of long­
term economic recovery. 

I would say to the chairman of the 
committee, that there is almost $17 
million in this bill for the renovation 
of one of the major veterans' hospitals 
in Connecticut. That means jobs in the 
construction trades, and I am happy 
for that . But I would say, Mr. Presi­
dent, that the veterans' community in 
Connect icut needs that hospi t al t o be 
renovat ed. This is not just a make­
work program. It is going to make 
work, but it is also going to make a 
needed, a needed improvement to that 
hospital in West Haven, CT. 

So I feel very strongly that despite 
my respect for those who offer these 
amendments, the American public 
ought not to be deluded or fooled in 
any way. Those who off er these amend­
ments basically and fundamentally dis­
agree with the President of the United 
States and the chairman of the Appro­
priations Committee about the need to 
put people to work in order to stabilize 
and to have take root the economic re­
covery that is occurring in many parts 
of the country. 

I applaud the distinguished President 
pro tempo re for his efforts. I think this 
bill is vitally important, and this list 
of programs it funds is so critically im­
portant as well. It will not only gen­
erate needed jobs but also provide 
needed improvements in this country. 

I mentioned already in my own State 
what the stimulus package does, but I 
note more broadly the $2 billion for 
Pell grants. Is there anybody in this 
Chamber or country that does not ap­
preciate the staggering increase in edu­
cation costs that have taken place in 
recent years. We have all talked about 
health care costs and the tremendous 
rise in health care costs in the country 
in the last 10 years, and it is unbeliev-

able. But, there is one other area of our 
economy in which costs have risen 
higher than in health care, and that is 
higher education. 

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

Mr. DODD. I will take 30 seconds if I 
could. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 30 seconds. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, higher 

education costs in the last 10 years 
have outrun the cost of health care. 
This bill has $2 billion for Pell grants. 
How many Americans tonight have 
children who may not be able to get a 
higher education? How many have chil­
dren who they have raised and cared 
for, and nurtured, only to find the op­
portunity for higher education denied 
to them in 1993? 

This bill provides assistance to those 
Americans. Do not tell me that is not 
an emergency. You tell the American 
family that is trying to educate their 
child, that it is not an emergency-and 
tell me their response. 

So I commend the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, and I com­
mend those who have been involved in 
moving this bill forward. I thank the 
President of the United States for his 
unwavering commitment to this effort, 
and I urge, with all due respect to my 
colleague from Wisconsin, the reject ion 
of this amendment and the adoption of 
this package which is critically impor­
tant to the recovery of our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EXON). Who yields t ime? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from West Virginia 
might be able to yield me, say, 6 min­
utes or so? 

Mr. BYRD. How much time do I have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 9 minutes and 23 seconds re­
maining. 

Mr. BYRD. I call attention to Sen­
ators, when they see the amount of 
time that is yielded to them the time 
comes out of the total time and we end 
up in the end without time. 

I yield 6 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator, and I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. Put me down 
with the Senator from West Virginia 
on this issue because he is exactly 
right. 

I want to say, with all due respect to 
my colleague from Wisconsin for whom 
I have great respect and fondness, he is 
just dead wrong on this issue, and I 
will explain why here in just a minute. 

Mr. President, do you know in Japan 
these days they have just announced a 
stimulus program? Do you know how 
much their stimulas program is in 
Japan? Their unemployment rate, by 
the way, is 21/2 percent. That is the 
problem they are facing in Japan. They 
announced a stimulus plan in excess of 
$100 billion, $100 billion. And we are 
talking about a tiny fraction of that. 

We need every penny of this stimu­
lus. If anything, we need more stimulus 
than we have in this package now. We 
cannot afford to cut it in half, I say to 
my friend from Wisconsin. 

Look at today's newspapers. Here is 
the business section of the New York 
times. A lead story on the financial 
page is "Consumer Confidence Off 
Sharply.'' 

Let me take you to the Wall Street 
Journal of today, to a front-page item 
that says, "Consumer confidence fell in 
March for the third straight month, 
raising concern that the economic re­
covery may stall." 

This is the Wall Street Journal. This 
is a newspaper that pays attention to 
what is going on in the economy of this 
country. 

You turn to the article. The headline 
on the article is "Consumer Confidence 
Index Slips Again, Raising Fears That 
Recovery May Stall." There are these 
two quotes. 

" The signals we 've been getting over the 
last three months could be troublesome for 
what will happen in the economic future, " 
said Fabian Linden, who directs the Con­
ference Board's Consumer Research Center. 
C.J . Lawrence economist Debbie Johnson 
said that unless confidence turns around, the 
recovery could stall. 

Dropping down further in the article: 
Most of the drop in consumer sentiment 

during March was due to worry about job 
prospect s. 

That is what we are talking about 
here. This is a jobs bill , but t he drop in 
t he consumer confidence index is due 
t o worry about job prospects. 

Roughly 41 percent of respondents de­
scribed jobs as "hard to get," while only 6.7 
said jobs were "plentiful." Confidence fell in 
seven of the nine regions tracked by the 
index. 

We need every penny of this stimu­
lus. The Senator from Wisconsin also, I 
think, is the principal owner of a bas­
ketball team, the Milwaukee Bucks, if 
I am not mistaken. What he is propos­
ing in terms of cutting this package in 
half, is to say, "All right, we will give 
you the second half of the stimulus to 
create the jobs, but you have to sub­
tract an equal amount out of the budg­
et; in other words, you have to take 
away as much stimulus as you are put­
ting in." 

Let me tell you what that is like in 
basketball. In basketball, you have five 
players on the floor. It would be as if 
you went out and you signed up a great 
forward to go down and play the for­
ward position on the floor and score a 
lot of points for you. So you have him 
in place. But then you took the other 
forward position and told that fellow to 
go sit down because you have one for­
ward working for you, but you are 
going to take away an equal amount on 
the other side. So you are out there 
and instead of having five players, you 
have four players. You cannot win the 
game that way. 

We are not going to create jobs that 
way. That is why I brought this chart 
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here that shows in this recession, this 
jobs recession which is still going on 30 
months since the onset of the economic 
downturn. Our job growth is still way 
down here. We have not gotten the jobs 
back that we lost during the recession. 
We are not up to here where we should 
be, where we have been in previous re­
cessions when by this time we have re­
covered our jobs. 

Sp there is a terrible job shortage in 
America today, a terrible job shortage. 

That is why we need the stimulus. 
And we do not just need. part of it. We 
need it all. You cannot say, "Look, we 
will give you the stimulus. Yes, we will 
give it to you, but we are going to sub­
tract the same amount of money at the 
same time." 

That does not make any sense. As I 
said, that is like putting a basketball 
player on the floor to do something and 
then taking another one over in an­
other position, playing without that 
player. You cannot win that way. 

That is how you lose. And we have 
been losing. That is why the people in 
this country. decided to elect a new 
President last year, one who would not 
just have, as the old one did, an eco­
nomic plan for every country in the 
world except this one. They elected a 
President who would offer an economic 
plan for America, and he has done that. 
Here it is, and we have to enact it. 

We need it. We need it in every State 
of the country. We certainly need it in 
Connecticut. I would submit we need it 
in Wisconsin and we need it in West 
Virginia. And I can vouch for the fact 
that we need it in Michigan. 

We have people out there now who 
have worked 10, 20, 30, 40 years with ex­
perience and the highest job ratings 
and they have lost their jobs. Their 
plants have closed. They have been laid 
off. Their jobs have disappeared. They 
cannot find replacement work. 

You talk about a retraining program. 
We do not know what to retrain people 
for right today. 

I relieved a letter the other day from 
a man who has been through three re­
training programs, has a graduate de­
gree, and still cannot find a job. 

So we have to have some job stimu­
lus. And my hat is off to the President 
for being willing to come forward with 
a plan to invest in our people. We need 
summer jobs. 

Part of this, by the way, is to provide 
emergency unemployment benefits. 
Part of this money that falls in the 
area targeted by the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin hit the unem­
ployment benefits. 

Now, he will say, I am sure, yes, but 
you can go ahead and do that as long as 
you can cut something else out. That 
gets rid of the stimulus. There is no 
stimulus then. Then we are just tread­
ing water, where we have not many any 
progress in that kind of a cir­
cumstance. 

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

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

I want to say that we have to defeat 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin and support the position 
brought forward by the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, Sen­
ator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I might 
ask for 1 additional minute, with the 
chairman's permission. 

I would like to respond to my friend 
from Michigan. 

He made a basketball analogy. As it 
occurs, just a month ago, we traded 
with your Pistons. We gave you Alvin 
Robertson, a healthy ballplayer who 
runs all the plays, and you gave us Or­
lando Woolridge, who is sitting on the 
bench not contributing at all. He is in­
jured. 

Mr. RIEGLE. That makes my point 
exactly. 

Mr. KOHL. That makes your point 
exactly. 

I want to also respond to the com­
ment that in order to fund unemploy­
ment benefits and the summer jobs 
program, we are going to have to cut 
other programs to do that. That is not 
the case. 

This amendment specifies that the 
unemployment benefits due this year 
will be paid and will be paid on an 
emergency basis, paid for, as we say, by 
defici.t spending. 

It is the spending in years beyond 
this year which will not be covered by 
deficit spending. 

I want to also say to my friend from 
Connecticut that the amendment that 
I am offering does not say, does not in­
tend, will not produce, the kind of cuts 
he has talked about. 

I have endorsed the stimulus pro­
gram. I think we should go forward 
with it. But, at the same time, I am 
saying that in the years after this, we 
should find a way to pay for it. 

Now, again, I am saying to the Sen­
ators that this year we are imposing 
the biggest tax increase that the Amer­
ican people have ever seen and we are 
coming right back and saying to them, 
"It is not enough. We will deficit spend 
again next year.'' And we are trying to 
find a way to say that makes sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator's 1 minute has expired. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I will close 
my argument. It will take me 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 47 seconds remaining. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, this 
amendment responds very clearly to 
the sentiment that I have heard across 
my State and all across our country, 
and that sentiment is to cut spending 
first and make our budgets both mean­
ingful and honest. 

The people who argue against this 
amendment say that we need to in-

crease the deficit in order to improve 
the economy. Well, Mr. President, we 
cannot improve the economy by deficit 
spending. It is deficit spending which is 
having a ruinous effect on our econ­
omy. This amendment attempts to 
come to grips with the deficit, albeit in 
a painful way, and to find a way to pay 
for what we want to spend. 

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

Who yields time? 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I have 

made no secret of the fact that I am 
firmly opposed to the supplemental ap­
propriations bill that we are consider­
ing today. This bill will spend some $12 
billion as emergency spending. By de­
claring this bill an emergency spending 
measure we will escape the constraints 
of the discretionary budget caps in­
cluded in the 1990 budget agreement. 
This action comes only one week after 
we approved $295 billion in new taxes 
under the banner of deficit reduction. 
This action sends the wrong message to 
the American people. We preach fiscal 
responsibility with one hand and spend 
money through the back door with the 
other. 

There is little or no justification for 
this measure as either a stimulus or as 
an emergency measure. Our Nation has 
a $6 trillion-plus economy. I cannot 
truly believe that this measure will 
have any appreciable effect on our eco­
nomic health. Rather, it provides for 
expensive, make-work public works 
projects that produce no permanent 
jobs of significant economic impact 
while simultaneously adding to the def­
icit. Summer jobs and community de­
velopment block grants may be attrac­
tive, but they are not economically 
necessary. Make no mistake about it, 
this $12 billion stimulus is not a stimu­
lus, it is spending for spending's sake. 
If this spending is so necessary to 
jump-start the economy, then why is $8 
billion of this being spend in fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995? 

We do not need this package, Mr. 
President. I would prefer that if the 
Senate finds it so necessary to spend 
this money, if it is so critical that we 
spend money on the various projects 
contained within the bill, then we 
should place the spending under the 
budget caps and cut less deserving pro­
grams in their place. For this reason, I 
strongly support the amendment of­
fered by Senator KOHL. His amendment 
would place the $8 billion in spending 
for fiscal years 1994 and 1995 under the 
budget caps. Al though I would prefer 
that the entire $12 billion be placed 
under the caps, the Senator from Wis­
consin's amendment is a step toward 
fiscal responsibility and sets the right 
tone with the American people. His 
amendment does not require that any 
of these appropriations will not be 
spent, rather it simply asks that we 
prioritize our spending and not give in 
to the temptation to use the emer-
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gency loophole to spend money 
through the back door without dis­
cipline. I am convinced that this is not 
what the American people want from 
us and I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the 
remaining time to myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I call at­
tention again to the CBS News/New 
York Times latest survey. 

The question that was asked: "Which 
is more important in the immediate fu­
ture, creating jobs or reducing the defi­
cit?" 

The response was, creating jobs, 67 
percent; reducing the Federal deficit, 
19 percent. 

Mr. President, the letter written to 
me by President Clinton on March 23 
states again, and I will repeat it here, 
"Finally, I would strongly oppose"­
this is President William Jefferson 
Clinton, his letter to me, March 23-­
"Finally, I would strongly oppose any 
attempt to provide offsets for any por­
tion of the stimulus package. To do so 
would cancel"-cancel-"the intended 
benefit of the measure and threaten 
the education infrastructure, health 
and other investment initiatives pro­
posed in my five-year economic plan." 

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate 
will reject this amendment. I will 
make a point of order and I hope the 
Senate will not vote to waive the point 
of order. 

Section 306 . of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, as amended, prohibits the con­
sideration of legislation within the ju­
risdiction of the Senate Budget Com­
mittee not reported by that commit­
tee. The pending amendment is legisla­
tion within the jurisdiction of the Sen­
ate Budget Committee. H.R. 1335, now 
under consideration, was not reported 
by the Senate Budget Committee. 
Therefore, I make a point of order 
under section 306 against the amend­
ment by Mr. KOHL, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is heard. 

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

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I move to 

waive section 306 of the Budget Act, 
and 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. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, is 

that motion debatable? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, the 

Chair advises the Senator from New 
Mexico, it is not debatable. 

All time on the underlying amend­
ment having expired, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for 2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the other 
day, when I asked for 1 minute, the dis­
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
objected. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. I will not object to his re­

quest for 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New Mexico is rec­

ognized for 2 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I do 

not want to explain why I did what I 
did, but I very much appreciate what 
the chairman has just done and I thank 
him very much. 

Frankly, I think everybody should 
know that this is probably exactly the 
kind of amendment that we should not 
be using a point of order on. 

Technically, the point of order lies. 
But I cannot really imagine that we 
would really be serious about a point of 
order against an amendment that saves 
money. That is rather interesting. 

This amendment, if I understand it-­
and, frankly, people can vote how they 
please on it-says, first year spending, 
OK; second and third and fourth year 
spending, put it under the budget. 

Is that correct, I ask my friend, the 
sponsor of the bill amendment? 

Mr. KOHL. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. So, in a sense, clear­

ly within the rules and clearly within 
the prescription of the Budget Act, it is 
technically subject to a point of order. 

But I honestly believe that the U.S. 
Senate ought to waive this point of 
order and ought to waive it very quick­
ly. They will not, but they ought to, 
because the Budget Act and the budget 
process is to get the deficit under con­
trol and to spend less money and have 
less deficits and borrow less money. In 
a very real sense, that is what this one 
does. Yet it is being made out of order, 
saying we will not even vote on it be­
cause it is subject, technically, to a 
point of order. 

I yield back any time I might have 
and thank the chairman for agreeing to 
my unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia has 2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Wisconsin. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 52, 
nays 48, as follows: 

Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 90 Leg.] 
YEAS-52 

Feingold Murkowski 
Gorton Nickles 
Gramm Nunn 
Grassley Packwood 
Gregg Pressler 
Hatch Robb 
Hatfield Roth 
Heflin Shelby 
Helms Simon 
Jeffords Simpson 
Kassebaum Smith 
Kempthorne Specter 
Kohl Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar Wallop 

Duren berger Mack Warner 
Exon McCain 
Faircloth McConnell 

NAY8-48 
Akaka Feinstein Mathews 
Baucus Ford Metzenbaurn 
Biden Glenn Mikulski 
Bingaman Graham Mitchell 
Boren Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Boxer Hollings Moynihan 
Bradley Inouye Murray 
Breaux Johnston Pell 
Bryan Kennedy Pryor 
Bumpers Kerrey Reid 
Byrd Kerry Riegle 
Campbell Krueger Rockefeller 
Conrad Lau ten berg Sar banes 
Daschle Leahy Sasser 
Dodd Levin Wellstone 
Dorgan Lieberman Wofford 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 52, the nays are 48. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho­
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] contains subject 
matter within the jurisdiction of the 
Senate Budget Committee but has been 
offered to a bill that was not reported 
by that committee. The amendment 
therefore violated section 306 of the 
Budget Act. The point of order is sus­
tained and the amendment falls. 

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

KOHL). The Chair recognizes the Sen­
ator from Florida. 

AMENDMENT NO. 288 

(Purpose: To authorize the States to transfer 
apportioned funds between Federal high­
way program categories) 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 

for himself and Mr. MACK, proposes an 
amendment numbered 288. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow­

ing new section: 
SEC. • WGHWAY APPORTIONMENT FLEXIBILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-During fiscal year 1993, 
subject to subsections (b) and (c), and not­
withstanding any other provision of law, a 
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State may transfer among and within the 
following program funds apportioned to the 
State for fiscal year 1993 to carry out the fol­
lowing programs: 

(1) The congestion mitigation and air qual­
ity improvement program established under 
section 149 of title 23, United States Code. 

(2) The highway bridge replacement and re­
habilitation program established under sec­
tion 144 of such title. 

(3) The Interstate maintenance program 
established under section 119 of such title. 

(4) The Interstate substitute program es­
tablished under section 103(e)(4) of such title. 

(5) The National Highway System as de­
scribed in section 103(b)(2) of such title. 

(6) The surface transportation program es­
tablished under section 133 of such title. 

(b) LIMITATION.-An amount transferred 
from a program by a State under subsection 
(a) shall not exceed the apportionment of the 
State for the program for fiscal year 1993. 

(C) EFFECT ON FISCAL YEAR 1994 APPORTION­
MENT.-If a State transfers funds from a pro­
gram under subsection (a)---

(1) the amount of funds shall be credited 
back to the donor program for fiscal year 
1994; and 

(2) the program to which the funds are 
transferred in fiscal year 1993 shall have the 
amount deducted from the amount appor­
tioned to such program for fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the distinguished 
Senator be agreeable to having a time 
limitation on the amendment? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator would 
agree to a time limitation. I would say 
an hour equally divided. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me see if that is OK 
on this side. 

Is there someone on this side? 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I guess I 

have been relegated cm this side for the 
position. It is fine with us. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. I make that request, Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that time on this amendment be lim­
ited to 1 hour; that it be equally di­
vided and controlled in accordance 
with the usual form; that no interven­
ing amendments or amendments in the 
second degree be in order. 

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I offer relates to a 
rather arcane provision in the highway 
bill. The purpose of this amendment is 
to provide for greater flexibility in the 
allocation and utilization of those 
funds that we are about to authorize 
and appropriate for that purpose. 

But before I turn to the specifics of 
the amendment, I would like to make 
some general comments as to how I 
view the legislation that is now 
before us. 

As we all know, over the past several 
years, we have had a dramatic increase 
in our national debt. We have been add­
ing to the national debt at levels that 
far exceed what any previous genera­
tion of Americans has done. 

Some time ago I became interested 
in this issue in the context of my own 
family, what had been the level of re­
sponsibility of my grandfather, my fa-

ther, and what was going to be his­
tory's evaluation of our responsibility. 

If I could, Mr. President, share that 
analysis of my family's circumstances, 
my grandfather, Philip Graham, was 
born in Wayne Township, MI, in 1859. In 
1859, the national debt of the United 
States was $32 million. That is million 
with an "M." That is how much debt 
the United States had accumulated in 
the years from the Constitution until 
1859, on the eve of the Civil War. That 
amounted to $1.30 for every man, 
woman, and child, every American 
alive on the day that my grandfather 
was born. 

My father was born in 1885 in 
Croswell, MI. At that time, the na­
tional debt was $1.6 billion, largely ac­
cumulated to fight the Civil War. That 
amounted to $28 for every man, woman, 
and child in the United States. So I 
would say that my grandfather's gen­
eration during that period had handled 
the accounts of the Nation with re­
sponsibility. 

I was born in 1936. In 1936, the na­
tional debt, which had been accumu­
lated now over a period of some 160 
years from the Declaration of Inde­
pendence, had grown to $33.9 billion. I 
think that is an interesting and ironic 
figure, Mr. President, because the total 
national debt for the first 160 years of 
the Nation's history, more or less, ap­
proximates the debt that we are about 
to add to the Nation's debt in this ac­
tion that is before us this afternoon­
in this case approximately $32 billion. 
It took us 160 years to get up to $33.9 
billion. When I was born, each Amer­
ican man, woman, and child, had a debt 
of $264 as their share of the Nation's 
debt. 

My first child, Gwendolyn Patricia, 
was born in January 1963. In January 
1963, the Nation's debt was $310 billion. 
That amounted to $1,640 for every man, 
woman, and child in the United States. 

Between my birth and my first 
daughter's birth, we, of course, had 
completed the last ravaging years of 
the depression, fought World War II, 
Korea, and were in the beginning 
stages of what would become the Viet­
nam war. 

We accumulated a national debt of 
$310 billion. We are fortunate enough 
now to have three grandchildren. The 
first of those grandchildren was born in 
October of 1991. At that point the na­
tional debt was $3.2 trillion or $12,900 
for every man, woman, and child. 

I recently have been blessed with a 
grandson, born in October of 1992. When 
my first grandson was born, the na­
tional debt had edged past $4 trillion, 
or $15, 700 for every man, woman, and 
child. 

I use this to put these big numbers in 
some sense of historic perspective. 

From my grandfather's birth in 1859, 
to the national debt of $32 million­
from him to my grandson's birth in Oc­
tober of 1992, to $4 trillion, with a "T", 

is what has happened to the fiscal re­
sponsibility of this Nation. 

As I say, I offer this as context for 
the amendment that I submit, because 
I believe that we face here today an 
ethical question. The ethical question 
is, how long and how much can we con­
tinue to ask our grandchildren, the 
Sarahs, the Carolines, the Grahams, 
the other grandchildren of America? 
How long can we ask them to pay our 
bills? What is our ethical right to ask 
our grandchildren to accept our respon­
sibilities? 

That was not something that was 
asked by our grandfathers of us. They 
paid their bills. Our fathers paid their 
bills. We are the first generation in 
America's history to accumulate this 
burden, to transmit this legacy of in­
debtedness to our children and grand­
children. 

So when we face the question of add­
ing, in 1 week's set of activities, as 
much national debt as we had accumu­
lated in 160 years, I think we have a re­
sponsibility to enunciate why we can 
ethically do this. 

I think that there are two conditions 
that we must find in order to meet that 
ethical test. The first is that these 
funds will, in fact, contribute to an im­
mediate stimulation of the Nation's 
economy; putting people back to work 
raising the level of economic activity, 
recognizing the fact that that ele­
vation of economic activity is a criti­
cal part of our ability to begin to seri­
ously deal with the deficit. 

But beyond that, I think there is a 
second requirement, and that is, we 
just say the product of that immediate 
stimulation, the goods and services 
which it produced, themselves contrib­
uted to the longer term, economic 
well-being of the Nation. It is for that 
reason, Mr. President, that I find one 
of the most salutary aspects of this 
economic stimulus program, the provi­
sions that relate to accelerated spend­
ing for transportation. Transportation 
is an activity which has the capability 
of putting substantial numbers of peo­
ple to work quickly. And to meet that 
second test of producing a product that 
will contribute to our long-term, well­
being, better highways, better trans­
portation system, will make us a more 
economically efficient Nation. 

That brings me to the amendment. 
We are proposing to substantially in­
crease the funding of our highway pro­
grams. In support that. But I believe 
that in order to see those funds 
produce the jobs and the enhancement 
of our economy which is the only 
moral, ethical basis for us to do this-­
and not pay for it, but ask our grand­
children to pay for it-that we must 
take every step to assure that these 
funds will, in fact, achieve their in­
tended purpose. 

The first amendment which I have 
submitted, which I have labeled the 
·stimulus flexibility amendment, at-
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tempts to deal with one of the prob­
lems in the current law as it relates to 
our highway spending-that would be 
less remedied, inhibit the accomplish­
ment of the purpose of rapid trans­
lation of dollars into jobs, and the pro­
duction of product which will be of 
maximum long-term benefit. 

Within the highway bill-which is 
often ref erred to as !STEA, the acro­
nym of the letters of the 1990 Surface 
Transportation Act-there are various 
provisions as to the specific compo­
nents of transportation activities from 
interstate maintenance to bridges, and 
there are about a dozen or so specific 
subcategories of spending. 

The legislation that we have before 
us would essentially fund to the maxi­
mum extent each of those subcat­
egories of spending. 

The difficulty is that we are doing 
this in 1993 in the middle of a fiscal 
year which started with a decision to 
fund those accounts at approximately 
75 percent of their maximum alloca­
tion. Let me just give an example of 
the problem that this creates and, 
therefore, why I think the solution 
that I have suggested is important. 

Mr. President, to explain the me­
chanics that underlie this amendment, 
States were given an allocation of 
funds at the beginning of this fiscal 
year, October l; 1992. That allocation 
was approximately 75 percent of the 
full authorization provided for in 
!STEA. 

I am going to illustrate this by gross 
oversimplification. Assume that in­
stead of the dozen or more categories 
that in fact exist, there are only two 
categories under !STEA; one was called 
roads and one was called bridges. Let 
us drop off a lot of zeros and just as­
sume that a State could have received 
$10, for each of those two categories for 
a total of $20 spent-$10 on roads, $10 on 
bridges. 

But as indicated, the appropriation, 
in fact, was only 75 percent of that $20 
maximum. It was $15 made available 
for spending. 

Under the law, the State had the op­
portunity to decide how to spend the 
$15. It could have spent $7.50 on roads 
and $7.50 on bridges. Or, it could have 
spent $10 on roads or $5 on bridges, or 
reversed, or any other combination as 
long as it did not exceed $10 in each 
category and did not exceed the total 
of $15 which had been available to it. 

Let us assume that the State had de­
cided to spend $10 on bridges and $5 on 
roads, and it proceeded to do the nec­
essary planning and preparation to ac­
complish the task within those funds 
available. 

Now at the end of the year, because 
of the action that we are about to take, 
the State suddenly gets another $5 to 
spend. If it had previously made the de­
cision to spend the full $10 on bridges, 
then it would be unable to spend any 
additional funds on bridges, even it it 

had a bridge that was ready to go, and 
that was very desirable project because 
it had made a decision under an earlier 
set of facts to use $10 on bridges. It had 
essentially foreclosed that account and 
could not use this additional $5 for that 
purpose. 

So what would the State with no 
projects left to be spent, do? Well, one, 
it might try to hurry up and get a road 
project where it could use the $5, or 
under a provision in this bill, if it was 
unable within 90 days to have a project 
that was ready to go it would lose its 
$5. And the $5 would go back into a 
pool and that pool would be redistrib­
uted to those States that could use the 
money. 

My amendment gives States the 
flexibility they need to be able to put 
all of the stimulus dollars to work 
where they can do the most good in 
putting people to work and creating 
product that will be of the greatest 
benefit to the State. 

In the example I cited, what would 
happen is that the State would be able 
to take that $5, and if it wanted to put 
it to the account of bridges, where it 
already spent its maximum, it would 
be allowed to do so. Under my amend­
ment, however, in 1994, it would have 
to readjust its accounts in order to re­
sult in a 2-year period of having spent 
within the allocations. That is, in 1994, 
a State that overspent its bridge allot­
ment in 1993 would have to underspend 
its bridge allotment in order to bring 
its accounts into balance over a 2-year 
period. 

Mr. President, let me read the lan­
guage of the operative portions of the 
amendment. 

The effect on fiscal year 1994 apportion­
ment. If a State transfers from program 
under subsection A (1), the amount of funds 
shall be credited back to the donor program 
for fiscal year 1994; and, 2, the program to 
which the funds are transferred in fiscal year 
1993 shall have the amount deducted from 
the amount apportioned to such program for 
the fiscal year 1994. 

So essentially we are looking at what 
you might say is a biennial budget 
under this amendment to require that 
over a 2-year period there will be a bal­
ancing of the accounts. 

Mr. President, this is not a esoteric 
amendment. This is an amendment 
which has been identified by the Amer­
ican Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials as a No. 1 pri­
ority in terms of their ability to ac­
complish the purpose for which we are 
appropriating these highway funds, 
which is to get them to work, to put 
people to work and to create valuable, 
long-term transportation projects 
within their States. 

In a survey of 40 States, 80 percent 
cited flexibility as an important ele­
ment in their ability to accomplish the 
purpose for which Congress is about to 
make these funds available. 

I will submit, for the RECORD, a let­
ter signed by eight Governors, includ-

ing Governor Cuomo of New York and 
Governor Chiles of my State, and six 
others, asking for flexibility in supple­
mental highway funding. 

I also will submit for the RECORD, 
Mr. President, letters from the Texas 
and Maryland Departments of Trans­
portation asking the U.S. Secretary of 
Transportation for the same flexibilig 
which is provided in this amendment.-

In summary, Mr. President, this is an 
amendment which I think is an impor­
tant part of our ability to go back to 
our grandchildren and say: We can jus­
tify asking you to pay this money. 
This was not a project that was impor­
tant enough for us to pay for, but we 
have asked you to pay for it because we 
believe that it will have resulted in a 
sufficient stimulation of the economy 
and a product that you and your par­
ents will have benefited from, and that 
makes it morally acceptable for us to 
ask you to pay for it, not us. 

It is a provision which the States 
have identified as their No. 1 priority 
in terms of their ability to accomplish 
that objective. It will maintain the in­
tegrity of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Act, by requiring that 
any changes made in · 1993 be adjusted 
in 1994, so that no accounts will be ben­
efited over a 2-year period. And it al­
lows us to accomplish the fundamental 
purpose for doing this, which is to 
stimulate the economy in productive 
areas. 

Mr. President, I submit this amend­
ment and urge its faithful consider­
ation. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Did the Senator say that AASHTO 
considered this their No. 1 priority? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The letter that I have, 
I say to the Senator from New Jersey, 
from AASHTO stated under their re­
port called Key Actions Needed to Fa­
cilitate Spending, that: one, flexibility 
in the use of any additional Federal aid 
highway funds is the most frequently 
cited factor necessary to assure their 
full use. Other important factors are 
the regulatory relief match, waivers of 
elimination, and obligation restric­
tions. But the most cited factor is the 
flexibility of the use of any additional 
Federal ai!i to highways. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. What is the date 
on that letter? 

Mr. GRAHAM. This is dated Decem­
ber 7, 1992. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask that be­
cause we had AASHTO in front of my 
subcommittee this morning, and for 
the Senator's information, the No. 1 
factor that they were concerned about 
was the full funding of !STEA. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am submitting for 
the RECORD the letter sent to you 
March 12 of this year signed by Gov­
ernors Cuomo, Chiles, Thompson, 
Dean, Nelson, and others, which stated 
on behalf of those Governors, and I 
quote the middle paragraph: 
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Existing constraints within the Federal 

highway program will make it difficult for 
many States to use the increased 
obligational authority . expected from the 
stimulus package in the most expeditious 
and beneficial manner to create jobs and 
spur economic growth. The flexibility to 
transfer Federal highway program appropria­
tions to the categories where the increased 
funding can best be used for these purposes is 
critical to the success of the program. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. As the Senator 
knows, some of the States that he just 
identified were active supporters of 
!STEA, and I will defer to the senior 
Senator from the State of New York, 
who was the author of !STEA. I am 
sure he was in direct contact with the 
State governments when the flexibility 
as it exists in !STEA was designed. The 
flexibility is there to provide a bal­
anced transportation network in this 
country. I do not want to continue to 
use the Senator's time, because we 
have a time allocation here. It is up to 
the Senator from New York to distrib­
ute the time. So we will continue with 
the debate. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator from 
Montana wishes to speak, and I will 
yield 10 minutes to him. The Senator 
from Rhode Island would like 10 min­
utes, also. And then I will yield 5 min­
utes to the Senator from New Jersey. 
The Senator from West Virginia may 
wish to make a few remarks. I will in­
sert mine in the RECORD. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If the Senator from 
New Jersey wants more time-

Mr. LAUTENBERG. As a matter of 
fact, I do not want to deprive the au­
thor of !STEA, the designer and cre­
ator of this great piece of legislation, 
from time. So perhaps I can take a 
minute or two less, and the Senator 
from Rhode Island can, also, so we can 
permit the distinguished Senator from 
New York to use his time. 

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is 
not a good idea. This, in effect, is a 
deal-breaker. The senior Senator from 
New York, the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Finance Committee, is 
the author of the Intermodal Surface 
Tran.sportation Efficiency Act, other­
wise known as !STEA. He did a tremen­
dous job in pulling together a wide va­
riety of interests and points of view 
when we reauthorized the Surface 
Transportation Act. 

He did a tremendous job. Battles 
were fought in committee and on the 
floor of the Senate, and the House. We 
came up with a very innovative and 
solid program. 

There were many amendments of­
fered on the floor of this body as we de­
bated !STEA. We made a deal. We 
made an agreement. In fact there was 
one amendment offered during consid­
eration of last year's appropriations 
bill, that would have removed mini­
mum allocation from under the obliga­
tion ceilings. That amendment was op-

posed by the Senator from Florida. 
Whey did he oppose that amendment? 
Because the Senator from Florida said 
a deal is a deal. This is also not the 
time of break that deal. 

Mr. President, he was right. Last 
year was not the time to unravel an 
agreement and that same argument ap­
plies today. This is not the time to un­
ravel or take apart, a very extensive 
program that affects our Nation's high­
ways. There has been no hearing on 
this amendment. We do not know what 
is involved with this amendment. It 
does not make sense for us to consider 
taking it up at this time. 

The Intermodal Surface Transpor­
tation Efficiency Act, !STEA, passed 
the Senate by a vote of 79 to 8. It 
passed overwhelmingly. And what the 
Senator from Florida now asks is that 
we essentially undo that act, we undo 
it by saying that States can spend dol­
lars they receive in any way they want. 

Mr. President, there are reasons why 
there are spending categories in 
!STEA. For example, there is a cat­
egory for congestion mitigation and air 
quality improvements. We want States 
to spend money to relieve congestion. 
It is also important to reduce air pollu­
tion in this country. We want to spend 
money on air quality improvements. 
Urban areas, also need attention. 
States should spend portions of their 
highway funds on urban congestion and 
urban traffic. 

In previous, transportation acts, 
spending categories were rigid. There 
was little flexibility. The intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, 
however, addressed that problem by 
giving States much more flexibility. 
ISREA allows for a dramatic increase 
in flexibility. 

I must say, Mr. President, in their 
earlier exchange between the Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from New 
Jersey We heard about AASHTO's 
views. Let me read the testimony of 
Mr. Frank Francois, the executive di­
rector of AASHTO, who testified this 
morning before the Transportation Ap­
propriations Subcommittee: 

At this stage, it appears premature to rec­
ommend changes to the overall structure of 
ISTEA. It needs a stable program. Until we 
know major changes are needed, the wiser 
course seems to be to wait a while longer. 

That is what he said this morning. 
The Senator from Florida refers to a 
letter from AASHTO dated December 
1992. Yet today, before the Senator 
from New Jersey's subcommittee, Mr. 
Francois said-and let me repeat­
"Until we know major change are need­
ed, the wiser course seems to be to wait 
a while longer." That is the prudent 
course, that is the prudent course to 
take. 

Mr. President, I am not going to ex­
tend this debate any further except to 
say that this is not the time to take up 
this issue. We essentially would be gut­
ting the Intermodal Surface Transpor-

tation Efficiency Act and that is not 
what we want to do today when we are 
considering a supplemental appropria­
tions bill. 

I have some concerns with some of 
the provisions in !STEA-all Senators 
do-but we reached an agreement. I 
think it only makes sense today to op­
pose the Senator's amendment. 

It does not make sense to reopen the 
act today. We will reopen the act when 
it comes up for reauthorization in a 
few years but not today. For these rea­
sons I strongly urge Senators to oppose 
this amendment. This amendment is a 
deal-breaker and this is not the time to 
break deals. 

Mr. President, Mr. President, I re­
serve the balance of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). The Senator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is­
land, who is a ranking member of the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, would like 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
our distinguished leader. 

Let us just outline briefly what the 
situation here is. 

In the so-called stimulus package 
that is before us, it proposes that an 
additional $2.9 billion be released to 
the States for fiscal year 1993 for high­
way building purposes. It also directs 
that this money be spent on projects 
which can complete the bidding process 
within 90 days, within 3 months from 
the date of the enactment of the legis­
lation. 

Here is what has come up. A few 
States are now saying that they may 
have difficulty using this additional 
money because they may not have 
projects ready to go in the categories 
where they have these apportionments 
under this division that is required 
under the bill. 

So what they are saying is they want 
to be relieved of spending money in 
certain categories this year. In other 
words, forget those other categories, 
let us just concentrate on the ones we 
want to concentrate on. In other words, 
what it comes down to, Mr. President, 
they want total flexibility with this 
money. 

What State would not want total 
flexibility, to do exactly what they 
wanted to do with the Federal money? 
There are several problems. First, this 
bill was signed into law 15 months 
ago-it was not yesterday, it was 15 
months ago in December 1991. States 
knew the amount of funds that they 
could expect and the distributions that 
would be required. Nobody raised any 
problems, and, indeed, Mr. President, 
most States came in asking for more 
money. It was not that they were dis­
turbed about the money that they were 
receiving. They wanted even more, and 
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they were perfectly willing to divide it 
up in these categories as were set forth 
in the surface transportation law. 

Is this $2.9 billion a surprise in this 
stimulus package? No; this is the same 
amount that was in that original pack­
age. In other words, they were geared 
up for that then. So nothing new has 
come into the equation. Back then 
they said they could spend it in the 
categories and nothing has changed. 

Now, as has been pointed out, this 
surface transportation bill, some call it 
a highway bill but it was much more 
than a highway bill, that we passed and 
that was signed by the President in De­
cember 1991. It took some new direc­
tions in transportation. They were 
really extremely laudable new direc­
tions which was a result primarily of 
our chairman who said we are not 
going to go the same old way that we 
have been going, that if you have con­
gestion, widen the highway, or if you 
have congestion build a new one. In­
stead, what the chairman and the rest 
of us heartily agreed to-and I like to 
think I made some contribution-our 
chairman said let us think anew about 
it. It is not all concrete that solves the 
problems of the world. So we included 
programs with names like congestion 
mitigation. In other words, our chair­
man said let us not just widen the 
roads, let us have ways of handling 
more traffic on the roads we have. And 
there were problems with air quality, 
and we addressed those because we had 
just passed the clean air bill. And there 
is another element that we included 
called transportation enhancements. 

What the Senator who is proposing 
this amendment is doing is saying, no, 
no, we are not going to have those. We 
are just going back to the old way we 
used to do business. We are not going 
to have these special categories that 
were set forth in this carefully 
thought-out legislation which is not all 
narrowly constricted by a long shot. In 
the bill we passed there is plenty of 
flexibility. He wants total flexibility. 

Mr. President, I do not think that is 
the right way to go. 

Other States are willing to stick by 
their agreements and I think that this 
is a bad amendment and I hope it will 
be rejected. 

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
I thank my colleague for so many 
years on the committee for his gener­
ous remarks about the !STEA. It was 
an entirely bipartisan measure. Sen­
ator Symms who is no longer with us 
was the manager on the other side. In 
effect, there were no sides. We were all 
together in this. There were eight 
votes opposed. 

Jessica Mathews in the Washington 
Post at that time said: 

By an accident of timing, 1991 provides the 
first real opportunity to rethink national 
transportation policy since the interstate 
highway system was launched 35 years ago. 

And we did. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent that editorials be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, May 12, 1991) 
AT LAST-A SENSIBLE TRANSPORTATION BILL 

(By Jessica Mathews) 
These days Washington is a city of missed 

opportunities. The administration has no do­
mestic agenda to speak of, and while Demo­
crats in Congress have more than enough 
ideas, they have no priorities. So when an 
opportunity to significantly improve na­
tional well-being looks like it might be 
seized, that is big, unexpected good news. 

By an accident of timing, 1991 provides the 
first real opportunity to rethink national 
transportation policy since the interstate 
highway system was launched 35 years ago. 
Completion of that system has come in the 
same year as reauthorization of the five­
year, $100 billion, federal highway act and 
just as the new clean air act has finally rec­
ognized in law the connection between 
what's in the air we breathe and how we 
travel. On top of this, the gulf war was a 
sharp reminder of the costs of oil import de­
pendence in a country that devotes 70 per­
cent of its oil use to transportation. 

The moment has been seized by a biparti­
san coalition led by Sen. Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan (D-N.Y.). This unlikely foursome, 
which includes Sens. Quentin N. Burdick (D­
N.D.), John H. Chaffee (R-R.I.). and Steve 
Symms CR-Idaho) represents the range of na­
tional transportation needs, from those of 
rural, clean-air states to the heavily urban, 
congested and polluted ones. Their bill would 
revolutionize how transportation funds are 
spent. Over time, it could alter the face of 
America. 

For half a century, our transportation pri­
ority has been highways. The crown jewel of 
the system, the 44,000-mile Interstate net­
work, has contributed significantly to eco­
nomic growth. But the single-minded focus 
on automobile and truck travel has proven 
to be self-defeating. Congestion in urban 
areas is worse that it has ever been. Produc­
tivity loss from time wasted in traffic is one 
of the country's fastest growing economic in­
dicators. 

Despite all the effort and money that has 
been devoted to improving air quality, the 
number of Americans who live where the air 
does not meet minimum health standards is 
growing. Communities have been fractured 
by huge roads and weakened more subtly by 
shopping areas that sit barricaded within 
vast stretches of alienating parking lots. 
Suburban sprawl drains cities of their jobs 
and tax base but cannot recreate their rich­
ness and vitality. Transit service is crum­
bling because it has been starved for funds. 
Continuing a long trend, federal spending on 
highways rose 85 percent in the past 10 years, 
while transit investment fell. 

Beyond a shadow of a doubt, we now know 
that new roads generate more traffic than 
they serve. We know that vehicle use is 
growing faster than individual vehicles' 
emissions can be curbed. We know that we 
cannot build roads fast enough to meet de­
mand under a highways-only policy. 

It has been said that a working definition 
of lunacy is doing the same thing over and 
over again and expecting a different out­
come. The country isn't crazy, but until this 
year the sheer political power and momen­
tum of the highway program has been invin­
cible. 

No longer. The administration has pro­
posed a new 150,000-mile highway program 
(including the existing interstate) to be 
called Highway of National Significance. 
Without a discernible rationale for a huge 
new construction program, the handsome 
name rings hollow. With the interstate pro­
gram complete and the shortcomings of 
present policies undeniable, this is the mo­
ment to try something different. 

The Moynihan proposal drops the new 
highway system and eliminates the long­
standing bias against using federal money 
for anything other than highways. Under 
this plan the federal sharing ratio would be 
equal for all modes of transportation, and 
more than half the money could be used for 
transit. It lets states choose how to spend 
these funds based on their individual needs. 
If Arkansas needs more roads, fine. If New 
Jersey needs more transit, that's fine too. 

This is no block grant program that abdi­
cates the federal policy role to the states. It 
asserts a broadened federal interest. The na­
tional interest in transportation, the pro­
posal in effect says, is not in moving cars 
and trucks but in moving people and goods 
with higher energy efficiency, lower environ­
mental cost, greater economic productivity 
and more attention to the integrity of com­
munities. 

Today these interests-clean air, for exam­
ple-are largely the responsibility of local 
and regional bodies, while state governments 
control transportation funds. The result is 
chaotic transportation spending, deteriorat­
ing air quality and endless, demoralizing po­
litical gridlock. The new plan shifts power to 
local and regional authorities, forcing every­
one to the same table to agree on a coherent 
transportation plan that meets this broad­
ened set of goals. 

It sounds like common sense, and long 
overdue at that. But success requires over­
coming the rich, powerful and experienced 
highway lobby, which over the years has 
come to view this pot of money as a birth­
right. On the other side are arrayed regional 
and local authorities tired of wasting years 
drawing plans their state agencies ignore, 
environmentalists who knew that the prom­
ise of the clean air act cannot be met with­
out a new transportation policy, local groups 
concerned about congestion, historic sites, 
rational land use, neighborhood preservation 
and a host of other issues, and a variety of 
groups interested in energy security and eco­
nomic efficiency. 

It will be a classic battle between pork and 
policy, whose outcome could improve the 
quality of life in this country immeasurably. 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 29, 1001) 
GETTING BACK ON TRACK 

(By Jessica Mathews) 
If you traveled any distance over this holi­

day, you probably caught a glimpse of the fu­
ture. It isn't pretty. 

The Federal Highway Administration 
thinks that congestion on the roads will 
quadruple in 20 years. That means we'll be 
holding our tempers through a mind-bog­
gling 8 billion hours of annual traffic delay. 
By 2005, a 30-mile commute on U.S. Route 1 
from New Brunswick, N.J. to Trenton could 
take five hours-considerably slower than 
the speed of a trotting horse and buggy. 

If you flew-enduring airport tie-ups and 
an endless wait on the runway-the picture 
was much the same. By the end of the dec­
ade, 40 airports around the country will each 
experience more than 20,000 aircraft-hours of 
delay annually. For the largest airports, the 
figure is 100,000 hours each. Estimate your 
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personal share of that, and it's enough to 
make you weep. 

If you took the train, you saw a major rea­
son why paralyzing, productivity-draining, 
quality-of-life-destroying congestion is so 
large a part of our future. The United States 
has tried to become the most mobile society 
in the world without the third leg of the 
transportation triad-railroads. 

For decades, public investment in the 
world's best interstate highway system and 
air travel network has been unstinting, 
while rail travel has starved. An extensive 
track network has disappeared, and techno­
logical advance stalled almost a century ago. 

It didn't stop in Europe and Japan, how­
ever. The French Train a Grand Vitesse 
(TGV) and the Japanese Shinkansen, the bul­
let train, operate with top speeds of 185 and 
165, respectively, with dozens and even, in a 
few cases, hundreds of trains per day on 
some routes. Since their inception, the two 
high-speed trains have carried more than 3 
billion passengers without a single passenger 
fatality. 

Improvements to both these trains should 
soon raise their peak commercial speeds to 
more than 200 mph. The TG V has been 
smashing speed records on its new 
Atlantique route. Not long ago, a test train 
broke 322 mph. Both Germany and Italy will 
soon have comparable service. The new Ger­
man ICE train has been tested at 250 mph. 
Europe plans a high-speed rail network 19,000 
miles long by 2015, stretching through the 
Channel Tunnel from Britain to Greece. 

But. you say, the United States is too big 
for railroads. Not so. Distances here are 
much greater than those in Europe and 
Japan, but we also have many heavily trav­
eled corridors with major cities 150 miles to 
500 miles apart that· fit the bill for high speed 
trains. Today's Paris to Lyon train-the 
slower TGV route with an average speed of 
130 mph-would make the Washington to 
New York run, or New York to Boston, down­
town to downtown, in well under two hours. 
At that speed, who would ever chose to take 
the shuttle? Outside the northeastern mega­
lopolis, comparable opportunities include St. 
Louis-Chicago-Detroit-Mil waukee-Minneapo­
lis, San Diego-Los Angeles-San Francisco­
Sacramento, Houston-Dallas-Fort Worth, 
Miami-Orlando-Tampa and many others. 

Building a modern rail network will be 
enormously expensive, but there are few al­
ternatives, and they too are costly. Where 
relief from congestion is most needed, land 
for new highways is most scarce. A single 
heavily used high-speed rail line can replace 
dozens of lanes of highway. Sites for new air­
ports are also hard to find, not least because 
citizen opposition is so strong. The Denver 
airport would be the first major new facility 
to be built in almost 20 years. When a large 
enough package of land can be found within 
striking distance of a big city, the costs soar 
more than $10 billion. 

More highway lanes must be built. but 
these will only temporarily ease the underly­
ing condition. Widening roads to control con­
gestion. it has been said, is like letting out 
your belt to control obesity. Nor will more 
auto travel help control energy use, whereas 
rail uses 30 percent to 50 percent less energy 
per passenger-mile than auto travel, and 75 
percent to 80 percent less than flying. 

Because of the constraints on new con­
struction, the biggest single benefit from 
high-speed rail service-comfort and conven­
ience aside-would be to relieve the pressure 
on highways and airports, making travel pre­
dictable and less of an exercise in stress tol­
erance. Already, a few airports are lobbying 

for rail improvements to get short-distance 
passengers out of their overcrowded termi­
nals. In doing so they recognize the linkage 
between competing forms of travel that pol­
icy makers have-until this year-resolutely 
ignored. 

The highway bill just approved by Con­
gress is the first advance in thinking about 
transportation in 35 years, a near revolution­
ary change for which New York Sen. Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan deserves most of the cred­
it. While the new law is vastly better for rail 
transit and other options than anything that 
has come before, it has important weak­
nesses. It looks to the long-term possibility 
of magnetic levitation trains instead of to 
the near term reality of conventional high­
speed rail. It is a jungle of provisions regard­
ing which highway trust fund dollars can be 
used for which other purposes. And because 
it is the Surface Transportation Act, it ex­
cludes air travel. 

The next logical step is to pool and abolish 
the separate highway and airport trust 
funds. They stand in the way of a transpor­
tation policy that targets public investment 
to whatever mode of travel best serves local 
and national needs. That will include a 
major role for rail. All Aboooaard. 

[From the Wall Street Journal. Dec. 17, 1991] 
A PRIVATE JOBS BILL 

President Bush has the opportunity to re­
shape America's transportation policy when 
he signs a $151 billion, six-year highway and 
mass-transit bill in Dallas tomorrow. Mem­
bers of Congress were so busy using the bill 
to drag some pork back home that they bare­
ly noticed that it also included dramatic in­
centives to involve the private sector in re­
building America's infrastructure. 

The bill makes it federal policy to encour­
age private-sector financing of transit 
projects. For the first time since federal aid 
to highways began in 1916, states will be al­
lowed to put tolls on existing and new feder­
ally funded bridges, tunnels and roads (other 
than interstates). The bill also allows all 
such facilities to be privately built and 
owned if a local public authority agrees. Pri­
vate investors can qualify for federal match­
ing grants for up to 50% of the cost of new 
roads or to rehabilitate bridges, roads and 
tunnels. Up to 80% federal participation will 
be allowed in building new private bridges or 
tunnels. In addition, toll revenue from the 
projects will count toward the required local 
share· of transportation projects. 

If properly implemented, the bill will have 
far-reaching effects. Carl Williams, the as­
sistant director of California's transpor­
tation agency, says the law allows "states to 
lend federal bucks to private entities to 
build transportation facilities. If the states 
want to do this, it will blow the door off this 
industry." John P. Giraudo,·a former general 
counsel to the President's Commission on 
Privatization, says the new law will "encour­
age many states to explore selling their 
bridges, roads and tunnels as well as encour­
age them to invite private-sector financing." 

The nation badly needs such investment. 
When government at all levels began ne­
glecting basic responsibilities in the 1960s in 
favor of new welfare and health programs, 
the nation's infrastructure suffered. Factor­
ing in depreciation, the rate of nonmilitary 
investment in public works in the 1980s was 
only half that of the 1970s and just one­
fourth that of the 1960s. 

At this point, many state and local govern­
ments know they'll never get enough money 
out of the tax base to fix what's broken or 
add what's needed. They very much need pri-

vate capital and innovative solutions. Traf­
fic congestion, for example, might be eased 
with the off-peak pricing that a toll road al­
lows. Even before this transportation bill 
passed, many states had already started ex­
perimenting with privatization. 

Last year California contracted with four 
private companies to build $2.5 billion in new 
toll roads. Ground breaking for a 14-mile, 
private toll road near Dulles Airport in Vir­
ginia is set for the spring. Trucking associa­
tions are actively exploring the idea of pur­
chasing and operating the New York State 
Thruway and the Massachusetts Turnpike. 
New technologies will let drivers use both 
new and old toll roads without stopping and 
pulling change out of their pockets. In 
Texas, bar-coded transit passes allow motor­
ists to drive through tollgates at up to 
45 mph. 

So how did such a good idea get through 
Congress? Once the Members had stuffed 472 
pork-barrel projects into the bill, many lost 
interest in its details. Democratic Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan of New York then 
took the opportunity to insert a role for the 
private sector, which would allow states to 
leverage their federal grants into building 
additional projects, an idea that made both 
economic and political sense. 

Sam Skinner, the former Transportation 
Secretary who is now George Bush's Chief of 
Staff, deserves credit for anticipating the 
role the private sector could play in rebuild­
ing America. In February, he hoped the 
transportation bill would "embrace the pri­
vate sector as a full partner of the public 
sector and as a for-profit player. We are say­
ing to the investment community, come on 
in. There's money to be made in transpor­
tation." 

But the private sector will participate only 
if the Bush Administration clears away the 
roadblocks to private involvement. Highway 
bureaucrats are going to resist; some are al­
ready vowing to micromanage any private­
public partnerships out of existence. Re­
gional planning organizations are notori­
ously hostile to private-sector involvement. 

We certainly hope that the Bush adminis­
tration gives this initiative the push it de­
serves. The President has been touting the 
transportation bill as a jobs program, but 
it'd be nice to think that something more in­
novative was possible than just pouring con­
crete into pork-barrel projects. And cer­
tainly Senator Moynihan deserves credit .for 
having the imagination to embrace a financ­
ing strategy that his own state needs des­
perately. The road to better infrastructure 
through private financing and management 
now exists on paper. The job now is for the 
political leadership to, well, lead. 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 2, 1992] 
STATE OF THE PLANET 

(By Jessica Mathews) 
On the two central determinants of the 

planet's future health, energy use and popu­
lation growth, the United States achieved 
little in 1991. There were hopeful signs of 
change, but in the end, with one major ex­
ception, they fell short. 

For the first time, both houses of Congress 
repudiated both pillars of the Reagan popu­
lation policy. They voted to resume financial 
support of the U.N. population fund and to 
abandon the so-called Mexico City policy 
that prohibits support for most international 
providers of family planning services because 
these groups include abortion among their 
services. Though George Bush once cham­
pioned a massive global effort to provide 
contraceptives to all who want them, the 
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White House refused even to discuss com­
promise. The measure died, and for the time 
being U.S. support for this global imperative 
remains a bone thrown to the Republican 
right wing. 

It was equally a time of transition on en­
ergy policy. One lesson of the gulf war was 
forgotten almost before the fighting ended. 
For a few weeks an energy policy was our 
most urgent national need, then vanished 
with hardly a trace. 

By the end of the year a critical mass in 
Congress recognized that a country that 
bolds 3 percent of world oil reserves can ill 
afford wholesale energy waste or a policy 
that focuses solely on energy supply. Yet the 
alternative-a strategy that begins with en­
ergy efficiency-is still politically feeble. 
And so the Senate defeated the president's 
energy plan, which was little more than an 
oil production bill, but had nothing to put in 
its place. 

In a move that could mean large future 
cuts in energy use, however, Congress did 
say "enough" after 35 years of single-minded 
dedication to building highways. In the most 
under-reported story of the year, it redi­
rected 120 billion in federal dollars, and bil­
lions more in state funds, toward support of 
rail, transit, van, pedestrian, bicycle and 
congestion-management options, seating 
dozens of new decision makers at tables once 
reserved for highway engineers. The new law 
is a promise that will have to be redeemed in 
tough political combat, city by city and 
state by state. Air quality, oil needs, conges­
tion and rational land use will all be deter­
mined by the outcome. 

Without an energy policy, the United 
States was unable to grapple with the threat 
of greenhouse warming and found itself in­
creasingly isolated in international negotia­
tions. Vigorous diplomatic arm-twisting 
failed to hold .British and Japanese support 
of Washington's view that nothing should be 
done yet. By year's end, only Saudi Arabia 
and the ex-Soviet Union remained in the 
U.S. corner. 

The difference of opinion is about the cost 
of taking action, not about science. Europe 
and Japan believe they can prosper with 
even higher energy prices (their gas taxes 
are already 10 times ours) and more efficient 
energy use. The United States, not yet hav­
ing started down that path, does not. The ad­
ministration insists that Europe's intention 
of cutting carbon dioxide emissions is empty 
rhetoric. That view took the last of many 
knocks a few weeks ago, when the European 
Community approved the general terms of a 
carbon tax. 

The year did not set another global tem­
perature record, probably only thanks to the 
eruption of Mt. Pinatubo. But in most re­
spects, the global commons continued to 
show signs that despite heightened effort, 
man's impact on natural systems still far ex­
ceeds his ability to control damaging activi­
ties. Ozone loss over the Northern Hemi­
sphere, for example, was found to be twice as 
great as predicted even though 
chloroflurocarbons are being phased out on, 
or ahead of, schedule. 

A global agreement to ban the use of drift­
nets in the oceans stands out as an exception 
to this trend. The credit for it goes to relent­
less U.S. pressure applied through trade 
sanctions. The ban is a vital reminder that 
trade agreements must not harness the pace 
of international environmental progress to 
that of the slowest marcher. 

A successful outcome to the Uruguay 
Round trade talks is devoutly to be wished 
for, but if it is achieved at that price, as the 

current draft GATT agreement suggests, it 
would be a pyrrhic victory. Without the U.S. 
ban on fish imports from countries using 
drift-nets, the indiscriminate and wholly un­
necessary slaughter of inedible fish, dol­
phins, whales, seals, turtles and seabirds 
would still be accepted practice. 

On the international scene, and at home, 
public opinion was the most notable environ­
mental actor in 1991, making itself felt with 
unprecedented force in international nego­
tiations and corporate boardrooms. Polling 
data suggests that governments have not 
caught up to the public desire for change. 
Business is responding more quickly, having 
discovered that improved environmental 
management often saves money and having, 
seen, in some cases, the long-term gain in 
embracing, rather than resisting, environ­
mental concerns. 

The outlook for 1992 is for more of the 
same. Energy is likely to remain the stum­
bling block in Washington, but progress to­
ward greater efficiency will continue 
through state policies and in the private sec­
tor. Without a national consensus, however, 
the United States will have little to offer in 
international leadership and runs the risk of 
severe, long-term economic loss. 

[From the Washington Times, Feb. 10, 1992] 
ON THE ROAD TO EFFICIENCY 

(By Donald Devine) 
Wonderful irony: Woodrow Wilson's quiet 

revolution in American politics may be end­
ing at the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. For Wil­
son is the father of federal-government plan­
ning in America, and his philosophy is run­
ning out of steam over the inability of his 
powerful national government to build a 
modern, upgraded bridge. 

The counterrevolution is being led by an 
unlikely hero. Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
has always been the most interesting Demo­
crat in Congress, and now he is the most cou­
rageous. He has faced the most important 
public policy dilemma now before those hon­
est and serious enough to recognize it-that 
there is not enough federal money (even in 
the most solvent trust funds) to finance es­
sential projects, much less all the good 
things for which people might wish. 

Mr. Moynihan stared at the unsettling fact 
that there are 250,000 unsafe bridges (and who 
knows how many roads) in the United 
States, and that even the Highway Trust 
Fund cannot support their repair. For mem­
bers of Congress know they can cut ribbons 
for new roads but local officials or bureau­
crats will get the blame for collapsing 
bridges needing repair. 

In one of those rare acts of legislative re­
sponsibility, Mr. Moynihan insisted that the 
1991 Highway reauthorization bill seriously 
address the problem. He first removed the 
U.S. prohibition for tolls being collected on 
bridges or roads built with its funds; and, 
second, allowed private firms into the high­
way business. 

The former allows the local officials who 
will get the blame to protect themselves by 
obtaining a reliable source of funding for 
necessary repairs. The latter provides a 
means for the states to leverage their funds 
by lending up to 85 percent to private firms 
to build and manage toll roads that would 
eventually pay the bonds for roads that 
would revert to the state. 

For the first time, states would be allowed 
to lend federal funds to private companies to 
build or repair roads or bridges by charging 
fees for their operation. As the accompany­
ing table shows, by lending states can highly 
leverage their funds. At a $85 billion federal 

and $15 billion state expenditure, the value 
of roads built can be increased from $100 bil­
lion to $185 billion because they can reinvest 
the funds repaid from the private managers. 

While market purists may object to gov­
ernment funds at all, this first step in radi­
cally reforming this long-time government 
monopoly business gets a private nose into 
the state's tent for a change. 

Private operation of toll highways at the 
state level is already a reality. Former 
Reagan administration official, Ralph Stan­
ley's granddaddy private tollway in Northern 
Virginia is on schedule. Not only will a nec­
essary road be built and revert to the state, 
but it will be more user-friendly. Good old 
private initiative will remove the toll bar­
rier for regular users, utilizing a decal on the 
car window that will automatically charge 
customers (no longer called commuters) for 
their trips. 

Private revolutions are taking place all 
over the transportation business. Commu­
nities are demanding they be allowed to 
build new airports, and airlines are request­
ing authority to create a market by trading 
landing rights-so air travel can really be 
privatized. 

Even the stodgy railroad business is having 
second thoughts about bigger-is-better. Bur­
lington Northern Railroad is selling unprof­
itable branch lines to small businesses that 
are making profits. Local communities, too, 
are running commuter operations more effi­
ciently than earlier federally supported oper­
ations. Somehow, the little guy can make it 
where the mammoth corporation utilizing 
government regulatory protection cannot. 

And hold your hats for this. The American 
Trucking Association is making noises to 
buy all of the state toll highways in the East 
for itself. Sick of paying ever-higher taxes 
with no control over operations, ATA Presi­
dent Thomas Donohue said about his idea: 
"If we pay for the roads, we might as well 
own them." 

Mr. Moynihan pronounced the 1992 Surface 
Transportation Bill as the beginning of the 
"post-Interstate era." More accurately, it is 
the end of the idea that big government can 
plan big projects. Highways and mass tran­
sit, two of the first sectors with massive gov­
ernment regulation, are the first to begin 
the long road back to the states, commu­
nities and private ownership. Being so vital 
to commerce, transportation is one of the 
first to feel the pull of decentralizing market 
forces away from government bureaucracy. 

Perhaps the most interesting thing about 
this new era is that it was launched quietly. 
Moynihan snuck his provision into the bill 
at the last moment so that it survived con­
gressional and Office of Management and 
Budget vetting. Even after the bill was 
passed, these two centers of obstruction did 
not know what it contained. 
If the normal sentinels of the legislative 

process had been alert, there probably would 
have been no surface transportation revolu­
tion. Congress seems to act best when it does 
not know what it is doing. In this case, it lit­
erally ended the idea of a national govern­
ment transportation policy, and no one knew 
until now. 

The ultimate put-down to libertarian-con­
servatives used to be: "What do you want to 
do, sell the roads?" As a long-time sufferer 
on the Woodrow Wilson Bridge each morn­
ing, I can now say without hesitation, "Yes." 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 24, 1992] 
CURES FOR CONGESTION 

(By Jessica Mathews) 
Until Congress passed a landmark reform 

last year, transportation spending was head-
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ed toward a dead end. For more than half a 
century the United States had become stead­
ily more reliant on just automobiles and 
trucks for ground transportation. Spurred by 
heavy direct spending for roads and by large 
government subsidies for free parking and 
highway services, motor vehicle use soared 
while the other options-transit, railroads, 

·pedestrian and bicylce-withered. 
For awhile the roads-only strategy worked. 

The world's best road system made us mobile 
and boosted productivity. More recently, 
this narrow focus has had three quite dif­
ferent results. It has made it impossible to 
slow the growth in oil imports. Over the last 
20 years, oil use has dropped sharply in every 
other sector, but growth in transportation 
demand has more than made up the dif­
ference. It has also made it impossible to 
achieve heal thy air. And it has, in the words 
of the Federal Highway Administration's 
stunning self-indictment, given us conges­
tion that "affects more areas, more often, 
for longer periods, and with more impacts on 
* * * the economy" than ever before. 

The FHWA has been remarkably candid 
about the future, too. It expects congestion 
to quadruple in the next 20 years. In Los An­
geles, freeway speeds are projected to fall to 
11 mph. But by then Los Angeles won't even 
be in the Traffic Top Ten. Dallas, San Anto­
nio, Miami and Charlotte, N.C., will. 

Already, congestion is growing much faster 
than productivity. Nearly 70 percent of peak 
traffic is stop-and-go, and the rush "hour" is 
getting longer and longer. Congestion costs 
the economy $100 billion per year-nearly 2 
percent of GDP-without even counting the 
costs of excess pollution and wear and tear 
on vehicles from the starting and stopping. 

Despite the costs and the wear and tear on 
drivers, we are growing accustomed and be­
ginning to take for granted a condition that 
is hideous and unnecessary. We are not 
doomed to spend more and more hours stuck 
in traffic. There are solutions. 

The first step is to understand what won't 
work. We cannot build our way out of this 
bind. There is a limit to space in urban areas 
and a limit to money, but without alter­
native policies there is no limit to traffic. 
Planners call it "traffic generation." New 
roads generate new traffic until crowding 
rises to the point where some drivers stay 
home or use other means. When another lane 
opens, those travelers reappear, and the 
cycle starts again. The builders cannot keep 
up. In the last 20 years, though nearly every 
transportation dollar went to building roads, 
urban highway capacity rose by 4 percent 
while road use nearly doubled. Adding new 
lanes as a solution to congestion is akin to 
making a new hole in your belt as a solution 
to gaining weight. 

Like watching what you eat, the answer in 
transportation lies in paying attention to de­
mand rather than only building new supply. 
This will likely be the most far-reaching of 
the transportation reforms Congress made 
last year. It is an idea exactly analogous to 
the revolution that is sweeping the elec­
tricity industry. Utilities are learning that 
it can be far cheaper to provide the needed 
energy through hundreds of demand-manage­
ment approaches (everything from buying 
back old energy-guzzling refrigerators to 
supply high-efficiency light bulbs) than it is 
to build new power plants. 

As in energy, demand management re­
quires lots of different measures. Added sup­
port for transit, rail, bicycle and pedestrian 
travel is necessary if these are to become re­
alistic alternatives to auto travel. Some of 
that spending can be covered by reducing or 

eliminating auto subsidies, of which by far 
the most important is the parking subsidy. 

An astounding 77 percent of American 
workers drive to work to a free parking 
space. The reason is that the federal tax code 
counts free parking as an untaxed fringe ben­
efit. But unlike other such exemptions, this 
one does not raise employment, productivity 
or public well-being. On most counts, it does 
the reverse. It also nullifies spending on 
transit, because nothing can compete eco­
nomically or psychologically with a free 
parking space. 

HOV lanes, traffic information systems 
and other such measures can improve traffic 
flow, but far and away the most effective and 
economically efficient approach is to charge 
congestion fees. New electronic systems em­
bedded in cars and roads can automatically 
record how far each car travels at what time 
of day, billing drivers accordingly at the end 
of the month or, like Washington's subway 
fare card, at the time of purchase. Cars need 
not even slow down. Studies suggest that 
such systems will dramatically cut conges­
tion. If the revenues are used to replace 
taxes on employment or investment, the net 
effect is a big economic boost. 

New technology holds promise, too. The so­
lutions here are not the so-called "smart" 
designs that pack more cars per mile of high­
way or direct drivers from tangled highways 
onto neighborhood roads. These merely put 
smart cars int.o a dumb system. But si~ilar 
technologies can be used to guide variable 
route buses and car pools that go where com­
muters are and take them where they want 
to go. 

Balanced spending among the travel op­
tions, discarding ill-judged subsidies, pricing 
that allows consumers to see the costs of 
their behavior and truly smart new tech­
nologies will all relieve our enveloping con­
gestion. The only thing that won't work is 
more of what we've been doing for the last 60 
years. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Does the Senator 
from New Jersey wish to speak at this 
point? 

Would the Senator from Florida per­
haps wish to respond? Would he like to 
use some of his time? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from Flor­
ida control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 19 minutes r~maining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will reserve my 
time. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

would like to ask the opponents of this 
amendment one question. 

Is the Senator from New York oppos­
ing this amendment? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 

this in any way change the allocation 
to any State? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No. 
Mr. STEVENS. Is it entirely discre­

tionary within the States as to how 
they use their money? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. The purpose of 
the existing law is to provide great 
flexibility to each State from a fixed 
formula. 

And, as the Senator from Montana 
has said, and the Senator from Rhode 

Island, we worked this arrangement 
out with huge support on all sides. 

Mr. STEVENS. Again, my question 
is: The Senator from Florida seeks ad­
ditional flexibility within the State to 
use the funds that are allocated with­
out any changes in the total amount 
allocated? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. How much time has 

the opposition at this point? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from New York has 15 minutes. 
Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as necessary in order 
to amplify the response to the question 
of the Senator from Alaska. 

The Senator from Alaska, in response 
to the Senator from New York, is abso­
lutely correct. This has zero to do with 
interstate allocation. Each State will 
get exactly the same amount of money 
under this amendment as they will get 
without this amendment. 

The Senator from Alaska has been 
correctly informed that the only issue 
here is intrastate allocation over a 2-
year period. At the end of the 2-year 
period, what is left of the fiscal year 
1993 and the totality of 1994, the ac­
counts will be exactly the same as they 
would be if this amendment is not 
adopted. 

All this amendment does is allow the 
remaining weeks of 1993, where we are 
trying to accelerate this money to cre­
ate the maximum number of jobs, to 
let a State decide that if there is a 
project that is available to us, ready to 
go, we will put people to work; let us 
go ahead and build it now, even if it 
means we go beyond the obligation ac­
count for that particular type of activ­
ity, recognizing that in 1994, we are 
going to have to spend that much less 
in that account. So that over the 2-
year period, it is balanced. 

I hope that that amplifies on the an-
swer to the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey, who is one of 
the authors of this measure, which was 
a wide bipartisan agreement on a new 
era of transportation policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Chair. 

I thank my distinguished colleague 
from New York. Few have the knowl­
edge and awareness of the development 
of the transportation system of this 
country that Senator MOYNillAN has. 
As a result of his extensive familiarity 
with the Interstate Highway System, if 
you ever want to have a few very pleas­
ant moments, listen to Senator MOY-
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NIHAN review the · history of the canal 
system throughout New York State, 
and discuss how the National Highway 
System we developed resulted in some 
of our cities being abandoned along the 
way, because we were encouraging fur­
ther distance from the urban centers. 

With that background, Mr. President, 
we worked very hard-long debates, ex­
tensive discussions, lots of research 
and review-and came up with a road­
map of where America was going in the 
future in terms of a balanced transpor­
tation network. 

This was not just a nice idea that 
happened across a desk one day. This 
was an idea that was forced upon us by 
the fouling of our air, the spoiling of 
our environment, the time lost in traf­
fic back and forth to work, shopping, 
and recreation. 

Billions of hours are lost each year, 
Mr. President, because cars are stuck 
in traffic, pouring out carbon monoxide 
and other pollutants into the air, 
smothering plants and ruining build­
ings and monuments. 

So with that in mind, IS TEA was cre­
ated, because we said we need some­
thing different in America, other than 
concrete poured in more and more 
places. And when you come from a 
small State like mine, the most dense­
ly populated State in the country, one 
realizes there is just no more room for 
concrete. 

We cannot avoid congestion unless 
we do something more creative. And, 
thusly, the idea was born by Senator 
MOYNIHAN and supported by many of 
us-both Senator CHAFEE, from the Re­
publican side of the aisle, a distin­
guished and long-time member of the 
Environment Committee, worked on it, 
as well as Senator BAUCUS, now the 
chairman of the Environment and Pub­
lic Works Committee. And, I may point 
out, the Senator from Florida as a 
member of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee, joined in. We all 
worked hard. 

The debate, I thought, was over 
sometime during the end of 1991, when 
it passed this body after extensive de­
bate and went to conference with the 
House. We sat for days, if I may remind 
the Senator from New York and the 
Senator from Montana, and ground 
out, inch by inch, word by word, this 
extensive agreement. 

The Senator from Florida raised his 
objections at that time. He lost. That 
is what happened. 

The vote was counted. The legisla­
tion was passed. And, thusly, a new era 
was created for transportation in 
America. 

And today, as we try to pass the 
stimulus bill, to get this country back 
to work, to try to get people to pay 
taxes and get off the dole so that we 
can reduce our deficit, we now are re­
hashing a debate that took place 2 
years ago and wound up permanently 
ensconced in the record books. 

Mr. President, the administration 
does not want this to be changed. The 
committee has not held any hearings 
or review. As you heard from my col­
league from Montana, today I sat as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Transportation in the Appropriations 
Committee. We had FHW A officials, 
AASHTO representatives, officials 
from GAO, none of whom suggested 
that it was necessary at this time to 
suddenly jump in and start this debate 
as we near a recess, as we near an ad­
journment this weekend, when the 
country is crying for solutions to prob­
lems. 

We suddenly now are going to redis­
cuss issues that we took care of in ex­
tensive debate. The Senator from F-lor­
ida was not happy then, and he indi­
cated that. But I remind the Senator 
from Florida that when we talk about 
a balanced transportation network, 
Florida is right up front wanting its 
share of transportation money, mass 
transit, and Amtrak funds. 

So we approved a formula that is 
fair, on balance, to most of the States, 
almost every State in this country. 
Therefore, we ought not to be going 
through this at this time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ate will be in order. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
chairman of the Finance Committee. 

May I have a few more minutes? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield 2 more min­

utes to the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York. 

Mr. President, at this point in time, 
when the issue has virtually been re­
solved, why are we suddenly looking 
for flexibility that is not required? The 
highway department asked the State of 
Florida, do you need any more flexibil­
ity in terms of categories of spending? 
The answer, as I understand it, come 
back negative. 

Mr. President, everybody would like 
to do whatever they want when they 
want, except we do have a process by 
which we provide the opportunity 
among States to engage in debate, with 
fairness, hopefully, to all participants. 
The majority eventually does rule. 

So I hope we will be able to dispense 
with this now and get on with the task 
that has been assigned to us: Get this 
country back to work and allow us to 
reduce our deficit and stop the debate 
here that has little relevance in terms 
of where we go, in the final analysis. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

could not be more grateful to the Sen­
ator from New Jersey for his kind re­
marks about the Surface Transpor­
tation Act of 1991. It was entirely a bi­
partisan, collaborative effect. Again to 
quote Jessica Mathews, "Until Con­
gress passed a landmark reform last 

year, transportation spending was 
headed toward a dead end." 

We gave the States flexibility. We re­
sponded to the post-interstate highway 
era. To change !STEA now would be to 
change a delicate and successful for­
mula. It is no time to do that. 

I yield the floor. 
I ask how much time is remaining in 

opposition? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator has 8 minutes remaining. 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRA­

HAM] is recognized. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, may I 

ask how much time the Senator from 
Florida controls? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 17 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
has been an interesting debate I heard 
from the Senators from New York, 
Montana, New Jersey. Unfortunately, 
it has little to do with the issues we 
have today. We are not talking about 
changing !STEA. We are not talking 
about doing anything, as the Senator 
from New York indicated, that would 
change the allocation from State to 
State. We are talking about a provision 
which is only applicable for the next 2 
years. The situation on September 30, 
1994, will be exactly the same whether 
this amendment is adopted or this 
amendment is not adopted. 

I repeat: The situation on September 
30, 1994, will be exactly the same 
whether this amendment is adopted or 
not adopted. 

What this amendment does do is 
allow States, under the peculiar cir­
cumstances that they are now about to 
face if this legis'1ation is adopted, to 
use the money in the most effective 
way they can to put people to work. I 
see the junior Senator from Montana is 
here. I do not know-I am making this 
hypothetical up totally out of whole 
cloth. But let us assume that the State 
of Montana in the first half of this fis­
cal year has already spent or obligated 
all the money it has on, let us say, 
interstate maintenance projects. It is 
now going to get some additional 
money. In fact, it will get about 25 per­
cent more money under this economic 
stimulus program. 

Suppose it finds it has a stretch of 
highway, interstate highway, that 
badly needs to be maintained. It has 
the plans drawn, it has people ready to 
do the work, do the maintenance, and 
it would like to spend the $10 million 
to go ahead and finish up that inter­
state maintenance project. If we do not 
pass that amendment, the State of 
Montana is going to be told, no, you 
cannot spend it on that project. You 
have to find a project within one of the 
other dozen or so categories where you 
have not spent up to your full obliga­
tion. 

If my amendment is adopted, yes, 
they can spend the $10 million in the 
balance of this fiscal year on that 
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interstate maintenance project. But 
next year, in 1994, they will have to de­
duct $10 million from what they can 
spend on interstate maintenance. It al­
lows them to look across what in es­
sence is about an 18-month period and 
make some judgments as to which 
projects are ready to go, which ones 
they can spend on to put people to 
work on most expeditiously. But at the 
end of fiscal year 1994, they have to 
have their accounts exactly in the 
same condition as they will have them 
if this bill does not pass. 

It is to me such a simple, logical pro­
posal. We have a letter here signed by 
eight Governors representing Repub­
licans and Democrats from a diversity 
of States, saying it is their highest pri­
ority in terms of their ability to actu­
ally use this money for the intended 
purposes. I have a quote from Decem­
ber 1992, not ancient history, from 
AASHTO, indicating this is the No. 1 
priority of the State highway depart­
ments in terms of giving them what 
would be required in order to accom­
plish the purposes of this act. If all we 
are interested in is passing a bill in 
order to wrap ourselves in some feigned 
glory, let us do it. If we are interested 
in actually putting people to work, let 
us give the States this minimal flexi­
bility in order to accomplish that pur­
pose. 

Mr. President, that is the intent of 
this amendment. It is focused, it is 
time delimited, it relates to an imme­
diate circumstance. I think it is totally 
rational and it happens to accomplish 
the objective the President has set 
about, which is put people to work 
doing productive work. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Montana, 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Montana is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the distin­
guished chairman of the Finance Com­
mittee. 

I will be very brief. The argument is 
made that Florida cannot spend this 
money. Let me read a statement from 
the Florida Department of Transpor­
tation dated January 29, when that de­
partment was asked if it could spend 
additional funds in this supplemental. 
The answer from the State of Florida: 

If the State of Florida were to receive addi­
tional Federal transportation funding in the 
current fiscal year, 1993, we would be able to 
immediately utilize these funds for worth­
while State projects which not only make 
good transportation sense but are also able 
to produce both short- and long-term eco­
nomic benefits. 

That is from the Florida Department 
of Transportation. If they have the 
money to spend, they say they can 
spend it. 

This is a supplemental bill appropria­
tions. This is not an authorization bill 

we are debating here today. When we 
get to the surface transportation reau­
thorization, we will debate these kinds 
of amendments. We had this debate in 
1991 and we passed !STEA. We made an 
agreement. We made a deal. This 
amendment is not _ appropriate on this 
bill and should not be before us today. 

I have already indicated the State of 
Florida can spend the money. At least 
the Florida Department of Transpor­
tation says they can spend the money. 
But more important, this is a deal 
breaker. We should not be breaking 
deals on supplemental appropriations 
bills. It is that simple. Let us just vote 
this amendment down at the appro­
priate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yiel'ds time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia has 6 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. How much time does the 
distinguished Senator from Florida 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has 13 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the distinguished 
Senator from Florida like to use some 
time, because I think we have a speak­
er on our side who last spoke. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we 
have one Senator who has indicated a 
desire to speak in favor of the amend­
ment. I reserve time for that Senator 
as well as reserving time to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 
amendment would ensure that this bill 
will go to conference. This amendment, 
if it is adopted, would assure that the 
bill will go to a conference with the 
House. It has been my hope all along 
we would not need a conference with 
the House. The few amendments that 
have been adopted, I think, would be 
agreeable to the House. I cannot guar­
antee that, but our initial soundings 
seem to indicate that the House would 
have no problem with the amendments 
that have been adopted in the Senate 
thus far. But the amendment that is 
now pending before the Senate would 
be opposed in the conference with the 
House by many Members of the House. 
It is opposed by many Members of the 
Senate. It is authorization on an appro­
priations bill, and it is not the kind of 
legislation that ought to be discussed 
in connection with this stimulus pack­
age. 

So I urge Senators to vote to reject 
this amendment. When the time comes, 
I will move to table it. 

The President does not want this bill 
defeated. He does not want it emas­
culated. He does not want it mutilated. 
The thing we ought to do is get on with 
the passage of this bill and on to other 
things, such as the conference report 
on the budget resolution. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin­
guished chairman yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, he is 

aware, is he not, that the chairman of 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, and the ranking mem­
ber, have both spoken against this 
amendment which would change legis­
lation that took us 1 year-sometimes 
it seemed like l(}-to enact. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee is very 
aware of the fact that the distin­
guished chairman of the Senate Com­
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works, the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Roads has op­
posed it, the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island, the ranking mem­
ber has opposed it. So it has bipartisan 
opposition. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. And of course so 
does our colleague on the Appropria­
tions Committee, Senator LAUTEN­
BERG. 

Mr. BYRD. And the chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Transportation. 

Mr. President, let us not delay the 
action on this bill by adopting an 
amendment of this kind. This is an 
amendment that ought to be debated 
more than 1 hour. This is the kind of 
amendment that is usually debated by 
hours and hotly contested because it 
cuts across many States. This is not 
the place to adopt such amendment. If 
I have any time remaining, I will yield 
it to anybody who wishes to have it. 
How much time is remaining now, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 3 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. How much time remains 
on the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Florida has 12 minutes and 45 
seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator, 

the President pro tempore, yield 1 
minute? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the distin­
guished Senator from New York, [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, once 
again, to state that on both sides of the 
aisle we worked so hard through 1990 
and 1991 to change our transportation 
policy. We wrote flexibility into the 
statute which had previously been a 
pour more concrete program. 

My friend, the Senator from Florida, 
hopes that a Senator will appear to 
support him, and I have no doubt one 
will. But to this point every Senator 
who has risen, save for a question from 
the Senator from Alaska, has risen to 
say, "Don't disrupt a major achieve­
ment of the 102d Congress." 

The time will come to debate it when 
the reauthorization comes. We will 
have time for that. But not this mo­
ment. Do not sink the President's pro-
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gram that the President pro tempore is 
putting through in these last hours be­
fore a long Easter recess when the Na­
tion needs it, is ready for it, and we are 
ready. I can say no more, Mr. Presi­
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

· Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. How much time do I have 

remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. You have 

1 minutes and 24 seconds. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Might I have half a 

minute? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator the 

1 minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 

like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Florida a question, if I might. The 
question is this: When we in the Envi­
ronment and Public Works Committee 
just a few days ago drafted a letter to 
send to the Budget Committee and the 
Appropriations Committee giving our 
comments on the supplemental, did the 
Senator from Florida not very strongly 
request that that letter contain lan­
guage that there be no authorization 
on an appropriations bill? Did the Sen­
ator not ask that a statement to that 
effect be included in the letter from 
EPW? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am not aware the 
Senator requested it. If I did, clearly it 
was not adhered to because there is 
clearly all kinds of authorization in 
this appropriations bill already. I will 
cite as one example-I was going cite it 
in my concluding remarks-the 90-day 
ready-to-go rule. That is language of 
an authorization nature which is in the 
bill that requires that if States are not 
ready to go within 90 days of the avail­
ability of these funds, they will lose 
the funds and they will lapse back into 
a pool for redistribution. So there al­
ready is authorization language on this 
bill. 

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

Mr. GRAHAM. That is why I think it 
enhances the importance of the amend­
ment. I am about to conclude my re­
marks. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I just 
want to close by saying--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Montana has ex­
pired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the 

Senator 24 seconds so he can complete 
his sentence. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
yield the Senator-how much time does 
he need? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I will just take half a 
minute. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield the Senator 2 
minutes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Montana is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. Mr. President, very sim­
ply, the Senator's office requested that 
office include language in the March 15 
budget views and estimates letter to 
the Budget Committee, that there be 
no-a very firm request-that there be 
no authorizations on the appropria­
tions bill. His office, at least, re­
quested-maybe the Senator is not 
aware of what his office requested, but 
his office did request-very strongly 
that the letter be drafted in a way so 
there would be no authorizations on an 
appropriations bill. 

But the main point, Mr. President, is 
that of the President pro tempore, the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com­
mittee; namely, we are here to work on 
a supplemental bill, a stimulus pack­
age. We are not here to draft and de­
bate authorizing legislation. That is 

. not our purpose here today. There is a 
time and place for everything. 

Ecclesiastes refers to-I do not have 
the exact Scriptures quote, but the 
point is there is a time and place for 
everything. This is not the time, this is 
not the place to debate an authorizing 
bill. The time and place to debate an 
authorizing bill is when that legisla­
tion is up for reauthorization in 1997. 
There will be many opportunities at 
that time to debate this issue. Now is 
not the time to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Florida 
is recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have 
a slightly different interpretation of 
why we are here today. I do not think 
we are here to debate an appropriations 
bill or to talk about what happened in 
previous consideration of legislation. I 
think we are here to discharge a very 
difficult task. That task, as I define it, 
is how do we justify to our grand­
children that we are about to add $32 
billion to the debt of this Nation that 
they will have to pay for? That we do 
not consider it to be sufficiently im­
portant that we are going to pay for it 
today either by additional taxes or by 
reductions in spending elsewhere. 

I think that is the challenge that we 
have. It is an ethical challenge. It is a 
challenge that asks the question of 
why, in one sitting of this Congress and 
these few days, we are going to add as 
much to the national debt as occurred 
between the years 1776 and the year of 
my birth in 1936. 

What is the basis of that? I can only 
find one justification, and that is we 
are going to enact policies which will 
meet these conditions: They will so 
stimulate the economy by an infusion 
of immediate economic activity and 
the jobs that that activity will create; 
that it will create a higher level of eco­
nomic output and, therefore, contrib­
ute to our long-term ability to restrain 
annual deficits and begin to reach the 
day where we will not be adding to the 
national debt. 

And second, that after we have done 
so, that we will have something to 
show for it; that that infusion of imme­
diate money and immediate employ­
ment will produce a product that will 
contribute to the long-term economic 
well-being of the Nation. That is why 
we are here, to meet that moral test. 

I submit that one of the strongest ar­
guments for an economic stimulus is in 
the area of transportation. I know that 
transportation does have the capability 
of putting a lot of people to work. With 
maintenance projects, for instance, Mr. 
President, in my State and most 
States, for every billion dollars of ex­
penditure, you can count 40,000 or more 
jobs. 

Those are not just part-time, make­
work jobs. Those are 40,000 annualized 
jobs, a very significant contribution. 
Also, I think an improved transpor­
tation system helps make the Nation's 
economy stronger on a long-term basis. 

In that context of basically support­
ing the idea of accelerated transpor­
tation funding, why am I suggesting 
this amendment? Because I consider 
this amendment to be critical to the 
ability to accomplish the purpose of 
putting this money to good use. I am 
not here to redebate the Surface Trans­
portation Act. I am just suggesting 
that there are changed circumstances 
for this special time that warrant the 
limited treatment that I am suggest­
ing. 

What are some of those changed cir­
cumstances? We are making this appro­
priation in the middle of a fiscal year. 
States have 6 months more or less-­
less than 6 months after April 1-in 
order to put this money to useful work. 
We want them to do so. We ought to fa­
cilitate, not inhibit, their ability to do 
so. 

Second, to scale the increase, as the 
Senator from New Jersey well knows, 
in fiscal year 1990, the total amount of 
outlays under the highway portion of 
transportation was $14.07 billion. In 
1991, that went up to $14.33 billion. In 
1992, it went up to $15.18 billion, and in 
the current year's appropriations bill it 
is at $15.33 billion. 

Now, let me point out to the-
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. GRAHAM. No. I want to finish 

this thought. 
The thought is that we are proposing 

to go from fiscal year 1992, where we 
spent $15.18 billion-if we add all the 
money that is in this bill, and all the 
additional having to be spent in the re­
maining weeks of this fiscal year, we 
will have gone in 1 year from $15.18 to 
$18.31 billion of spending. So the surge 
of spending itself creates a cir­
cumstance which in my judgment war­
rants giving the States additional 
flexibility in how to utilize those 
funds. 

I would emphasize that we are not 
dealing with a penny, not a penny of 
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NAYS-30 interstate money. North Carolina will 

not have a penny more or less than it 
would have had whether this amend­
ment is adopted. It only affects the 
ability of the people within that State 
to exercise their judgment as to what 
projects will make the greatest con­
tribution toward putting people to 
work. And it will only do that over a 2-
year period. 'Phat is, if the State of 
North Carolina spends an additional $20 
billion on bridges because the money is 
made available in this program, next 
year they are going to have to spend 
$20 billion less in bridges. 

So that over a 2-year period, they 
will spend exactly the same amount on 
bridges but it gives them that flexibil­
ity which the Governors, which the As­
sociation of State Highway Officials, 
have all indicated is their highest pri­
ority in terms of being able to carry 
out the purpose we are attempting to 
accomplish. 

So I say to my friend from Montana, 
no, we are not here to redebate the 
Surface Transportation Act. We are 
not here to talk about authorization 
authority. We are not here to talk 
about jurisdiction of committees. We 
are talking about putting people to 
work. We are going to put people to 
work by giving the States that have 
the ultimate responsibility for these 
programs the greatest flexibility . 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. And with that I would 
be pleased to yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would ask the 
Senator from Florida whether or not 
he feels that the minimum allocation 
program permits significant flexibil­
ity? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The minimum alloca­
tion program does not provide as much 
flexibility as I think it should provide. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is the most 
flexible highway program that we have. 
Minimum allocation is practically un­
fettered. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Under minimum allo­
cation, if your State receives less than 
90 percent of the money that you have 
put into the Federal coffers, then you 
will have some additional flexibility in 
how to spend the parcel that is distrib­
uted to you. That is a strange form of 
freedom. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Does the Senator 
know what the minimum allocation 
balance is in the State of Florida as of 
January 31? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I know this. I know 
that as of the current date the State 
has already committed or obligated to 
spend all of its flexible money on the 
National Highway System, the surface 
transportation, and bridges. One might 
ask that question of the Senator from 
California because her State, of course, 
is the most affected by the minimum 
allocation program. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The State of 
Florida, I believe, has an outstanding 

balance of $264.6 million that it can 
spend virtually on any highway project 
that it wants. Based on inquiries made 
to the State of Florida, they did not in­
dicate that any further flexibility is 
necessary. Of course the Senator, I am 
sure, would like to have as much flexi­
bility as possible. But the State has 
not indicated that it needs it. 

We are on the Senator's time, and I 
do not want to take advantage of it, 
but we are trying to make a decision 
about the stimulus package that has 
been requested by the President. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, one of 
the Senator's predecessors as chairman 
of the Transportation Subcommittee of 
Appropriations is our good friend and 
former colleague, Lawton Chiles, who 
is now the Governor of Florida. Let me 
read a section of a letter--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am going to ask the 
Senator from New Jersey to read the 
letter because it is now in the bosom of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and will be 
available to all America outlining 
what he feels about the necessity for 
this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 

table the pending amendment of the 
Senator from Florida and 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 the motion to table the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 70, 

nays 30, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Leg.) 

YEAS-70 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bid en 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Arna.to 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dorgan 
Durenberger 
Exon 

Feingold 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Xerrey 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mathews 
McConnell 
Metzenbaum 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Riegle 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sar banes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

Bennett 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Graham 
Gramm 
Gra.ssley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Kassebaum 
Kohl 
Krueger 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Roth 
Sasser 
Shelby 

So the motion to table the amend­
ment (No. 288) was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

BoXER). The Senator from Florida is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO 289 

(Purpose: To eliminate from the highway 
fund allocation formula certain discre­
tionary funds granted to the States for 
highway programs) 
Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM), 

for himself and Mr. BOND, proposes an 
amendment numbered 289. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the follow­

ing new section: 
SEC. • MINIMUM HIGHWAY ALLOCATION. 

Section 157(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking "(4) THERE­
AFTER.-ln fiscal year 1992 and each fiscal 
year thereafter" and inserting "(4) FISCAL 
YEARS 1992 AND 1993.-In fiscal years 1992 and 
1993"; and 

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

"(5) AFTER FISCAL YEAR 1993.-
"(A) GENERAL RULE.-Subject to subpara­

graph (B), in fiscal year 1994 and each fiscal 
year thereafter on October l, or as soon as 
possible thereafter, the Secretary shall allo­
cate among the States amounts sufficient to 
ensure that a State's percentage of the total 
apportionments in each fiscal year and allo­
cations for the prior fiscal year for Inter­
state construction, Interstate maintenance, 
Interstate highway substitute, National 
Highway System, the surface transportation 
program, the bridge program, scenic byways, 
and grants for safety belts and motorcycle 
helmets shall not be less than 90 percent of 
the percentage of estimated tax payments 
attributable to highway users in the State 
paid into the Highway Trust Fund, other 
than the Mass Transit Account, in the latest 
fiscal year for which data are available. 

''(B) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.-The minimum 
allocation of a State under this paragraph 
shall not be reduced as a result of an alloca­
tion of funds to the State in the prior fiscal 
year for Interstate Construction, Interstate 
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maintenance, Interstate highway substitute, 
National Highway System, the surface trans­
portation program, the bridge program, sce­
nic byways, and grants for safety belts and 
motorcycle helmets.''. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, in 
discussing the previous amendments, I 
tried to lay the context within which I 
view this matter, which is that we have 
an obligation to see that this very sub­
stantial addition to the national 
debtr--

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, may 
we have order? 

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

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. The question is whether 

or not the distinguished Senator would 
be willing to enter into a time agree­
ment on this amendment? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I say to the Senator 
that I would be prepared to enter into 
a 1-hour, equally divided, time agree­
ment. 

Mr. BYRD. Could we agree to a short­
er time limit on this amendment? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
have several people who have indicated 
they wish to speak on behalf of this 
amendment. I do not think we can do it 
in less than 30 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask unanimous con­
sent-if the Senator will yield to me 
for that purpose-that the time on this 
amendment be limited to 1 hour to be 
equally divided and controlled in ac­
cordance with the usual form; that 
there be no second-degree or interven­
ing amendments. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, as I 
was saying, the context of this amend­
ment was as it was on the previous 
amendment, that is the responsibility 
that we ha.ve to assure that this mas­
sive addition to the national debt ac­
complishes a purpose that makes it 
morally justifiable, and my sense of 
that moral justification is that it will 
contribute to a higher rate of economic 
growth and employment of Americans 
doing productive things. The purpose of 
this amendment is to facilitate the ac­
complishment of that objective. 

As in the last amendment, there is 
some technical background required in 
order to put the policy issue in con­
text. 

We have had for some time a concept 
called minimum allocation within our 
highway program. Minimum allocation 
relates to those States whose receipts 
out of the highway trust fund fall 
below a predetermined percentage of 
their contributions to that trust fund. 
The last time the Congress considered 
highway legislation, we set that per-

centage at 90. So, if a State were to Now, I am concerned, Madam Presi­
have contributed $100 million to the dent, and maybe in the debate we can 
Federal highway fund, under minimum have some further discussion about 
allocation they should get back no less this, that this problem may be exacer­
than $90 million. bated by what we have just done. What 

At the present time, there are 25 we have just done is defeat an amend­
States which qualify for minimum al- ment that would have allowed States 
location; that is, the 25 States under some flexibility in moving their money 
the normal formula distribution would from account to account over the 1993 
have received less than 90 percent of fiscal year. The consequence of that is 
what they paid in, and, therefore, will going to be that more States will be 
receive the benefits of this what we unable to meet the so-called ready-to­
might refer to as a safety net that says go-in-90-days rule that is part of this 
you will not get less than 90 percent. act. That rule says that if a State is 

In 1987, a new provision was added to not ready to move forward to obligate 
the law as it relates to minimum-allo- funds within 90 days after they become 
cation States, and that provision was available in fiscal year 1993, they lose 
that, if a minimum allocation State . those funds. They go into a common 
successfully competed for discre- pool and are redistributed to those 
tionary funds, funds that were not oth- States that can still make use of those 
erwise allocated by formula, every dol- funds. 
lar of those discretionary funds would What concerns me is that if that 
be subtracted from their minimum al- pooling is described as discretionary 
location account. funds and if the minimum-allocation 

To use the hypothetical State again, States effectively are precluded from 
which contributed $100 million under competing for that pool of discre­
the formula, it would have gotten back tionary funds created by the 90-day 
less than 90, and, therefore, has the rule, we are going to have even further 
safety net of getting back at least 90 distortions, even further inability to 
~~~- h h Let us assume that a State sees an accomplish the purpose of ig way 
opportunity to compete for some dis- projects that will contribute to our 
cretionary funds. There is no incentive long-term economic well-being while 
to do so because every dollar that it putting people to work immediately. 
will get in discretionary funds is a dol- And this is going to be a disadvantage 
lar that it will lose from minimum al- that will apply to 25 States that rep­
location, so it would end up in exactly resent 73 percent of the population of 
the same place, even though it had ex- the Nation and, therefore, assumedly 
pended a lot of effort to try to compete roughly 73 percent of the opportunities 
for discretionary funding. to put people to work. 

What makes this issue important at So, Madam President, my amend-
the present time is that now that we ment is very straightforward and sim­
are going to be fully funding the Sur- ple. It repeals that provision which 
face Transportation Act, there is going says that minimum-allocation States 
to be a lot more discretionary money have their minimum allocation allot­
than there has been in the past. In the ments reduced dollar for dollar for any 
past, with partial funding-this year successful competition in which they 
we funded the highway program at engage for discretionary funds. It says 
about 75 percent of its authorized everybody can compete for discre­
level-when partially funded, the dis- tionary funds. If you are good enough, 
cretionary accounts were not that sig- if your project is worthy enough, if you 
nificant and, therefore, did not cause are ready enough, your State will get 
that much distortion in the program. the money, and you will suffer a deduc­
Bu t now that we are fully funding the tion in your minimum allocation. The 
ISTEA Program, discretionary ac- current law frankly says that only 25 
counts are going to be significant. States can compete, and those 25 

What we essentially are saying is States represent less than 30 percent of 
that 25 of the 50 States, representing, I the people of the Nation. It also effec­
might say, 73 percent of the people of tively says that we will not have the 
America, will effectively be unable to kind of meritorious allocation of dis­
compete for those funds. If someone cretionary funds that allowing all 50 
wants to make the argument as to why States to compete would make avail­
that is a fair system, I would give them able. 
what I think is a fairly difficult chal- · So, Madam President, this provision, 
lenge to do so. as I say, came into the law in 1987. We 

Now that we are moving into a new did not have it before 1987. All States 
era of fully funding the Surface Trans- were allowed to exercise their creativ­
portation Act, I think that it is impor- ity in order to get discretionary funds. 
tant and appropriate, to accomplish We will return to the period before 
the purpose of accelerating construe- 1987, particularly as we are entering an 
tion on important highway projects era of fuller funding of our transpor­
and seeing that the maximum number tation and highway programs and a 
of people are put to work, that we greater amount of funds that will be 
eliminate this what I think is most available for allocation on a discre­
charitably described as an anachro- tionary, competitive basis. 
nism. Madam President, I yield the floor. 
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Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I yield 

to the distinguished Senator from Mon­
tana, the control of 25 minutes of the 
30 minutes that I control, reserving to 
myself only 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Montana is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
thank the President pro tempore. 

Madam President, if the last amend­
ment by the Senator from Florida was 
to be rejected because it was an inap­
propriate authorization bill, this 
amendment should be rejected by an 
even larger margin because this 
amendment is much more egregious 
even than the last amendment. I say 
that because this amendment strikes 
at the heart of the surface transpor­
tation bill that this Congress passed 
just 15 months ago. 

This amendment addresses the most 
contentious issue that we in the Senate 
have to face when we try to pass any 
surface transportation bill. That is the 
allocation of dollars among States. 

If any issue was debated fully, com­
pletely, and with passion and with an­
guish, it is the issue of funding for­
mulas. We debated this issue fully and 
we reached the conclusions on the floor 
of the Senate as to what that formula 
should be. 

In effect, Madam President, we also 
reached a conclusion very much in the 
favor of States like Florida and other 
donor States. !STEA raised the mini­
mum allocation from 85 to 90 percent. 
We moved significantly in the direc­
tion sought by the Senator from Flor­
ida. 

Madam President, there is a reason 
for minimum allocation, and there is a 
reason for hold harmless. States in our 
country are not identical. States are 
different, with different populations, 
different growth rates, different indus­
trial bases, different economic bases. 
They are all different. We are all dif­
ferent. 

Madam President, your State, the 
State of California, is the second larg­
est with regard to land area and the 
largest in terms of gross State product. 
The Presiding Officer represents a 
State that is the largest in the Nation 
in terms of economic size and growth. 

My State of Montana is much small­
er. We are just behind California in ge­
ography, but we are far behind Calif or­
nia in terms of the size of the economy 
and population. California's population 
must be in the neighborhood of 25 to 30 
million people. The population of the 
State of Montana is less than 1 million. 
It is only 800,000. 

Florida is different. Rhode Island is 
different. Each State is different. So it 
is very difficult to put together a for­
mula. It is very difficult. 

It is very difficult to put together a 
funding formula to distribute highway 
dollars among all 50 States. It is ex­
tremely difficult. States like Montana, 

very thinly populated, very large in ge­
ographic area, are supported by a hold 
harmless provision. States like Mon­
tana do not have the economic base to 
build those massive stretches of inter­
state highways across our State. We 
are unable to do so. We do not have the 
economic base to do so. 

Very large States, particularly high­
growth States like the States of Cali­
fornia and Florida-they tend to be 
Sunbelt States-those are the States 
that contribute, it is true, more dollars 
to the highway program than they re­
ceive and that is mainly because they 
are more densely populated. 

It is only fair for Senators from those 
States to say, "There should be some 
type of minimum allocation. We should 
get back more than what the formula 
otherwise would provide because the 
formula provides for less than 100 per­
cent." The formula should provide as 
close as possible to 100 percent. And we 
addressed that question, Madam Presi­
dent, in the last surface transportation 
bill. !STEA raises the minimum alloca­
tion from 85 percent to 90 percent. 

In addition, here we are today to pass 
a supplemental bill, a stimulus bill 
which will fully fund the !STEA. 
States are receiving many more dollars 
under the !STEA, which Congress 
passed 15 months ago, than they re­
ceived under the prior Surface Trans­
portation Act. They are getting addi­
tional dollars for highways, for roads, 
for bridges, and for traffic congestion, 
for air pollution, and so forth. 

This amendment is a little bit curi­
ous because it was not long ago, on last 
year's transportation appropriations 
bill, that the so-called donor States 
stood on the floor of this Chamber ve­
hemently opposing the transportation 
appropriations bill because it would 
have placed the minimum allocation 
under the obligation ceilings. They 
were vehemently opposed to that. 

What was their argument? Their ar­
gument was, "A deal is a deal. We 
reached an agreement. It is highly in­
appropriate to undermine an agree­
ment we reached." That was their ar­
gument then. Madam President, that 
should be their argument now. Nothing 
has changed, nothing is different. 

That is the argument I make. An 
agreement is an agreement; a deal is a 
deal. It is highly inappropriate for the 
U.S. Senate now, on an appropriations 
bill, on the supplemental appropria­
tions bill, to attempt to authorize-­
that is bad enough-but to attempt to 
authorize a reallocation of the highway 
bill. That is astounding. It is almost 
inconceivable here at this hour as we 
attempt to pass a supplemental appro­
priations bill. 

There is a time and place for every­
thing. There is a time and there is a 
place for everything. Now is not the 
time. Now is not the place to open up, 
redebate, !STEA. The proper time, the 
proper place to open up and redebate 

the Surface Transportation Act is 
when that act comes up for reauthor­
ization. But it is certainly not this 
time. 

I am just astounded that the Senator 
from Florida would, on this bill, at­
tempt to reopen and strike at the 
heart, of !STEA. 

A deal is a deal. An agreement is an 
agreement. This body cannot, this body 
should not-at the whim of the mo­
ment-go back and reauthorize, re­
debate any major legislation that hap­
pens to come into the mind of a Sen­
ator at that point. That is chaos. It is 
anarchy. 

If tonight we are going to redebate 
!STEA, we might as well be debating 
every other matter that comes before 
this Senate at any other time. We 
might as well be debating the tax bill 
right now. Let us bring up the tax bill 
tonight. I have some ideas on tax legis­
lation. Let us bring up the tax bill to­
night. 

Health care, I have some ideas on 
health care. Let us bring up health 
care reform tonight. 

Aid to the Soviet Union, I have a lot 
of ideas about that too. Welfare reform, 
why do we not bring up welfare reform 
tonight? The Clean Air Act, that has 
been up for reauthorization for a few 
years, the Clean Air Act. Let us off er 
an amendment striking at the core of 
the Clean Air Act. 

Madam President, the point is sim­
ple, very clear, and very obvious. This 
is not the time and place to be debat­
ing !STEA. It is not the time and place 
to address the funding formulas. 

The donor States, who might be 
tempted to favor this amendment, got 
a very good deal under !STEA. 

I just conclude, Madam President, 
and I will reserve the remainder of my 
time, by saying that I urge Senators 
not to pass this. 

I do not want to put words in the 
mouth of the President pro tempore, 
but I am sure I can guess what he is 
going to say when he speaks on this 
amendment. The chairman of the Ap­
propriations Committee is going to say 
this amendment will not be accepted 
by the House. It forces us to go to con­
ference with the House. 

The President very much wants a 
stimulus bill passed as quickly as we 
possibly can. 

This amendment, if passed by the 
Senate-and I do not think it will be, 
but if it is passed by the Senate-will 
be strenuously objected to by the 
House. We will be in a real fix if we try 
to go back to conference and reallocate 
highway funds among the States. This 
issue has not been debated in the au­
thorizing committee. 

It makes no sense. I understand it 
sounds good. It is good for the folks 
back home to stand up and say, "Boy, 
we have to do this.'' 

But we know it is not good public 
policy, in the middle of the night, to 
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try to reopen the IS TEA funding for­
mulas. 

Madam President, I reserve, the re­
mainder of my time. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Does the Senator from Florida yield 
to the Senator from California? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen­
ator very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you, 
Madam President. 

I wish to thank the Senator from 
Florida. 

I would also like to address my com­
ments, quite respectfully, to the Sen­
ator from Montana, who has been a 
part of this body for a lot longer time, 
certainly, than I, or even you, Madam 
President. 

But one of the things I find, a new­
comer to this body, is that a lot of de­
cisions are locked in. 

Respectfully, I say to the Senator, 
there is no opportunity for us to 
change it. If we see our State being 
shortchanged by an authorization for­
mula that has been put in place years 
before we got here, if we have no place 
on the committee that put that au­
thorization formula in place, we have 
not a chance of changing that formula. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Yes, I certainly 
will. 

I am happy to be enlightened. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate the points 

made by the Senator from California. 
I might say to the Senator from Cali­

fornia, when this act was brought be­
fore the floor of the Senate, both Cali­
fornia Senators voted in favor of it. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Well, maybe that 
is the reason why one of them is not 
here today, and I was able to def eat 
him. 

You know, we are elected to this 
body to fight for our State. 

It would be different, Madam Presi­
dent, as you and I both know, if Cali­
fornia were not in trouble. 

But I know earlier there was another 
amendment. It had to do with the 
growth States receipt of chapter I 
funds for poor children for education. 
And we both saw where California was 
disadvantaged by the formula. 

Now, as Senator GRAHAM, I think, 
has very eloquently stated, you see an­
other instance where a growth State is 
disadvantaged by the formula. 

I found out about this because the 
California State Department of Trans­
portation called this Senator and said, 
"Vote for Senator GRAHAM'S amend­
ment. Help California." 

The fact of the matter is, it may not 
be the appropriate time, but it is the 
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only time that we have to make a 
change. 

As I watch Senate business being 
done, as a newcomer from a large 
State, and intensely feel that my State 
is not being fairly treated, is being dis­
advantaged, I can speak out. 

You know, I say to the Senator, I was 
fascinated by the rules. A week ago, a 
wonderful woman from the Congres­
sional Research Service came over to 
my home and went through some of the 
Senate rules. 

She depicted the Senate as a large 
wheel on a bicycle. When all the 
spokes-the 100 spokes-work together, 
the wheel turns and the Senate moves. 
But if one of those spokes went out of 
joint, the wheel was stopped. 

I think, increasingly, some of us from 
the large States, who really feel and 
believe in our depths and in our hearts 
that we are disadvantaged, have to 
begin to step forward and take some of 
those bold steps to correct some of the 
inequities of our predecessors. 

It is very difficult for a freshman, no 
matter how large the State, to change 
a formula that a group of States have 
gotten together on prior to your being 
here. 

The only avenue we really have is the 
floor of this House, and the ability to 
step forward and say, "In this formula, 
a wrong is being done. It is not fair." 

I recognize there is a time to love 
and there is a time to hate. There is a 
time to make war and a time to make 
peace. There also is a time to be fair in 
the formula allocation. 

Neither the Senator from Florida, 
nor, I believe, the two Senators from 
the great State of California believe 
that this is a fair formula. 

Notwithstanding that, there are 25 
other States to whom this formula is 
not fair. As a matter of fact, I am sur­
prised they are not here speaking now 
for their State. 

Now, I say to the Senator, if I really 
believed I could go to the authorizing 
committee and get a change tomorrow 
in the formula so that California, as a 
donor State, was fairly treated-as a 
State that had an earthquake and had 
a freeway come down and 40 cars were 
crushed to 6 inches-I would take that 
avenue. I do not believe I would be ef­
fective. 

I believe that the best chance is to 
begin to do this more and more and 
more on the floor of the Senate until 
somewhere in the Senate's conscious­
ness there is going to be an idea, and 
that idea is that dollars should follow 
poor children, that highways funds 
should be allocated so that they are 
fair, and that those who contribute 
should fairly reflect the percentage of 
their contribution. 

And so, Madam President, on behalf 
of the State-and I believe you share 
these sentiments-I am prepared to 
vote with the Senator from Florida 
and, in a way, establish a beachhead, if 

you will, for some fairness, hopefully, 
in the future with respect to the for­
mula allocation in this transportation 
measure. 

Mr. CHAFFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Does the Senator from Montana yield 

to the Senator from Rhode Island? 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

yield 8 minutes to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is recognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, we 
could not have gotten into a more com­
plicated subject than the allocation 
formula. If you think agriculture sub­
sidies and price controls and all that 
goes with the Agriculture Department 
are arcane and impossible to under­
stand, it does not rival the formulas 
dealing with the transportation money. 

Let me just say that the Senator 
from Florida, it seems to me, could not 
have brought up a more inappropriate 
subject than changing this formula at 
6:30 on a Wednesday evening. 

I would point out that the distin­
guished Senator from Florida is a 
member of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee. As such, he could 
have easily presented legislation to 
this effect. He could have brought it up 
for consideration-he is from the ma­
jority party-have a hearing on it, bur­
row into it and debate it in the com­
mittee, and have it carefully thought 
out. 

But that was not done. And so, out of 
the blue, we have this formula change 
presented to us on a bill that has noth­
ing to do with this legislation. 

Let me give a little bit of history. In 
1982, Senator Bentsen was upset that 
his State and many other States were 
donor States. These States put more 
into the highway trust fund than they 
got out of it. And so Senator Bentsen 
proposed and had enacted what they 
call the minimum allocation. No mat­
ter what the formulas worked out to 
be, no State would get less than 85 per­
cent. So you had your basic formula. 
That might well determine that when 
all was said and done, the number of 
miles driven, highways, mileage, and so 
forth, that the State of California 
would only get back perhaps, let us 
say, 60 percent of what it put into the 
highway trust fund through its gaso­
line tax and other excise taxes. 

The Bentsen formula said that you 
took what California was going to get, 
that 60 percent, and you added to it 
enough money to make it 85 percent. 
That amount was going to bring some 
form of equity. 

You might say, under an ideal sys­
tem, every State would get back 100 
percent of what it put in. If that is 
true, then let us not have a national 
highway system and let us not have a 
highway trust fund. The idea of the na­
tional system and the Federal highway 
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program was to get good roads 
throughout our Nation. In some in­
stances, some States would contribute 
more than they got back, and some 
States would contribute less than they 
got back. But nonetheless, for the good 
of the country, it was determined that 
you wanted to be able to drive from 
California up through Oregon and 
Washington and over to Idaho and be 
able to get across the country on de­
cent roads. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I must say it is on my 
time, so I hope the question is not too 
long. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The question will be 
short. Does the Senator from Rhode Is­
land understand this amendment does 
not go to the fund distributed by for­
mula--

Mr. CHAFEE. Oh, I appreciate that. I 
appreciate that. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator under­
stands, this only relates to the so­
called discretionary funds for which 
States are expected to be entitled to 
compete? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I appreciate that. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Now, would the Sen­

ator please focus on the issue of what 
is the fairness of saying that 25 States 
that represent 73 percent of the people 
in America should not be allowed to 
compete for discretionary highway 
funds? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Let me just finish this, 
if I might. 

So then in 1991, when we did the Sur­
face Transportation Act, we made 
changes and said that the so-called 
minimum allocation would go up to 90 
percent. The Bentsen formula was 85 
percent; this went up to 90 percent. 

Furthermore, it was provided that 
some of the dollars that came in-and 
here is the point of the Senator from 
Florida-some of the dollars came in 
through discretionary grants. What is 
a discretionary grant? Well, a scenic 
byway grant is a discretionary grant. If 
you enact safety belt laws and motor­
cycle helmet laws, you get additional 
money. That is discretionary money. 

What we said was that all that came 
in counted for the base and all the dol­
lars also counted toward figuring what 
the 90 percent is. 

What the Senator from Florida wants 
is that all the dollars count for the 
base that come in from the discre­
tionary funds, but those dollars do not 
count when you figure toward what the 
90 percent is. 

That is a bit of legerdemain I person­
ally cannot follow. I do not understand 
his rationale. I will also say something 
that the Senator well remembers com­
ing from a big State, as do the two 
Senators from California who are 
present tonight. When this came up, 
your predecessors battled just as hard 
for your States as you are doing now. 
And so a compromise was reached, a 

fragile compromise, but nonetheless a 
compromise that has endured since 
1991. It is written in the act. It did not 
send everybody away totally satisfied, 
but it was a deal that had to be arrived 
at in order to get the legislation 
passed. Everybody had to give some­
thing. 

Let me just point out something that 
perhaps the Senator from Florida has 
not stressed. What were some of the 
things that those big States, if you 
would-Texas, California, and Florida­
received? They received the following: 
They received a commitment written 
into law that the additional amount, 
the amount above the formula to pull 
them up to 90 percent, would be pro­
tected from any budget constraints or 
cuts. This is extraordinary. When the 
amount of money authorized was not 
appropriated in 1992, you nonetheless 
got your money, 100 percent of it, to 
pull you up to that difference between 
what you would have gotten under the 
formula and what you got under this 90 
percent so-called minimum allocation. 

That is something you got. That was 
a bonus, if you would--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's 8 minutes is up. 

Mr. CHAFEE. May I have 2 minutes? 
Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 2 minutes 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Montana yields 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, so 
that was a sweetener in order to make 
it more attractive for all parties in­
volved, particularly the so-called donor 
States. 

So you can see, this formula is com­
plicated and there are a lot of factors 
involved. But to come now and try to 
change this carefully worked out for­
mula breaks the agreement. You never 
have any kind of a formula, as the Pre­
siding Officer knows from her experi­
ence in Congress whether it is welfare 
or whether it is highway distributions 
or whether it is the Environmental 
Protection Agency distribution of 
funds under the Clean Water Act that 
is not contentious. No matter what for­
mula there is, it is fought out tooth 
and nail and then finally you arrive at 
a solution. And that arrival at a solu­
tion affects everything else in the bill. 
You would not have had a surface 
transportation bill unless we had 
agreed on a formula. 

Now we are trying to change the 
cards that were dealt. I think it is in­
appropriate. This has nothing to do 
with the small State allocation, so it 
does not affect me one way or the 
other. But I do believe it is unfortunate 
to come before this Senate late at 
night and try to change a formula 
without everybody having their chance 
to be heard. Oh, I am sure there will be 
charts presented, as there always are, 
at the desk when we vote, of who wins, 
who loses. Most people go in and just 
look. They do not care about the sub-

stance of the bill, just do I win or do I 
lose? 

I think that is regrettable that we 
have gotten into this amendment at 
this time. I wish the Senator would 
bring it up in the committee, let us 
have hearings, and if need be, fight it 
out once again. This is not the forum 
to do it. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, will 

the Senator yield on the time of the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. GRAHAM. One of the areas of au­

thorizing language which is in this bill 
appears on page 50, beginning at line 
18. It is the so-called 90-day rule which 
essentially says that if after 90 days of 
distribution of this fund, a State has 
not obligated and received bids for 
projects for the increased amount, that 
those funds are drawn back and will be 
pooled and redistributed to the States 
that are able to participate, to utilize 
those funds for projects. 

Would you consider the funds that 
will be pooled under the 90-day rule dis­
cretionary? 

Mr. CHAFEE. If I could just check 1 
minute. I am not sure of the document 
you are referring to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am referring to the 
legislation we have before us, H.R. 1335. 

Mr. CHAFEE. You referred to acer­
tain page. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Page 50, line 18. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I will look into that. 

Why do you not proceed with the other 
questions if you want? You and I can 
continue this. 

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

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, the 

world is not frozen in place. Yes, in 
1991, we passed a Surface Transpor­
tation Act which set out a basic frame­
work of the Federal relationship with 
the States and local communities as it 
relates to transportation. It is not my 
intent, either in the amendment that 
was offered earlier or this amendment, 
to alter that basic relationship. I am 
not attacking a deal is a deal is a deal. 

But we have changed circumstances. 
We have changed circumstances be­
cause we are saying that this highway 
money in this bill, unlike the highway 
money that we voted last year, the 
year before that is going to be added 
directly to the Federal debt. We do not 
have to meet any budget constraints. 
We do not have to find any offsetting 
expenditures. We do not have to raise 
the taxes to pay for this. So this is a 
different situation I think requiring 
different standards of appropriateness. 

No. 2, the issue here is a very simple 
one. It is not an arcane question analo­
gous to the Federal Government's pro­
gram for a particular agricultural crop. 
It is a simple proposition of should a 
State, which is already receiving only 
90 percent of the money that it sends 
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into the Federal highway trust fund, 
should a State that is in that condition 
be also precluded from the opportunity 
to participate and compete for discre­
tionary funds, funds for which no State 
has a predetermined entitlement? 

The Senator from Rhode Island 
talked about these discretionary funds 
as if they were just sort of a little 
froufrou project on the side of the road. 
I can tell the Senator from Rhode Is­
land that most of the interstate system 
in Florida along the southwest coast 
from Tampa to Fort Myers was built 
by effectively competing for discre­
tionary funds. That was before 1987 
when for the first time States like 
mine were precluded for competing for 
discretionary funds. These are not just 
affectations. They are significant parts 
of the core of a State's transportation 
effort. 

The issue is by what standard should 
a State, which is already only getting 
back 90 cents on a dollar that it sends, 
be precluded from even having the op­
portunity to compete for those discre­
tionary funds, while the other 25 
States, which by definition means they 
got back more than 90 cents on the dol­
lar-in fact, some got back $2 for every 
Sl they sent to Washington-those 
States are allowed to compete for the 
discretionary funds? 

Would somebody explain what the 
fundamental fairness of that is? 

Now, what are some other changed 
circumstances? The discretionary fund 
pot has been a relatively meager one in 
the last several years as we have been 
systematically underfunding transpor­
tation. Now that we are going to full 
funding of transportation, Madam 
President, the discretionary pot is 
going to be a big one. And so what will 
be denied to those 25 States to compete 
for is now going to be a very signifi­
cant amount of the Federal funds, 
funds to which those States all contrib­
uted. Their taxpayers paid to create 
that discretionary fund, but they are 
going to be told, no, it is off limits for 
you to try to compete. 

Second, within this very bill itself­
and I await the judgment of the Sen­
ator from Rhode Island, and the Sen­
ator from Montana, if he would like to 
comment, but as I read this language, 
under the 90-day rule, which essen­
tially says if a State is unable to com­
mit the additional funds that are going 
to come under this economic stimulus 
program within 90 days, that it loses 
those funds and they go back into a 
pool for redistribution, that sounds 
like discretionary funds to me, and 
that you are going to have States com­
peting for that discretionary pool. 
Well, at least you are going to have the 
25 States that represent roughly 27 per­
cent of the population competing, but 
the 25 States that represent 73 percent 
of the population are going to be frozen 
out. 

Now, the circumstances have fun­
damentally changed, and I believe that 

if we are going to achieve the purpose 
of getting this money out as expedi­
tiously as possible and put people to 
work doing good, important projects, 
now is the time to repeal this provision 
which serves no legitimate purpose, 
which discourages intelligent, meri­
torious expenditure of highway funds, 
and which creates a significant and, be­
cause of provisions in this act itself, an 
increasing degree of unfairness in our 
highway program. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I would like to reply, if 
I might, Madam President, to the in­
quiry which was directed at me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Florida yield time? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield to the Senator 
2 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. On page 50, line 18, the 
question was were the funds there re­
ferred to considered discretionary 
funds. I have turned to the experts 
available, and they tell me that the 
funds that are referred to in this par­
ticular section are not considered dis­
cretionary funds. 

The Senator from Florida was deplor­
ing the fact--

Mr. GRAHAM. This is a very impor­
tant point. We are talking about hun­
dreds of millions of dollars in this 
pored over account, Madam President. 
If any Senator wishes to enter into the 
record a contrary opinion to that just 
expressed by the Senator from Rhode 
Island, I urge them to do so because we 
are, I hope, contributing to the legisla­
tive record on this provision, and this 
is of great importance to the effective­
ness with which this act is going to be 
implemented and the fundamental fair­
ness with which it is going to be exe­
cuted among the States. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If I might continue, 
Madam President, I reply to the Sen­
ator from Florida that I think both of 
us are dependent upon outside exper­
tise in the translation of what all these 
sections mean. This particular section, 
I am informed, because it refers to "ob­
ligation limitation," is not considered 
discretionary funds. That is the first 
point. 

But the second point I would like to 
just briefly touch on, I do not think 
the Senator from Florida is quite de­
scribing the situation accurately when 
he says that Florida cannot compete 
for these discretionary funds that are 
out there. 

All States can compete for all discre­
tionary funds. They can do that. And it 
is after that, when all is finished, that 
the so-called minimum allocation is 
computed. 

I believe my 2 minutes are up. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator is correct. His 2 minutes are up. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I see a stern look from 

the Presiding Officer. 
One more minute, if I might. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I yield 

1 minute to the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from West Virginia yields an addi-

tional minute to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The point I am mak­
ing, Madam President, is that the dis­
cretionary funds are out there to be 
competed for. All States can compete. 
It is only after it is said and done that 
the computation of the minimum allo­
cation takes place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, 
just to restate what the Senator from 
Rhode Island said, that is, yes, all 
States can compete for discretionary 
funds. But if you happen to be one of 
the 25 States that are under the so­
called minimum allocation distribu­
tion, every dollar that you successfully 
receive by that competition is a dollar 
that is subtracted from your minimum 
allocation account. 

So there is no benefit, no incentive­
and in fact very little effort. Why 
should there be-for those 25 States to 
compete. Actually, 2 of the 25 States 
did compete for discretionary funds. 
They were the State of our new Sen­
ator, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN. Illinois 
competed and Oregon competed. The 
consequence was that they did not get 
any minimum allocation. Every dollar 
that they received in discretionary 
funds resulted in a subtract to the 
point that they received zero funds 
under minimum allocation. 

That is the consequence of the for­
mula that we have now, which I think 
becomes particularly pernicious when 
what we are trying to do is to encour­
age States to accelerate their activi­
ties, to be more competitive, to be 
more aggressive, get projects going, get 
people to work, get the economy mov­
ing. We are saying to 25 States with 73 
percent of the people: This is not for 
you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank my col­
league. I thank the Chair. 

As I understand it, the Senator from 
Florida says that he has $180 million 
worth of earmarked projects, author­
ized in !STEA, that he now does not 
want to count. Is that a fair assump­
tion? There were earmarked dem­
onstration projects, for the Senator's 
benefit, in the !STEA legislation that 
was passed. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If the Senator will 
yield, if that was a question--

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will not use my 
time to give the Senator the floor. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am only talking 
about the ability of minimum-alloca­
tion States to compete for discre­
tionary funds. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask the Par­
liamentarian to time the Senator's 
speech and credit his account, please. 
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The Senator is asking us not to count 

the roughly Sl 79 million that he got in 
demonstration projects. 

I will respond also to a comment that 
I heard from the Senator from Califor­
nia. I remind the Senator from Calif or­
nia that there was a very distinguished 
U.S. Senator who worked very hard on 
behalf of California and made sure that 
demonstration projects, were gener­
ously allocated to the State of Califor­
nia. 

We are not taking away anything 
from anybody. This is rio time to try to 
change the · law. If changes are needed, 
the law ought to be changed after de­
bate, serious discussion, review, and 
hearings. To try to do this kind of 
shot-in-the-dark change is unfair to 
the process and is not going to serve 
anything except delay it. We will have 
another vote. I predict that the vote 
will be similar to the one that the Sen­
ator just lost by virtue of a tabling mo­
tion. What we have done is only use up 
time that would permit us to do more 
for our constituents now. 

I thank my colleague from Montana. 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time is re­
maining on both sides, Madam Presi­
dent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN). The Senator from 
Montana has 2 minutes, the Senator 
from Florida has 3 minutes 45 seconds. 
The Senator from West Virginia has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, very much to the 

point here, there is a reason why rule 
XVI of the rules of the U.S. Senate pro­
hibit authorizations on appropriations 
bills. And that is because generally au­
thorizations are more fully debated in 
the authorizing committee. And when 
those bills come before the Senate, it is 
more likely, although not guaranteed, 
that the Senate will reach a reasoned 
result. The Senate will have the infor­
mation and time to debate the issues. 

In this context, when a major author­
izing amendment is brought up on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate which at­
tempts to open and break apart !STEA 
obviously it does not have the time and 
does not have the benefit of all the 
facts. 

So I say, primarily to the Senators 
from California, particularly Senator 
FEINSTEIN, from California, who is con­
cerned about the rules of the Senate, 
there is a reason for the rules. 

There may be an opportunity to deal 
with these issues when the Department 
of Transportation presents the na­
tional highway system to the Senate. 
Congress has 2 years to approve or dis­
approve that system. That is the time 
when I am sure the Senator from Flor­
ida and other Senators will debate this 
issue. 

I must say, Madam President, there 
is a time and place for everything. This 
is not the time, this is not the place to 

be debating authorization legislation, 
particularly the surface transportation . 
bill. I strongly urge Senators to re­
strain themselves and debate this issue 
and vote on this issue at the appro­
priate time, when we have the author­
izing bill. This is not the . time and 
place. I strongly urge this amendment 
not be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Madam President, I 
thank my friend from Florida. I have 
to take exception to my good colleague 
from Montana because this is the time 
and place. We are talking about spend­
ing several billion dollars, over $2 bil­
lion, on a highway appropriation to en­
hance jobs. And the amendment from 
the Senator from Florida only lays it 
equally. It only makes the playing 
ground equal here. That is all he is 
doing. He is indicating that the 46 
donor States or any other States are 
going to get equal consideration. 

Why should we debate it? It is like 
you are doing something wrong here 
because you are talking about spending 
a lot of money and you want the for­
mula to be fair. Yet, we say, well we 
cannot do it, now is the wrong time, 
the wrong place. That is nonsense. This 
is the right time. I just hope Senators 
will vote for this because this is not 
costing anybody anything. This is a 
real, genuine amendment to make it 
fair to States who give more. 

If I were on the other side, I certainly 
would feel strongly against it the other 
way. But, quite frankly, I would like to 
think that I would want to be fair. 
Those donor States ought to get at 
least what has come back. I thank the 
Chair. I thank the Senator from Flor­
ida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from West Virginia has 5 minutes. 
The sponsor has 2 minutes 19 seconds 
remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. Does either Senator-­
Mr. CHAFEE. If I could have a 

minute and a half? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 2 minutes to the' 

distinguished Senator from Rhode Is­
land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I 
make this point, if I might. If you just 
went by the formula, like it or not, the 
formula would result in Florida getting 
70 percent back of what it put in, or 70 
cents for every dollar. That was the 
way the situation existed. Back in 
those days, Florida could indeed apply 
for the discretionary funds and get all 
they wanted. But then that did not 
work out very well because the amount 
of discretionary funds was relatively 

modest. So then we provided first in 
1982 that each State received at least 85 
percent of the program, regardless of 
what the formula shows. Then in 1991 
we boosted it to 90 percent, no matter: 
what the formula shows. And I do not 
know what Arizona's formula shows, 
but Arizona might well be getting 70 
cents back for every dollar if you fol­
low the formula. But forget the for­
mula. The State is going to get back 90 
cents for every dollar. 

Now some States want to change 
that and get some more. That is human 
nature. I cannot blame them. But the 
whole purpose of the minimum alloca­
tion is to make sure everyone gets at 
least 90 percent. That was the agree­
ment that was reached through a lot of 
give and take with some of these po in ts 
that I previously made. No matter 
what cuts are made, donor States still 
get that amount between the basic for­
mula and what is needed to guarantee 
them the 90 percent minimum alloca­
tion. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, "To 

every thing there is a season, and a 
time to every purpose under the heav­
en." The distinguished Senator from 
Montana has referred to Ecclesiastes. 

This is not the time for this amend­
ment. This amendment, like the pre­
vious amendment of the Senator from 
Florida, is a major change in ISTEA. 
This bill is not the place to debate min­
imum allocation. When !STEA was be­
fore the Senate, as chairman of the Ap­
propriations Committee, I found $8 bil­
lion. That is what got ISTEA off the 
dime here in the Senate. It was stalled. 
I found $8 billion and saw to it that 
something like $4 billion went to the 
minimum-allocation States. I did that. 
And that got the bill out of here. 

Madam President, if adopted, this 
amendment would clearly cause this 
emergency jobs bill to have to go to 
conference with the House. I do not 
want to go to conference if we can pos­
sibly avoid it. This would be a cantan­
kerous conference. These are complex 
matters, and it would draw out the 
conference. Then we would have to 
bring back the conference reports to 
both Houses. 

I believe up to now, and if we can 
continue as up to now, there is no 
amendment that I believe will cause a 
conference, and if we can continue 
down that road, once we pass this bill, 
the House, I believe, will accept the 
amendments that are already in the 
package, and the bill can go directly to 
the President. 

What does the President say? How 
about the administration? In the state­
ment of administration policy, issued 
on March 25, I find these words: "The 
administration opposes any efforts to 
delay passage of this critical legisla­
tion.'' 

And that is what I am trying to 
avoid, is delay in the passage of this 
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critical legislation. This is legislation 
that is recommended to the Congress 
by this President, William Jefferson 
Clinton. And he says that he opposes-­
the administration does-any delay. If 
we adopt this amendment, may I say to 
my friend from Florida, it is going to 
delay this bill because we are going to 
have to go to conference, and we will 
have a rough time in conference. It will 
be "Katie bar the door." These House 
Members do not want this to come up 
in conference. 

So I urge Senators to vote to table 
this amendment. This is not the time 
and not the place for this amendment. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. I will save those 15 sec­
onds to move to table at the proper 
time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, a 
lot of discussion has focused on where 
we are on the calendar, when is it time. 
I believe that we are not going to be 
evaluated on the economic stimulus 
program in March or April. We are 
going to be evaluated on the economic 
stimulus program in October or No­
vember. Somebody is going to ask the 
question: What happened to all those 
dollars that were appropriated that 
were intended to put people to work 
doing useful projects? 

I believe that there are a number of 
inhibitions that are going to result in 
that not being a very positive report 
card. Is it not going to be silly when we 
find out that States were unable to uti­
lize their highway funds because of the 
application of laws that say you can 
only spend so much in this fiscal year 
on bridges, although you could have 
spent more on interstate maintenance, 
but you did not have any interstate 
maintenance to do? I think we are 
going to look rather foolish. 

Are we not going to look foolish if 
there is a big pool of discretionary 
funds that could be converted into 
worthwhile pz:ojects which lie fallow 
because half of the States, with 73 per­
cent of the population, cannot compete 
for those funds? I think we are not 
going to get a very good report card in 
the fall when that occurs. 

Madam President, this is not an 
amendment that goes to the heart and 
core of the structure of the Surface 
Transportation Act. This deals with a 
specific area of, I think, blatant unfair­
ness, and that is that those half of the 
States, including the State of the dis­
tinguished Presiding Officer, are pre­
cluded from competing effectively for 
discretionary funds. 

We are about to pass a bill that is 
going to substantially increase the 
pool of discretionary funds. Certainly, 
it will be increased by the fact that the 
level of appropriations will be signifi­
cantly higher, and I think there is an 
arguable case that they will be in-

creased because of the application of 
the 90-day rule. 

Madam President, I think this is the 
time to adopt this amendment, elimi­
nate this unfairness, and let the money 
flow. Let us put people to work and let 
us get projects underway in all of the 
50 States of America. 

Mr. BYRD. Has all time expired, 
Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 
Mr. BYRD. There is time to move to 

table, and I do so move, and I ask for 
the yes 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 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de­
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 68, 
nays 32, as follows: 

Aka.ka. 
Ba.ucus 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cha.fee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Ama.to 
Da.schle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

[Rollcall Vote No. 92 Leg.] 
YEA~ 

Duren berger Mikulski 
Exon Mitchell 
Ford Moseley-Braun 
Glenn Moynihan 
Gorton Murkowski 
Gra.ssley Murray 
Gregg Pell 
Harkin Pressler 
Hatch Pryor 
Hollings Reid 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Jeffords Roth 
Johnston Sa.rbanes 
Ka.sseba.um Sasser 
Kempthorne Simon 
Kennedy Simpson 
Kerrey Smith 
Kerry Specter 
La.utenberg Stevens 
Leahy Wallop 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Ma.thews Wofford 
Metzenba.um 

NAYS-32 
Gra.ha.m McCain 
Gramm McConnell 
Hatfield Nickles 
Heflin Nunn 
Helms Pa.ck wood 
Kohl Riegle 
Krueger Robb 
Levin Shelby 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar Warner 
Ma.ck 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 289) was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I un­
derstand the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH] has an 
amendment that he wishes to call up at 
this time. 

I also understand that he would like 
to have a half-hour to a side. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 

time limit on the Danforth amendment 
of 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled in the usual form, and that 
there be no intervening or second­
degree amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I in­

quire of the majority leader: The vote 
then would occur at about 8:35? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. So Members can be on no­

tice that there will be a rollcall vote 
and it will be about 8:35? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct; 
upon the expiration of 1 hour of debate 
on the Danforth amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Missouri. 

AMENDMENT NO. 290 

(Purpose: To strike the matter relating to 
Amtrak capital improvement grants) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH] 
proposes an amendment numbered 290. 

Strike everything on lines 1 through 7 of 
page 21. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President, 
this amendment strikes from the sup­
plemental appropriations bill $188 mil­
lion for special funding for Amtrak. 

Let me describe to the Senate what 
this $188 million consists of. It consists 
of $60 million to either hire or to retain 
employees. And the number of those 
employees is 491 people. 

The cost for retaining 491 people, or 
hiring back 491 people for 1 year, is $60 
million. So if you divide that out, that 
is $122,000 per job. So, of the $188 mil­
lion of special money for Amtrak, $60 
million is to hire 491 people, at a grand 
total of $122,000 per individual for a 
year. 

In addition to that, there is $43 mil­
lion for station improvements in var­
ious locations. It is not clear whether 
or not the stations could not be im­
proved with the use of local funds. But, 
in any event, for the improvement of 
stations, we have $43 million in this 
emergency appropriations stimulus 
package. 

Amtrak estimates that the station 
improvement program will be hiring 
804 people. And that divides out to 
$53,000 per job for the station improve­
ment program. 

Then there is $20 million for mainte­
nance facility improvements at Los 
Angeles, Boston, and Beech Grove, IN. 
Amtrak says that this will create 283 
jobs. The cost of each job under this 
program for maintenance facility im­
provements is $71,000. 
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Then there is $18 million for track 

and right-of-way improvements, in­
cluding between New York and Boston 
in preparation for high-speed rail serv­
ice. That is at a cost of $58,000 per job, 
according to Amtrak. 

And then there is $13 million for 
trucks, backhoes, commissary trailers, 
and other kinds of equipment. Accord­
ing to Amtrak, that will create 194 
jobs, at $67,000 apiece. 

And then there is $34.5 million to ex­
pand Amtrak's current program of buy­
ing locomotives. That is 518 jobs. The 
cost per job, $66,000. 

Madam President, Amtrak is clearly 
very popular with a lot of people in the 
Senate. It is not that popular with rid­
ers, unfortunately. 

The history of Amtrak has been a 
history of subsidies, and very high sub­
sidies, indeed. 

Outside the Northeast corridor-and 
the Northeast corridor has been profit­
able for Amtrak-but beyond the 
Northeast corridor it is a money loser. 
Amtrak lost 37 cents for every dollar it 
received in Federal subsidies outside 
the Northeast corridor. 

Between 1960 and 1991, the taxpayers 
subsidized every passenger trip taken 
on Amtrak by the amount of $54. That 
amount is down a little bit now. It is 
down to $32 per passenger. So for every­
body who chooses to ride Amtrak as 
opposed to, say, an airplane or an 
intercity bus, the taxpayer will sub­
sidize the ride to the tune of $32. 

If this provision in the supplemental 
appropriations bill is agreed to, the 
per-passenger Amtrak subsidy would 
go up from $32 to $40 per passenger 
riding Amtrak. And outside the North­
east corridor, if you exclude the North­
east corridor, which as I say is a profit­
able route, the subsidy per passenger 
after passage of this bill, if this provi­
sion is in the bill, is $77.22. That is 
what we are in effect paying to sub­
sidize people who choose to ride Am­
trak as opposed to an alternative mode 
of transportation. 

How does the Amtrak subsidy com­
pare with what has been done to Am­
trak's competitors? Each Amtrak trip, 
as I say, since 1961, has been subsidized 
by, on average, S54 a trip. By compari­
son, people who ride intercity buses­
and that has been a troubled industry­
the intercity bus passenger has been 
subsidized through highway funds 5 
cents per trip. So, the Federal subsidy 
for Amtrak is 54 dollars; 5 cents for 
somebody on an intercity bus. What 
right do we have, in the Government, 
of entering into the marketplace on 
the side of one of the two competitors 
to the tune of S54 per head out of the 
taxpayers' pockets? 

Also, it is very interesting to note 
that Amtrak has now gotten beyond 
the railroad business and it, itself, has 
gotten into the bus business on the the­
ory that Amtrak only serves some­
thing like 500 communities in the coun-

try and it wants to serve more than 
that. So what has it done? It has 
bought bus service with the taxpayers' 
subsidy helping it, making it possible 
to do it. So we are in effect subsidizing 
Amtrak's buses that are competing 
with the private buses that otherwise 
could be used. It really is terribly un­
fair. 

Now we have in this emergency ap­
propriation $18 million for track im­
provement and right-of-way improve­
ment in the Northeast corridor. One of 
the reasons for that is to try to take 
the first step toward high-speed rail. 

High-speed rail sounds terrific. How­
ever, it is estimated if we really want 
to go in that direction, the cost of 
high-speed rail would run between $14 
and $18 million per mile to construct. 
Here again, rail transportation would 
be in direct competition with another 
mode of transportation, namely the 
airlines. As we all know, and as the 
President very wisely has pointed out, 
the airline industry is in deep trouble 
in our country. Airlines, a number of 
them, are in bankruptcy now. 

So the point of this amendment is 
really very straighforward. It is to say 
that $188 million is hardly emergency 
spending, that the jobs that are being 
produced by spending this money, 
ranging up to $122,000 per job, really do 
not justify this kind of huge amount, 
$188 million, of additional spending. 

I point out the $188 million in the 
supplemental appropriation greatly ex­
ceeds the annual appropriation for Am­
trak. Amtrak this year, this year's 
budget, has $35 million for capital 
spending for Amtrak. So that $35 mil­
lion is being increased by $188 million 
in this supplemental appropriations 
bill. 

But what is really outrageous, I 
think, is not just throwing away an­
other $188 million on these projects; 
what is really outrageous is we are 
weighing in, in such a heavy-handed 
fashion, on the side of one competing 
mode of intercity transportation as 
against other very troubled modes of 
intercity transportation. 

Madam President, may I ask how 
much time I have consumed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has used 11 minutes. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I thank the Chair. I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I was 

designated by Senator BYRD to pro­
ceed. I yield myself 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I lis­
tened with great interest to my great 
friend and colleague from the State of 
Missouri. Senator DANFORTH has been 
well established as one who has always 
marshaled the courage to fight Amtrak 
at every turn. We have discussed this 

matter many times on the floor and 
elsewhere. 

I would simply say some of the fig­
ures the Senator from Missouri has 
used I think probably in all fairness 
might not be accurate. With regard to 
the assumption about creating the 
number of jobs that were created under 
the President's recommendation for 
Amtrak, it does create the jobs; but 
more important, it does not expend all 
of that money if you try and divide 
that out on the number of jobs this 
would create. 

What the stimulus package is basi­
cally all about, of course, is to help the 
economy get moving. An important 
part of the President's recommenda­
tion on the Amtrak matter is to not 
only create the jobs, also Amtrak will 
be able to make significant improve­
ments in some of their facilities 
around the Nation. I will only cite as 
an example, Madam President, after 
Union Station was remodeled here in 
Washington, DC-and I admit, at con­
siderable expense-but after it was re­
modeled, Amtrak service improved by 
30 percent. So one of the thoughts be­
hind the President's proposal for Am­
trak is to not only help spur the econ­
omy, but also spur the economy in the 
future by keeping those jobs with more 
ridership on the Amtrak system. 

I would certainly say this Senator 
has not been sold, as many have begun 
to figure out, on the total package that 
has been presented by the administra­
tion that is called stimulus. I really be­
lieve, though, that this part of the 
President's program is one of those 
very worthy projects that do fit into 
the basic concept that the President 
has been pursuing, and that basically is 
to provide more jobs. 

Madam President, I reserve the re­
mainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mis­
souri. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President, 
let me correct a previous statement. 
Amtrak this year has in its regular ap­
propriations for capital spending, $165 
million, which is in excess of what I 
previously stated by a considerable 
amount. 

However, again I would repeat that 
while Amtrak has $165 million right 
now that has been appropriated for it 
for capital spending, this supplemental 
appropriation is $188 million. So it is 
still considerably in excess of the regu­
lar appropriation. 

I suppose, Madam President, that for 
almost any way that we could conceive 
of spending money, many of us would 
say, well, that sounds good. It really 
sounds good. Trains are part of the his­
tory of our country. They are tradi­
tional. Some people, something like 9 
percent of the population enjoys riding 
trains. 

The question is not· whether or not 
trains are enjoyable or even a good. 
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The question is how do we deal with 
the economy? What are we supposed to 
do about the economy of our country? 
How do we best improve the economy 
of the United States? Is the best way to 
improve the economy in an emergency 
appropriations to spend money on Am­
trak? Does that really make sense? Or 
is Amtrak a luxury, and is more than 
doubling the capital spending in a year 
for Amtrak a luxury? And is spending 
$188 million more on Amtrak a luxury? 
And is spending up to $122,000 per addi­
tional job a luxury? 

It is the position of this Senator that 
the answer to that question is, Yes. If 
we have a system where different gov­
ernmental services truly have to com­
pete for available dollars within a 
budget, in no way could we justify $188 
million more in capital improvements 
for Amtrak. I really do not think any 
Member of the Senate would say with a 
straight face that $188 million addi­
tional for Amtrak should shove aside a 
lot of other things that we are doing in 
our country. 

But the problem with this so-called 
stimulus package is it is not shoving 
anything aside. It is more spending. 
The theory of it is, well, let us find 
things to spend more money on. And 
what we are spending money on is to 
hire people at a cost of $122,000 each to 
work on Amtrak and to rehire some 
people who have been furloughed, fur­
loughed because the work they were 
doing really did not justify the cost of 
keeping them on. To me that seems 
like a waste of the taxpayers' money. 

This points out the underlying prob­
lem with the legislation that is before 
us. Sure, we like to spend money. Of 
course we do. Senator Hubert Hum­
phrey used to call it the politics of joy. 
It is great fun to spend money. It is 
popular to spend money. But what if 
nobody rides the trains? What if the 
trains do not have the ridership to jus­
tify the traffic? What if the subsidy per 
passenger getting on the train is $40 a 
head? Why not just give people, if you 
want to subsidize them, $40 and say, 
pick your own mode of transportation? 
At least if we were to do that, it would 
not be hurting some innocent person, 
like the people who work for the air­
lines, people who work for the intercity 
buses who do not receive this kind of 
subsidy. At least it would not be dis­
torting the economy, crippling some 
other part of the economy. 

We have spent a lot of time address­
ing the problem of the airline industry 
in the United States, and we are going 
to spend a lot more. The President is in 
the process of appointing a committee 
to conduct just such a study. What do 
we do for the airline industry? It seems 
to me that one thing we do not do is, in 
effect, pay people to ride Amtrak at 
this tremendous subsidy. · 

So for those reasons, Madam Presi­
dent, the Senator from Missouri be­
lieves that $188 million in yet more 

Amtrak spending is totally unjustified; 
totally unjustified in economic terms, 
totally unjustified in the sense of what 
it does to competing modes of trans­
portation. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial 
from the Kansas City Star, written 
March 4, 1993, entitled "Planes and 
Trains," which points out the competi­
tive effect of the Amtrak subsidy on 
the airline industry. 

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

PLANES AND TRAINS 

President Clinton's economic program 
called for $646 million in research on high­
speed passenger rail. Before taxpayers are 
forced to help finance a major rail program, 
we ought to have answers to a few questions, 
such as how we can afford this given our 
huge deficits, and how it would affect the 
airline industry, which is now the subject of 
scrutiny by a 15-person study commission. 

During a recent meeting with The Star's 
editorial board, Vice President Al Gore said 
that under Clinton's plan, private industry 
would be encouraged to construct the rail 
system. The previous week, however, Clinton 
said the network should be paid for partly by 
municipal bonds, implying that to some ex­
tent taxpayers would be enrolled as involun­
tary investors. 

Air travel is also subsidized, of course, but 
no one seems to be discussing the effect of a 
rail network on airlines, especially short­
haul carriers. Obviously, intercity passenger 
rail would draw many passengers from air­
lines. 

Gore contended a new rail system would 
not threaten carriers because the market 
share captured by trains would grow more 
slowly than the intercity travel market 
overall. Perhaps, but during recessions the 
additional competition could be devastating 
for weak carriers. A publicly financed rail 
system seems less than attractive if you fac­
tor in the possible loss of a carrier or two. 

The administration's emerging airline pol­
icy contains other inconsistencies. Transpor­
tation Secretary Federico Pena says he's 
concerned about the prospect of market 
domination by the three biggest airlines. 

But elements in Clinton's economic plan 
could hasten the result feared by his trans­
portation secretary. In the area of airline 
policy, this is an administration that seems 
to be at war with itself. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President, I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Of course. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I was listening to 

your debate, and I had reviewed this on 
my own. I was having trouble figuring 
out how in the world this item got in 
an urgent supplemental appropriations 
bill for which we are going to waive the 
rules under the Budget Act and add to 
the deficit. Do you have any idea how 
this kind of expenditure got into this 
package? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I will tell you what 
I think happened. I think that the idea 
was to try to create economic activity 
by spending money. It truly is an ex­
tension of the classic tax-and-spend 

idea of economic policy. I believe that 
what happened was that the adminis­
tration went to Amtrak and said, 
"Please give us your wish list." This is 
the wish list. Spending $43 million for 
improvement of maintenance facilities 
must be some kind of wish list, must be 
something that could not conceivably 
withstand the normal budget process 
and the normal appropriations process. 
That is exactly what I think happened. 
I believe that this is simply the wish 
list. 

How about $13 million for small non­
railroad purchases, such as trucks, 
backhoes, commissary trailers, and 
other work equipment? I think what 
they did was to go to Amtrak and say, 
"Do you need any trucks? Do you need 
any backhoes? Do you need any com­
missary equipment?" And they say, 
"Oh, sure, of course. Money can always 
be spent. If you give it to us, it will 
burn a hole in our pocket." And I think 
that is essentially what happened. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DANFORTH. I reserve the re­

mainder of my time. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I yield myself what I 

might need. How much time is remain­
ing on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 27 minutes 11 seconds remaining. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself an addi­
tional 5 minutes. I appreciate the 
Chair's advising me when the 5 minutes 
is up. 

Madam President, I am somewhat 
fearful that the debate on this measure 
has been f ocuseq on what some people, 
and in some cases legitimately, feel is 
the lack of need for any kind of a stim­
ulus program. If that is your point of 
view, and I would say that is a legiti­
mate point of view that could and 
should be debated and is being debated 
on the floor of the Senate, then that is 
one part of the legitimate debate. 

However, to indicate that somehow 
this money is going to be wasted, 
somehow the administration clandes­
tinely went to the Amtrak people and 
said, "Give us a wish list of worthless 
projects that you would like to blow 
some taxpayers' dollars on," and evi­
dently it is being implied what is in­
cluded in the President's program in 
this regard is exactly that, that is not 
true. 

I see nothing wrong whatsoever with 
the administration being concerned 
about the lack of jobs being created in 
America today-al though there is cer­
tainly some indication that the econ­
omy has turned around. We are not in 
a full recovery by any means. We are 
not in a full recovery by any historical 
factors that we have seen in coming 
out of a recession into a more robust 
economy. 

We certainly do not go a week with­
out some major corporation announc-
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ing the additional layoffs of anywhere 
from 5 to 50,000 people. That is not nor­
mal if you are in a full recovery. 

So, rightly or wrongly, the adminis­
tration has taken the position that 
they wanted a stimulus package, and 
that is what this appropriation is all 
about. The administration went to 
Governors, they went to mayors 
around the country, and said we intend 
to try an appropriation where the 
money will be invested in the United 
States to help create jobs on an up­
front basis to get the economy moving 
once again. 

I think and hope we all anticipate 
that if this measure is passed, it will 
indeed spur the economy as the Presi­
dent has so hoped. 

Now, no one knows what the end re­
sult of all this is going to be, but to 
criticize the administration for con­
sulting with Amtrak, if that is what 
they did, is like criticizing the Presi­
dent for talking to elected mayors, 
talking to elected Governors, and oth­
ers, to recommend to the administra­
tion, if we are going to have a stimulus 
package, how to help get people back 
to work, to cut down on the high unem­
ployment ratio, to possibly help us in 
not having to extend again and again 
and again unemployment benefits. We 
want to get people to work. 

It has been, unfortunately, suggested 
here, from listening to the debate, 
what sense does it make to buy some 
trailers, to buy some equipment. It was 
just referenced in the remarks by the 
Senator from Missouri. Oh, sure, Am­
trak would like to have these things. 

That is not the way this was handled. 
What was done, I believe, with the 
mayors, with the Governors, with Am­
trak, and probably other entities, was 
simply to go to them and say if we are 
going to try to stimulate this econ­
omy, what would you recommend and 
what would you do to create jobs with 
the money we might be able to provide 
for Amtrak? Now, buying some equip­
ment, buying some trucks, that is cap­
ital investment. Not only would that 
help Amtrak in the future, but it would 
also help in creating the jobs for the 
people who build the trucks, who build 
the equipment that Amtrak is going to 
buy. 

Madam President, as far as subsidiz­
ing the Amtrak organization with tax­
payers' money while we are not subsi­
dizing the airline industry, I would 
simply say that I do not have the facts 
at hand. But I suggest, Madam Presi­
dent, that we are subsidizing the 
airline. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself an addi­
tional 3 minutes. 

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

Mr. EXON. We are subsidizing the 
airline industry a great deal. Who is 
paying for these improvements at Na­
tional and at Dulles, and to some ex­
tent, at Baltimore? Who is paying for 

the upkeep and the maintenance and 
the construction of the brand new, all­
time modern airport that is going up in 
Denver, CO? 

Mr. President, I assure you that the 
airlines are not paying for most of that 
expense. Therefore, I -did not come here 
to criticize the airlines, because they 
have enough problems of their own. 
But I suggest that if we ever took a 
look at the total amount of taxpayers' 
dollars at the local level clear up to the 
national level going into the improve­
ment of all of the airline facilities, 
landing facilities, and terminals across 
the United States, it would pale by 
comparison, indeed, to the subsidies we 
are providing for Amtrak. 

Therefore, I do believe, and I think a 
look at the record would clearly show, 
that the make-jobs program to get the 
economy moving as far as the Amtrak 
organization is concerned is minuscule 
indeed. But I would certainly say that 
in the opinion of this Senator, one of 
the better programs involved in the 
President's recommendation for job 
stimulus and getting the economy 
moving again is the comparatively lim­
ited funds of the total package that are 
going to Amtrak. 

If the President is successful in get­
ting this done, then I would repeat 
what I said a few moments ago. Time 
and time again we have seen that 
where Amtrak has been able to make 
investments in their facilities and in 
their equipment, ridership has gone up. 
A large part of this stimulus program -
that the President has instituted for 
Amtrak will make Amtrak a more via­
ble entity in the future. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator has 10 minutes and 30 seconds. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Nebraska, as he always 
does, got right to the heart of the mat­
ter and has asked exactly the right 
question: What is the comparative sub­
sidy that Amtrak is getting versus al­
ternative modes of transportation? 
That is exactly the issue. 

I think the Senator would agree that 
if the Federal Government is weighing 
in very heavily in favor of one competi­
tor and against other competitors, that 
is grossly unfair. 

Well, here are the comparative fig­
ures. For intercity bus transportation, 
the Federal subsidy per passenger trip 
is five cents. For airlines, the Federal 
subsidy per airline trip per passenger is 
$6.50. For Amtrak, it has been on the 
average $54 per trip since 1961. It is now 
$32 per trip. With this bill, if ·we keep 
this provision in the bill, it will be $40 
per passenger trip. So it is $40 versus a 
nickel for buses and versus $6.50 for air­
lines. 

Now, that $40 is average for Amtrak. 
But if you consider Amtrak transpor­
tation outside the Northeast corridor 

where it is profitable-if you take Am­
trak beyond the Northeast corridor­
the subsidy after this legislation would 
be $77.22 per passenger trip. That is a 
luxury. That is not a jobs program. 
That is a luxury, $77.22 per passenger 
outside the Northeast corridor for Am­
trak if we agree to this legislation, if 
we agree to pump in $188 million of ad­
ditional money in Amtrak just because 
we have kind of a warm feeling about 
Amtrak. And that is what it is; Am­
trak is something that people feel 
warmly about. 

They feel warmly about a lot of 
things. people have model trains in 
their basement. Children love them. It 
is wonderful. 

But, Mr. President, it is not so won­
derful to squander $188 million just be­
cause we are desperately trying to 
spend money in the name of stimulat­
ing the economy. The problem with the 
economy is not that we are under­
stimulating the economy. The problem 
with the economy is the deficit. The 
problem is that we are spending more 
than we are taking in. 

Even though we are going to raise 
taxes by $295 billion over the next 5 
years as a result of what we did last 
week, even though we are going to 
have another $295 billion to do some­
thing with, that is no excuse for blow­
ing it. It is no excuse for taking the 
money out of the taxpayers pockets, 
and blowing it on spending money on 
anything Amtrak can think of, com­
missary cars, and hiring people back at 
an average cost of $122,000 a head. 

I think the Senator from New Mexico 
wanted some time. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I certainly do not 
want to cut any time that the Senator 
might need. How much time does the 
Senator have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DASCHLE). The Senator from Missouri 
has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I will take 3 min­
utes. I appreciate it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President and 
fellow Senators, throughout the debate 
on their so-called stimulus package, 
the other side of the aisle has been say­
ing that every day you see announce­
ments that major American corpora­
tions are not hiring people, or they are 
going to cut back on the work force. 
The implication is that passage of this 
bill, this $16 billion in new spending, is 
going to help that situation. I really 
have not heard anybody say that di­
rectly. But I think that is the implica­
tion. 

Frankly, I have not heard from any­
one knowledgeable about the American 
economy who thinks that this so-called 
stimulus package is going to help IBM, 
and they are going to lay off less peo­
ple if we pass it. 

It is really ironic that while we are 
doing this in the name of trying to help 
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with jobs, we are ra1smg taxes on 
American corporations. Is not that in­
teresting? We are saying to them 
"produce more jobs," but I really do 
not think that is possible. 

Taxing corporations that cannot hire 
people because they are not making 
enough money will not help them hire 
more by enacting a stimulus package 
that has nothing to do with them. 
Raising corporate taxes, and raising 
the energy taxes that those companies 
large and small must pay will not help 
them stay alive. You are going to raise 
that issue some more, and in the mean­
time, say they are going to create more 
jobs by spending taxpayer dollars. It 
appears to this Senator that our col­
leagues are justifying a package of so­
called stimulus spending that looks as 
if it were put together by people rep­
resenting the President who went 
around with a hat in hand. They said 
put in what spending you need. Am­
trak, put it in the hat. We are going to 
look at it because we want to spend 
money. They went to the mayors and 
said, tell us what you are going to do 
with CDBG money, this block grant for 
community development. Put it in this 
hat. They went to the Weather Service, 
and they said what do you need? They 
put it in the hat. They need a couple of 
computers. This hat is filled with 
those. 

Then we come to the floor, and there 
has been a selection from all those in 
the hat excepting as to the block 
grants to the cities. We are told we are 
not sure at all which projects are going 
to be funded, but we are told not to 
worry about it because we now have a 
provision in this bill that says the 
OMB Director is going to see to it that 
those mayors do not spend it on waste­
ful projects. 

Frankly, I believe that anyone listen­
ing to this debate will understand that 
somehow or another the President of 
the United States in preparing this 
budget made a commitment to spend 
money, and that he is of the opinion 
that spending it with Amtrak on their 
wish list, with mayors on their wish 
list, and with others is truly going to 
help the American economy. 

Frankly, I agree with Senator DAN­
FORTH. I agree wholeheartedly. This is 
an issue of increasing the deficit in the 
name of a stimulus package which is 
nothing more than just spending the 
taxpayers' money, all while there is an 
aura around that we are cutting the 
deficit over the next 5 years. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Missouri has 2 minutes re­
maining. The Senator from Nebraska 
has 18 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I yield myself 2 minutes. 
Once again, we have been listening to 

what I addressed previously; that is, a 
tax on the whole scope of the Presi­
dent's program on a relatively small 

amount of money comparatively 
speaking that has been provided for 
Amtrak. 

Once again, I say that is a legitimate 
discussion. But it is not proper, I do 
not think, to say that the money being 
spent on Amtrak is being wasted. It is 
not being wasted. 

I noticed with great interest the fig­
ures-I do not dispute the facts that 
the Senator from Missouri has used 
with regard to Amtrak funding. You 
will notice, though, Mr. President, that 
the word "Federal" was in there; Fed­
eral funding. 

Certainly, I think all realize that the 
airline industry is indeed being sub­
sidized very, very heavily. If you do not 
believe it, ask the people of Minnesota 
that have obligated a very large 
amount of money from the State of 
Minnesota in the thousands of dollars, 
as I understand it, against every citi­
zen of that State to keep a very major 
airline going whose hub is in the Min­
neapolis-St. Paul area. 

I simply say that if you take the Fed­
eral dollars only and ignore what is 
going to subsidize the airline industry 
with regard to airports and other fa­
cilities around the country, and the ex­
pense of managing the agencies of the 
Federal Government that oversee that 
airline industry, you will see that dol­
lar for dollar it is pretty minuscule as 
far as everything is concerned. 

I give myself 1 additional minute. 
In addition to that, Mr. President, I 

would simply say that time and time 
again in the facts that have been used 
in this argument tonight, it is said out­
side the Northeast corridor these facts 
are true. The Northeast corridor is a 
pretty good operation. But it is only a 
part of the total Amtrak service in the 
United States of America. 

Certainly, I recognize and realize 
that Amtrak does subsidize their pas­
senger trains to the less populated 
parts of the United States of America. 
What is wrong with that? 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 

from New Jersey. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague, the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

This is a subject I think most know 
is very dear to my heart. It is not be­
cause I like to play with model trains. 
It is because I want to help this coun­
try achieve the goals that we have set 
out for ourselves-less dependence on 
the foreign oil, improvements in the 
way we move people and material, to 
try and clean up the air, to try and re­
duce the incredible amount of time 
wasted going from place to place, try­
ing to get people off the highways, try­
ing to reduce congestion on the ground 
and in the air. 

One of the ways that we are going to 
do that, a significant way, is to finally 

put enough money into the national 
rail passenger service to make it a 21st 
century system. We are so far behind 
our competitors in investment in the 
passenger service that we look Nean­
derthal, maybe third world, when com­
pared to other countries around the 
world. 

I have a great deal of respect and af­
fection for the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. We are going to miss his 
presence when he no longer enters this 
Chamber. But in this case, I am going 
to forcefully, even convincingly, dis­
agree with him, because the argument 
over Amtrak is not one that ought to 
be made in a manner that I sense, Mr. 
President, is somewhat partisan. I 
think the track we are talking about is 
not Amtrak, but the sidetrack of the 
President's program, to try and make 
it look as if it does not add to the na­
tional well-being. 

Well, it certainly does. I first would 
like to talk to one part of this debate. 
That is the subsidy issue which was, as 
I understand, discussed at length here. 

There is no mode of transportation in 
this country that . is unsubsidized. 
There is no national rail passenger 
service across the globe that goes 
unsubsidized. And, Mr. President, we 
subsidize aviation. I love aviation. I 
just wish we did not have to subsidize 
it to the tune of $2 billion a year. I 
wish we did not have to subsidize high­
ways, but we do, to the tune of billions 
of dollars a year, because it is in the 
national interest. 

Each year, we put over $2 billion of 
general revenues into the air traffic 
control system. That's a subsidy. I 
think we ought to encourage aviation. 
I think we ought to help to make the 
system so efficient that we can encour­
age other competitors to come into the 
market, instead of seeing now what is 
taking place-bankruptcies, receiver­
ship, and unfair competition, heavily 
subsidized by the taxpayers. One way 
we ought to try to make that operation 
more efficient is to make sure that 
there is a balanced transportation net­
work, including transit, buses, and 
high-speed rail service. 

St. Louis is one of those places that 
has some interest in developing a high­
speed rail system, I understand, be­
tween Chicago and St. Louis, and the 
agency that is going to deal with that, 
of course, is Amtrak. 

Amtrak's subsidy is $331 million this 
year, which is peanuts in comparison 
to the subsidy that other modes re­
ceive. It is a lot less, as I said earlier, 
than what other countries put into 
their rail system. Amtrak is doing very 
well. It is recovering more and more at 
the fare box, now up to 87 percent, Mr. 
President. That is quite a jump from 
where it was; it is far better than any 
other system in the world. The subsidy 
has been coming down. 

One of the problems that Amtrak has 
had is that it has a terribly antiquated 
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capital system. Its signal system is far 
behind the technology that is available 
today. It is an essential part of a bal­
anced transportation system, one that 
the President wants to expand and im­
prove. 

When I hear my colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle talk about the 
stimulus package, I hear them chal­
lenging the whole program. Well, that 
is the prerogative of debate in this 
Chamber. But the fact is that we get 
the best bang for the buck when we 
talk about infrastructure investment. 
It creates jobs, prepares us for the fu­
ture, and makes us more competitive 
and responsive to clean air require­
ments, and less dependent on foreign 
oil. The ability of Amtrak to be more 
competitive, to bring the costs down, 
depends on its ability to modernize and 
to reduce its need for a Federal operat­
ing subsidy, because we have the equip­
ment and a newer infrastructure to 
deal with. Amtrak is planning to ex­
pand high-speed rail service in cor­
ridors outside of the Northeast. The 
Northeast corridor is a favorite subject 
of discussion because it had a lot of 
money put into it. It serves a very 
densely populated part of the country. 

The actual salaries for Amtrak work­
ers are no more than for those who 
work on the highways or on any of the 
jobs created by funding this bill. The 
job figure used by the Senator from 
Missouri is off the mark. The cost fig­
ures for rehiring furloughed employees 
includes the cost of all of the material 
necessary for the capital program, like 
new track and new rolling stock. The 
Senator from Missouri also complains 
that Amtrak is getting into the bus 
business with the Federal subsidy. 
That I disagree with. It is a 
misstatement, because the new bus 
service is funded entirely by the State 
of California, in this case, without Fed­
eral subsidy. 

It is also said by my distinguished 
colleague that Amtrak's capital budget 
in 1993 was only $165 million. I am not 
bragging, Mr. President, nor am I crow­
ing, but that is off the mark by more 
than 100 percent, because in fact Am­
trak's capital, including the Northeast 
Corridor Improvement Program-was 
$370 million. 

Thus, when we look for $188 million 
in this stimulus package, it is consist­
ent with what we are trying to do-get 
people back to work, improve the facil­
ity that serves our economy, make us 
more competitive. 

As chairman of the Senate Sub­
committee of Appropriations on Trans­
portation-I can tell you, Mr. Presi­
dent, there are very few States that do 
not want either new or expanded serv­
ice. They see the value of Amtrak. If 
we had railroads like those in Europe 
or like those in Japan, we would sub­
stantially reduce the congestion and 
the inefficiency of the entire transpor­
tation system. 

So when we look at the whole pack­
age, Mr. President, I see this as a very 
positive thing for our country, long 
range; and this is one of those rare in­
stances where you· get immediate bene­
fi~you get people back to work, and 
you set the stage for further economic 
benefits. It is said by Amtrak and sup­
pliers of rail cars that if we venture 
into the high-speed rail system in a se­
rious way, they are going to make the 
equipment in this country. 

So I see this as a win-win situation, 
Mr. President. I hope that we will de­
feat the amendment that the Senator 
from Missouri is offering. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Nebraska has 6 

minutes remaining. The Senator from 
Missouri has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we have 
heard much about passing around the 
hat, how all of the projects or pro­
grams that are involved in the stimu­
lus bill as a result of the President's 
going out in the country, passing 
around the hat, letting the mayors put 
in their wishes, and letting the Gov­
ernors put in their wishes, and letting 
the county commissioners put in their 
wishes, and letting municipal officials 
put their wishes into the hat. 

And this is just another way to spend 
money, spend money, feel good about 
spending money. Shame. Shame. What 
about people in these rural areas? We 
do not have airports, we do not have 
major airports. In some areas, rural 
areas, we have to travel miles and 
miles and miles just to reach a small 
airport. We do not have metro systems 
in rural areas. Bus transportation, we 
may have a little of that. People still 
have to travel, and they need to travel 
in safety. 

Shame. May I ask what is the cost of 
a round-trip ticket to St. Louis from 
Washington? I will tell you what it is 
to Charleston, WV, 1 hour's flight, 50 
minutes' flight, to Charleston, WV, and 
back. My wife goes to Charleston, WV, 
and back; she pays $540. 

I voted to deregulate the airlines and 
I have been kicking myself in the pants 
every since. And now they make us 
give an arm an a leg to get from here 
to Charleston, WV, and back. I daresay 
one can go from here to London and 
back, one can go to California and back 
for less money. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield 1 second, I tell 
you the trip between Newark, NJ, and 
Washington, DC, round trip is over 
$300. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield to the distin­
guished Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. I very much appre­
ciate the chairman yielding. I want to 
make one point before the time ex­
pires. 

Mr. BYRD. Go ahead. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 

European Community has committed 

itself to spending $30 billion to upgrade 
the rail system in Europe. They have 
undertaken that commitment in the 
European Community. They have 
major plans for an upgrading of the Eu­
ropean rail system. 

This amendment is going to knock 
out $188 million to help upgrade Am­
trak in this country. But I just want to 
make the point that someone, some­
where in the world, perceives the ad­
vantage of a first-class rail system, and 
the Europeans perceive it to the point 
that they are willing to put $30 billion 
into doing exactly that. 

When are we going to wake up in this 
country and meet this kind of competi­
tion that they are imposing on us. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator from Maryland makes a very per­
tinent and important point. This 
money is to make Amtrak safer, to im­
prove on-time performance. We deregu­
lated the airlines. We have deregulated 
the intercity buses. But for much of 
rural America, Amtrak is all there is 
left. That is all there is left. 

We subsidize the airlines. Funding for 
one-half of the operating costs of the 
air traffic control system-get this-­
funding for one-half of the operating 
costs of the air traffic control system 
came from where? The general fund. 
Not from the trust fund, from the gen­
eral fund. The general fund appropria­
tion each year is in excess of $2 billion 
for the air traffic control system. 

Amtrak's total 1993 appropriation 
was $496 million, and of that amount, 
only $331 million was for operating sub­
sidies. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator has 56 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. I will save that for later. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 

would similarly like to answer a ques­
tion that was previously asked, I 
think, by Senator EXON. He asked what 
is wrong with subsidies. In addition to 
costing money, what is wrong with sub­
sidies is that they hurt competing 
modes of transportation. 

Last year, the General Accounting 
Office wrote a report and one of the 
conclusions in the report is, while bus 
subsidies increased to 7 cents per pas­
senger in the early 1980's, Amtrak's 
subsidy increased to more than $50 per 
passenger. The Senator from West Vir­
ginia talked about what happens in 
small communities. Well, there are 
only 524 communities in this country 
that are served by Amtrak; there are 
6,000 communities that are served by 
intercity bus. That is down from 23,000 
in 1960. 

So we are subsidizing one mode of 
transportation, hurting another mode 
of transportation, and spending an 
extra $188 million of the taxpayers' 
money in this particular program. 
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This really is waste, Mr. President. 

And this amendment offers us an op­
portunity to save $188 million. 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will 
yield, Mr. President, if he has time, 
how many buses do you think you have 
to put on the Northeast corridor to 
carry the passengers that travel up and 
down that corridor, now, by train? I 
mean, it boggles the imagination to 
think about that problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Missouri retains 40 seconds; 
the Senator from West Virginia, 56 sec­
onds. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, since the 

St. Louis Metrolink transit project 
first began, the total funding to date­
and that is over a period, I am advised, 
of about 7 years-the total funding to 
date is $327.6 million. Come on. Come 
on. How about a little funding for Am­
trak? Let us promote the safety of Am­
trak. Let us get rid of this backlog of 
maintenance that exists all over this 
country. 

Amtrak runs in 45 States out of the 
50. Now, come on. Help us a little in 
the rural areas. 

How many times do you think my 
wife can afford to make trips to 
Charleston, WV, and back, at $540 a 
trip? 

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

The Senator from Missouri has 40 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, to 
repeat, the question is whether we have 
$188 million of taxpayers' money avail­
able for a supplemental appropriation, 
not governed by the normal budget 
process, to spend in extra money for 
Amtrak-Amtrak, which has been sub­
sidized at over $50 per passenger, as 
compared with about a nickel a pas­
senger on intercity buses; Amtrak, 
which has never made money, and still 
does not, outside the Northeast cor­
ridor. 

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

The majority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

yield myself time from my leader time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator is recognized. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

is a problem that we now face over and 
over again on this bill, and I mean no 
criticism of my friend from Missouri. 
He is a friend and he is a very fine Sen­
ator. We would be sorry if he loses. 

But as the distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee pointed 
out, he did not stand up and object 
when $330 million of Federal taxpayers' 
money went to one city in his home 
State. But now, all of a sudden, it is 
waste if anyone else gets anything. 

That is what we face on this bill over 
and over again. Yesterday, we heard 
the Senator from Texas, who of course 
favored these multi billion-dollar 

projects for Texas, criticize so-called 
waste. And $330 million went to the 
city of St. Louis for a metro project, 
and the Senator did not object. He 
probably supported it. He probably 
took credit for it, and probably de­
served it. 

Was that not waste? Why did we not 
vote to cut that out? 

I think what we have here is a grow­
ing and a glaring inconsistency, where 
the very people who speak the most 
about waste are the ones who are for 
the spending when it is in their States 
and for their constituents. I think that 
inconsistency is becoming more evi­
dent the more discussion there is about 
this bill. And, I repeat, this is not a 
criticism of the Senator from Missouri. 
He is a fine Senator and a good friend. 
He probably fought for his State. 

I just think, though, that we all 
ought to be aware of the position that 
we find ourselves in when we deal with 
these measures. 

Mr. President, I yield from leader 
time an equal amount of time for the 
Senator from Missouri to respond. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ap­
preciate the majority leader yielding 
from his time. 

I really do not think that it js an ar­
gument to say that, all right, every­
body in the Senate has voted for appro­
priations bills; everybody in the Senate 
has utilized the normal budget and ap­
propriations process in order to serve 
the interests of their constituents. 

That is absolutely true and, there­
fore, every Member of the Senate is es­
topped from criticizing a supplemental 
appropriations bill which is outside the 
normal budget process. I mean, the 
issue is not whether we should ever ap­
propriate money for anything; the 
issue is whether we should set aside the 
normal process, go outside the normal 
budget, and in the name of stimulating 
the economy, spend in this case $188 
million beyond the normal appropria­
tions process for Amtrak. 

I am critical of the underlying legis­
lation. There is no doubt about it. I 
think that it is a mistaken view of eco­
nomics to try to tax and then spend 
our way out of economic difficulty. 
That is true. 

But I think that, if you say, "Well, 
every Senator votes for appropriations 
bills, therefore, no Senator can criti­
cize $188 million of additional spending 
for Amtrak," to me that is simply in­
correct reasoning. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma­
jority leader controls the time. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the majority 
leader let me put a question? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I will yield to the 
Senator for 1 minute for a statement. 
We have to get to this vote. 

Mr. SARBANES. I would just point 
this out to the Senator. I take it St. 
Louis receives $330 million for mass 
transit. 

But I would like to know what the 
subsidy is that will underwrite the rid­
ers of that mass transit system, since 
every mass transit system in the coun­
try, by definition, is subsidized; other­
wise, it is not economically viable. 

I daresay to the Senator that I would 
not be at all surprised if the subsidy in 
St. Louis, per rider for your mass tran­
sl t system, were higher than the under­
write for the Amtrak passengers. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. I will just close by 
saying, when St. Louis comes into the 
next link on this line, I think it should 
be subjected to very careful scrutiny, 
the same scrutiny that should apply to 
all projects. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, how 
am I to take that comment by the dis­
tinguished majority leader? 

I mean, the way I could have heard 
that, is to say that a Senator who is of­
fering an amendment to this appropria­
tions bill is, henceforth, going to be 
subjected to special scrutiny for pro­
grams that pertain to his State in the 
normal appropriations process. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I precisely said, 
"the same scrutiny that should apply 
to all projects." Those were my exact 
words. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I appreciate that. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT-HOUSE 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, following the 
disposition of the Danforth amendment 
to the supplemental appropriations 
bill, the Senate turn to the conference 
report to accompany House Concurrent 
Resolution 64, the budget resolution; 
that there be 6 hours of debate, equally 
divided, pursuant to the provisions of 
the Budget Act; that at the conclusion 
or yielding back of time on the con­
ference report this evening, the Senate 
lay the report aside; that when the 
Senate recesses today, it stand in re­
cess until 9:20 a.m. on Thursday, April 
1; that following the prayer on Thurs­
day, the Journal of Proceedings be 
deemed approved to date and the time 
for the two leaders reserved for their 
use later in the day; and that at 9:25 
a.m., the Senate resume consideration 
of the conference report to accompany 
the budget resolution; that there be 20 
minutes for debate, equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees; and that the vote on 
the adoption of the conference report 
occur at 9:45 a.m., without any inter­
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Reserving the right 
to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thought I heard 
everything the leader said. But, reserv­
ing the right to object, from what he 
said, having a vote tomorrow morning 
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at 9:45, how much actual debate, out of 
the statutory time for the debate of a 
conference report, will be allowed on 
the conference report? 

Mr. MITCHELL. There will be 6 
hours and 20 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. So that will be to­
night, then, is that what the leader is 
saying? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Six hours tonight 
and twenty minutes in the morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN. I would simply address 
an inquiry to the distinguished major­
ity leader. 

Inasmuch as this perhaps may be one 
of the most important budgets that has 
come before us, at least in recent 
years, I wonder if it would not be more 
amenable to the Members if we had a 
little bit more time to share the debate 
tomorrow. 

Obviously, I know many Members 
will stay and want to listen to the de­
bate past midnight, but I suspect not 
all. 

I wonder if it would not be a bit more 
appropriate to have some additional 
time in the morning-not a great deal; 
I know it is not our purpose to delay 
the proceedings here--perhaps another 
hour? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 
agreement was negotiated between 
both sides and was cleared by the Re­
publican leader, I thought, following 
consultation with Republican Sen­
ators. 

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MITCHELL. It represents a com­

promise between the two points of 
view. 

Mr. DANFORTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator reserve the right to object? 
Mr. DANFORTH. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. If I might just an­

nounce, then, this vote will be the last 
rollcall vote this evening and there 
will be a vote on the budget resolution 
conference report at 9:45 am tomorrow, 
pursuant to the order just obtained. 

Mr. DANFORTH addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the amend­
ment. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD certain material pertinent to 
the subject on which we are about to 
vote. 

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

Infrastructure improvement projects locations 

[In millions of dollars] 

Project des_cription: 

Equipment overhauls: 

Amount 

Beech Grove, IN .. ...................... 44.50 

Delaware shops ... ...................... 16. 70 

Total equipment overhauls .... 61.20 

Maintenance facility improve­
ments: 

Boston, MA car shop extension 5.00 

Los Angeles, CA locomotive 
shop .................................... ... 10.40 

Beech Grove, IN, facility im-
provements ......................... ... 3.40 

Total facility improvements 18.80 

Station improvements: 

Station projects to be selected 
from the following can­
didates: 

New modular replacements 

San Bernardino, CA 
Springfield, MA 

Toledo, OH 
Charlottesville, VA 
Lynchburg, VA 

Major improvements (projects 

5.40 

S200K and above) ....................... 30.25 
Phoenix, AZ 

Tucson, AZ 
Los Angeles, CA 

Sacramento, CA 

Denver, CO 

Washington, DC 
Tampa, FL 

Chicago Union Station 
Springfield, IL 

New Orleans, LA 

Baltimore, MD 

Detroit, MI 

Minneapolis/St. Paul, MN 
Albuquerque, NM 

Albany, NY 

Buffalo, NY 

NY Penn Sta., New York, NY 

Syracuse, NY 

Salem, OR 

Lancaster, PA 

Philadelphia 30th St., PA 

Fort Worth, TX 

Alexandria, VA 

Lorton, VA 

Richmond, VA 

Seattle, WA 

Milwaukee, WI 

Charleston, WV 

Station Projects Between SlOOK 
and S200K ... .. ....... ... .... .......... .. ... 3.44 

Fullerton, CA 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
Santa Barbara, CA 
Jacksonville, FL 
Miami, FL 
Ocala, FL 
Sebring, FL 
Winter Haven, FL 
Atlanta, GA 
Osceola, FL 
Galesburg (BN), IL 
Newton, KS 
Topeka, KS 
Dearborn, MI 
Kansas City, MO 
Newark, NJ 
Lamy, NM 
Las Vegas, NV 
Reno, NV 
Portland, OR 
Elizabethtown, PA 
Kingston, RI 
Pasco, WA 
Spokane, WA 

Amount 

Station projects SlOOK and below 3.76 

There are approximately 250 
stations throughout the 
country which are can­
didates for work valued at 
less than SlOOK per location. 

Total station improvements .. 42.85 

Track and right-of-way improve­
ments: 

Acquire and Install Concrete 
Ties (DE, MD, NJ, PA).... ....... 29.00 

Acquire & Install Continuous 
Welded Rail (CT, MA, DC, PA) 3.40 

Upgrade at Yds & Service Fa-
cilities (CA, DC, IN, PA, FL, 
VA) ........................................ 5.30 

Total right-of-way improve-
ments ..................................... 17.70 

Small equipment purchases: 
(Various suppliers located 

throughout the U.S.-to be 
determined) 

Maintenance of Way Equipment 
Purchases (AL, SC, VA) 

Maintenance Facility Equip­
ment Purchases 

Material Management Equip­
ment Purchases 

Vehicle Replacement Program 
Commissary Vehicles 

Total small equipment pur-
chase .. .. ... . .... .. .. .......... .. .. ... .. .. . 12.90 

Locomotive purchases: 
Expand Current Order-GE 

Erie, PA 
Switching Locomotives-Sup­

plier TBD 
Total locomotive purchases... 34.50 

Total infrastructure invest-
ments ..................................... 187.95 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
table the pending amendment, and 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 
of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
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BYRD] to table the amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cha.fee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Bennett 
Boren 
Brown 
Burns 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenic! 

[Rollcall Vote No. 93 Leg.] 
YEAB--61 

Feinstein Mikulski 
Ford Mitchell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Harkin Murray 
Hollings Nunn 
Inouye Pell 
Johnston Pryor 
Kassebaum Reid 
Kennedy Riegle 
Kerrey Robb 
Kerry Rockefeller 
Kohl Roth 
Krueger Sar banes 
Lau ten berg Sasser 
Leahy Simon 
Levin Specter 
Lieberman Wellstone 
Lugar Wofford 
Mathews 
Metzenbaurn 

NAY8-38 
Gorton McConnell 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Shelby 
Heflin Simpson 
Helms Smith 
Jeffords Stevens 
Kempthorne Thurmond 
Lott Wallop 

Duren berger Mack Warner 
Faircloth McCain 

NOT VOTING-1 
Bond 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 290) was agreed to. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to: 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

USER FEES ON PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend my fellow Western 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
and in particular my friend and col­
league the senior Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. BAucus] for their success in 
convincing President Clinton of the 
negative economic impacts of increas­
ing user fees on public lands. 

It is my understanding that Presi­
dent Clinton plans to leave the pro­
posal to increase the fees in the budget 
but will not oppose efforts to remove 
the proposal. 

I have been expressing my concerns 
about the negative impacts on my own 
State of Montana of the Clinton budget 
plan ever since it was unveiled nearly a 

month and a half ago. I was pleased to 
see my colleagues Senators BAucus, 
CONRAD, DORGAN, CAMPBELL, BINGA­
MAN, DECONCINI, BRYAN, and REID write 
both OMB Director Panetta and Presi­
dent Clinton and say, "We are, how­
ever, convinced that several features of 
the present plan-particularly when 
taken together-would harm the econo­
mies of the Farm Belt and the Amer­
ican West. With its heavy cuts in the 
current farm program and increased 
fees on extractive resources industries, 
we believe the plan, in its current 
form, would have a disproportionate 
negative impact on our home States." 

I want to praise Senator BAucus for 
taking the lead on this vital issue to 
our State. He very clearly understands 
the devastating impact such proposed 
actions would have in Montana. I know 
that this has been very difficult for 
him. All the people of Montana and es­
pecially ranchers, miners, and loggers 
should be thankful for his courage and 
leadership on this issue. 

Our concerns are not based on wheth­
er you are Democrat or Republican, 
they are based on what's fair and 
what's not fair. The Clinton budget 
plan simply does not treat the resi­
dents of the West in a fair manner. Ag­
riculture and natural resources, along 
with westerners who drive long dis­
tances, are being asked to do more 
than other Americans. 

While I am bothered that the plan re­
lies too heavily on tax increases and 
too little on spending reductions, I am 
most concerned like my western Demo­
cratic colleagues about the energy 
taxes, which will hit large rural energy 
producing and agricultural States, like 
Montana, very hard. 

Not only do Montanans have longer 
distances to drive and colder, longer 
winters than most, but a large part of 
our economy is based on energy pro­
duction. The Clinton plan is weighted 
against western coal, it will impact the 
price of hydroelectric power, which 
Eastern States don't have. 

Furthermore, agriculture, our 
State's No. 1 industry, will bear the 
largest part of the burden. Agriculture 
is an energy-intensive business, and 
the increase in direct fuel prices will 
cost America's farmers $500 million, 
and price increases for petrochemicals 
and fertilizers adds another $500 mil­
lion. 

I plan to work closely with Senators 
BAUCUS, CONRAD, and DASCHLE, all 
members of the Finance Committee, to 
include the exemption for off-road uses 
of gasoline and diesel fuel from the Btu 
energy tax. 

While the Senate Budget Committee 
has slightly reduced the $8 billion of 
spending cuts being asked for from 
America's farmers and ranchers that 
was in the Clinton package, I agree 
with my friends Senators CONRAD and 
DORGAN from North Dakota that it is 
still unfair to our Nation's farmers and 
ranchers who feed our Nation. 

All this, coupled with increased min­
ing fees, increased grazing fees, 
changes in current below cost timber 
sales policy and the like, adds up to 
trouble for Western States and trouble 
for Montana's economy. Every facet of 
our natural resources-based economy 
will be impacted. 

I for one want to work with Senator 
BAucus and my fellow western Demo­
cratic Senators on making this budget 
more balanced for the West. Yesterday, 
I sent a letter to the budget conferees 
asking that the user fee increases and 
the elimination of below-cost timber 
sales be deleted from the congressional 
budget resolution. In light of President 
Clinton's agreement not to oppose such 
an action, it is my hope that this can 
be accomplished before the budget res­
olution is enacted. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the · 
floor. 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS AND 

THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to enter into a colloquy with Sen­
ator MIKULSKI, the distinguished chair 
of the Subcommittee on Veterans Ad­
ministration, Housing and Urban De­
velopment, and Independent Agencies, 
regarding the use of community devel­
opment block grant funds to bring 
communities into compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, the 
Fair Housing Act, and for other pur­
poses that will result in greater oppor­
tunities for people with disabilities to 
participate in community activities. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I would be pleased to 
enter into a colloquy with the Senator 
from Iowa, the chief sponsor of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and a 
member of the Committee on Appro­
priations. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the distin­
guished Senator from Maryland for al­
lowing this inquiry. In the past, many 
communities have utilized CDBG funds 
in a variety of ways that benefit people 
with disabilities. For example, funds 
have been used to: acquire or rehabili­
tate buildings, group living arrange­
ments, and other community-based 
services. In addition, CDBG funds have 
been used to construct facilities such 
as therapeutic swimming pools and re­
habilitation facilities which serve peo­
ple with disabilities. Some commu­
nities have utilized CDBG funds to cre­
ate an accessible environment through 
barrier removal both communitywide 
and in housing. For example, CDBG is 
one of the few funding sources avail­
able to a locality to assist tenants with 
disabilities to make accessibility modi­
fications to their homes, consistent 
with the Fair Housing Amendments 
Act. 

In enacting the Americans with Dis­
abilities Act in 1990, Congress estab­
lished a January 26, 1995 deadline for 
all comm uni ties to install curb cuts, 
where necessary. In addition, the ADA 
requires all local governments to make 
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public facilities such as libraries and 
city hall accessible, where appropriate. 
I believe a great opportunity presents 
itself with the enactment of the fiscal 
year 1993 supplemental appropriations 
bill for State and local governments to 
use CDBG funds and/or the jobs pro­
grams to eliminate many, if not all, 
barriers to accessibility as required by 
title II of the ADA. 

Does the Senator from Maryland con­
cur with my assessment that a commu­
nity may use these additional funds 
under CDBG to ensure greater acces­
sibility for people with disabilities? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I agree with the Sen­
ator from Iowa that a local community 
may, at its discretion, use its CDBG 
funds to ensure greater accessibility 
for people with disabilities, including 
efforts to achieve compliance with the 
accessibility provisions of the ADA and 
the Fair Housing Act through such ac­
tivities as installing curb cuts and 
ramps and by providing signage. While 
no set amount of funding is established 
for such activities, communities may 
wish, if they so choose, to assess their 
accessibility needs under the ADA be­
fore deciding how to use the supple­
mental funds made available under the 
CDBG. I also concur that the jobs pro­
grams to be spurred by this supple­
mental appropriations bill could well 
be used to achieve compliance with the 
accessibility requirements of the ADA 
if a locality decides to allocate its 
funds in that way. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Maryland for her strong support 
for the ADA and for affirming that 
CDBG funds and other funding under 
this supplemental appropriations bill 
may be used to enable communities to 
achieve better accessibility for people 
with disabilities. 

TAXES ON SMALL BUSINESS SHOULD NOT BE 
RAISED 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss an important piece of 
legislation I will be introducing before 
the April recess. I am very concerned 
about the effects of President Clinton's 
tax proposals on small business. 

This past weekend, I held a small 
business seminar in Sioux Falls, SD. I 
talked with small business men and 
women in an informal exchange of 
ideas. We spent a significant amount of 
time talking about taxes. 

Under the President's proposal, the 
top marginal individual income tax 
rate would be raised to more than 42 
percent-that is, when the surtax and 
Medicare tax are included. This figure, 
however, does not even include the ef­
fects of the energy tax. 

Briefly, my legislation would freeze 
tax rates at current levels for sole pro­
prietorships, partnerships, and sub­
chapter S corporations. My legislation 
would help protect small businesses 
from contributing even a greater share 
of our Government's feeding frenzy for 
taxes. We need to cut spending first, 

and then talk about new taxes. Accord­
ing to a survey by the National Federa­
tion of Independent Business, only 8 
percent of small businesses think the 
deficit should be reduced through tax 
increases. 

Mr. President, we have been told that 
President Clinton's ·proposal is de­
signed to raise taxes on so-called 
wealthy individuals. What is not being 
told to the American people is that a 
large number of the so-called wealthy 
are really unincorporated small busi­
nesses and family farms. Of the ap­
proximately 3.1 million people who 
earned over $100,000 in 1990, according 
to IRS statistics, conservative esti­
mates show that at least one-third of 
them were small businesses. 

Income tax increases, combined with 
the proposed energy tax, would cripple 
this most successful job producing sec­
tor of our economy. This is a double 
whammy against small businesses. 
While we do not know many of the de­
tails yet, many are expecting a triple 
whammy once the administration's 
health care proposals are made public. 

While some advocates of higher taxes 
will criticize my proposal as another 
tax break for the rich, I assure you it 
will not be. 

My proposed small business tax 
freeze would benefit only truly small 
enterprises. It would include a quali­
fication ceiling based on the size of a 
business. Only those men and women 
who are actively, and I repeat-ac­
tively-involved in a small business, 
family farm, or ranch would benefit 
from this legislation. Passive investors 
need not apply. 

Mr. President, I recently offered a 
somewhat similar sense of the Senate 
amendment to the budget resolution. 
That amendment, while it failed by a 
few votes, focused the attention of this 
body on the plight of America's small 
business. 

As the ranking member of the Small 
Business Committee, I will not be 
forced to sit by quietly on the sidelines 
and watch small businesses be forced to 
ante up yet another time so we can 
grow the Government, creating make­
work bureaucratic jobs, each costing 
$40,000 or more. Small businesses can 
expand and create jobs and opportuni­
ties for workers and families across the 
country. And it will not cost the tax­
payers a dime. 

The legislation I plan to introduce 
before this week is out will have teeth. 
I also hope that following the recess, 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Small Business Committee will agree 
to hold a hearing on the effects of sig­
nificant tax increases on small busi­
nesses and proposals such as mine. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will join me as cosponsors of this legis­
lation. 

CLINTON STIMULUS PACKAGE'S CONTRIBUTION 
TO INEFFECTIVE GOVERNMENT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, dur­
ing the 1980's we experienced a tremen-

dous buildup in defense spending. But 
instead of receiving more defense, we 
got less defense at a more expensive 
price. 

When such a massive amount of 
money is spent in such a short period 
of time, we get waste, fraud, and abuse. 
This is one of the important lessons of 
the 1980's, and I was one Senator who 
worked to point this out. 

Now I would like to point out the 
same problem only in a different area. 

The Clinton budget, and the Clinton 
stimulus package that we are debating 
today, do not reflect the lessons 
learned from throwing too much 
money at the defense industry during 
the 1980's. Now we are running the risk 
of doing to domestic programs what we 
did to defense programs in the eighties. 
We are throwing money at domestic 
problems. 

We are not reinventing Government 
first, and then funding a more effective 
Government with fewer dollars. We are 
throwing money at the problems hop­
ing that this will solve them. 

In this stimulus package, and in the 
Clinton budget, we are spending mas­
sive amounts of money on domestic 
problems including infrastructure. 

Federal infrastructure spending is 
more likely to go toward unnecessary, 
inefficient, and overly expensive 
projects if the spending is forced into a 
pipeline that cannot absorb it. 

Massive spending of the sort advo­
cated by the Clinton budget and stimu­
lus packages only continues this ineffi­
cient system. There is no incentive to 
spend the money efficiently. 

The budget that we passed earlier 
this week would provide for increased 
funding of approximately $14 billion. 
The Clinton stimulus plan would spend 
an additional and immediate $4.16 bil­
lion in transportation infrastructure. 

Mr. President, I am not one to say 
that there is no legitimate role for the. 
Federal Government in the area of 
transportation. I think that the Fed­
eral Government has an important role 
to play in insuring that our infrastruc­
ture needs are met. 

But we are not playing that role by 
throwing massive amounts of spending 
at transportation problems without 
considering how to most effectively 
spend this money. 

There are a number of suggestions on 
things we could do immediately to re­
invent the way we attempt to improve 
our transportation infrastructure. 

They include suspending the Davis­
Bacon Act, which artificially raises the 
costs of transportation projects, and 
privatizing airports. 

And I hope that the Clinton adminis­
tration will have other ideas on how to 
reinvent transportation spending. But 
we have not seen these ideas as yet. 

As I mentioned earlier, during the 
1980's, I expressed concerns about 
spending at the Department of Defense 
under two Republican Presidents. I be-
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lieve that I have some legitimacy when 
I express these same concerns about 
domestic spending under a Democratic 
President. 

The Clinton budget and stimulus 
package do not reflect the lessons 
learned from throwing too much 
money at the defense industry during 
the 1980's. This is not reinventing Gov­
ernment, it is business as usual. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma­
jority leader. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

have asked the ranking manager and I 
ask the chairman whether it would be 
agreeable if the distinguished majority 
whip could handle the wrapup a couple 
minutes before we get started on this? 

Mr. SASSER. Sure. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug­

gest the absence of a quorum. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

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

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that we now have ape­
riod for morning business. 

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

HANKGREENSPUN, THE 
TRAILBLAZER 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on April 23, 
1992, a plaza in Jerusalem will be dedi­
cated to a Nevada legend and world­
class human being. 

Herman Mil ton Greens pun-a man we 
all knew as Hank-was a trailblazing 
newspaper publisher, magazine pub­
lisher, radio pioneer, television station 
owner, advertising businessman, au­
thor, international human rights activ­
ist, community leader, philanthropist, 
public relations master, decorated war 
veteran, devoted husband, proud father 
of four, and admiring grandfather. 

Hank Greenspun is a Nevada fron­
tiersman who used his wit and ingenu­
ity to blaze a path of dogged independ­
ence for the Silver State. Born in 
Brooklyn, Hank moved to Las Vegas in 
the 1940's, worked in public relations 
before turning his irrepressible talent 
to the media. He founded the first radio 
station in Las Vegas and soon there­
after purchased a small union news­
paper, which he transformed into the 
Sun. 

Hank was a pioneer and visionary 
who saw the potential for Las Vegas 
when it was just a dusty stopover for 

travelers. Today, that once little­
known town is the fastest growing city 
in America. 

In Israel, Hank is a national hero. He 
was one of the group of Americans who 
collected arms, including aircraft, for 
the underground Jewish defense orga­
nization Hagana to help establish the 
State of Israel. In 1947, he was con­
victed for smuggling arms to Israel and 
sentenced to jail and consequently lost 
his U.S. citizenship. Far from being 
dispirited, Hank stood tall and said he 
was proud of his efforts. President Lyn­
don Johnson subsequently pardoned 
him and restored his citizenship. 

Hank was forever a supporter and ac­
tivist for the State of Israel. He risked 
his livelihood, and his life, to help lib­
erate Israel. His loyalty to America 
was equally strong. He trained as a 
lawyer and served in the Armed Forces 
in World War II, rising to the rank of 
major and serving with Gen. George C. 
Patton's 3d Army as a combat officer. 

What I remember most about Hank 
was his courage. He was never afraid 
and his opinionated columns in the Sun 
took no prisoners. When he felt Nevad­
ans were being harassed by the tax 
man, he took on the Internal Revenue 
Service. And he sincerely cared about 
his community. In fact, when he was 
battling the IRS behemoth, he told 
subscribers that he would provide them 
a lawyer and reporter if they should be 
called for an audit. 

Hank will go down in American his­
tory books as an outspoken, personable 
character committed to liberty and 
justice, with a style all his own. In four 
decades of journalism, his aim was 
wide and his targets precise. There was 
never a doubt about where he stood. In 
one column, he even recommended that 
Senator Joseph McCarthy commit sui­
cide. His friendship with reclusive bil­
lionaire Howard Hughes in the 1960's 
led to a plan by President Nixon's Wa­
tergate men to burglarize his safe in 
order to uncover documents about 
Hughes' personal life. 

In July of 1989, Hank left this world, 
but he will never leave our hearts. Fol­
lowing his passing, the Las Vegas Sun 
said "his death represents the end of an 
era.'' 

Nevadans and Israelis always knew 
where Hank stood. Mr. President, I 
want my Senate colleagues and this 
nation to also know of this great man. 
The Hank Greenspun Plaza at the Jeru­
salem and University Botanical Gar­
dens is a fitting tribute to a man who 
placed his exemplary family first, al­
ways teaching them of their heritage. 
The United States of America and the 
State of Israel are better because of 
Hank Greenspun's life. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

to executive session to consider the fol- . 
lowing nominations: Calendar 39, 40, 41, 
42, 52, 54, 55, and 56 and all nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk in the 
Foreign Service. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed, en bloc; 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read; that the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, en 
bloc; that the President be imme­
diately notified of the Senate's action; 
and that the Senate return to legisla­
tive session. 

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

The nominations considered and con­
firmed, en bloc, are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
J. Brian Atwood, of the District of Colum­

bia, to be Under Secretary of State for Man­
agement. 

Lynn E. Davis, of Virginia, to be Under 
Secretary of State for International Security 
Affairs. 

Stephen A. Oxman, of New Jersey, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of State. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Lawrence H. Summers, of the District of 

Columbia, to be an Under Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Joan E. Spero, of New York, to be Under 

Secretary of State for Economic and Agri­
cultural Affairs. 

Harriet C. Babbitt, of Arizona, to be the 
Permanent Representative of the United 
States of America to the Organization of 
American States, with the rank of Ambas­
sador. 

Thomas E. Donilon, of the District of Co­
lumbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
State. 

George Edward Moose, of Maryland, a ca­
reer member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
class of Minister-Counselor, to be an Assist­
ant Secretary of State. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY'S 
DESK IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
Daniel B. Conable, and ending Franklin D. 
Lee, which nominations were received by the 
Senate on March 8, 1993, and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 9, 1993. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
Melvin W. Searls, Jr., and ending Theodore 
J. Villinski, which nominations were re­
ceived by the Senate on March 8, 1993, and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
March 9, 1993. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
Robert Bemis, and ending William J. 
Weinhold, which nominations were received 
by the Senate on March 8, 1993, and appeared 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 9, 
1993. 

Foreign Service nominations beginning 
William M. Tappe, and ending Daniel L. 
Dolan, which nominations were received by 
the Senate on March 8, 1993, and appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 9, 1993. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan- the previous order, the Senate will now 
imous consent that the Senate proceed return to legislative session. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-

MENT-EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
NO. 53, STROBE TALBOTT 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, as in exec­

utive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate turns to the con­
sideration of the nomination of Strobe 
Talbott, to be Ambassador at Large 
and Special Adviser to the Secretary of 
State on the New Independent States 
(Executive Calendar No. 53), there be 40 
minutes of debate, equally divided be­
tween the chairman of the Foreign Re­
lations Committee, Mr. PELL, or his 
designee, and the Senator from Ari­
zona, Mr. MCCAIN; that at the conclu­
sion or yielding back of time, a vote 
occur on the nomination, with out any 
intervening action; that the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; that 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate's action; and that the 
Senate return to legislative session. 

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING OF 
SENATE DOCUMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Sen­
ate Resolution 85 submitted earlier 
today by Senator PRYOR, a resolution 
to authorize the printing of additional 
copies of a Senate report entitled "De­
velopments in Aging: 1992"; that the 
resolution be agreed to and the motion 
to reconsider laid upon the table; that 
any statements relating to this resolu­
tion appear in the RECORD at the appro­
priate place. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 85) is as fol­
lows: 

S. RES. 85 
Resolved, That there shall be printed for 

the use of the Special Committee on Aging, 
in addition to the usual number of copies, 
the maximum number of copies of volumes 1 
and 2 of the annual report of the committee 
to the Senate, entitled "Developments in 
Aging: 1992", which additional copies may be 
printed at a cost not to exceed $1,200. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 4:11 p.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 bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

R.R. 175. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to authorize the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to obtain certain telephone 
subscriber information. 

R.R. 239. An act to amend the Stock Rais­
ing Homestead Act to resolve certain prob­
lems regarding subsurface estates, and for 
other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en­
rolled bills and joint resolutions: 

S. 164. An act to authorize the adjustment 
of the boundaries of the South Dakota por­
tion of the Sioux Ranger District of Custer 
National Forest, and for other purposes. 

S. 252. An act to provide for certain land 
exchanges in the State of Idaho, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 662. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, and title XIX of the Social Se­
curity Act to make technical corrections re­
lating to the Veterans Health Care Act of 
1992. 

S.J. Res. 'l:T. 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 providing for 
the appointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr. as 
a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 29. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr. 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution designating 
March 1993 and March 1994 both as "Women's 
History Month." 

At 4:45 p.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; without amendment: 

S. 284. An act to extend the suspended im­
plementation of certain requirements of the 
food stamp program on Indian reservations, 
and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en­
rolled bill: 

S. 284. An act to extend the suspended im­
plementation of certain requirements of the 
food stamp program on Indian reservations, 
and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

At 7:51 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an­
nounced that the House agree to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen­
ate to the resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) 
entitled "Concurrent resolution setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for the fis­
cal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 
1998.". 

MEASURE REFERRED 
The following measue, previously re­

ceived from the House of Representa­
tives for concurrence, was read, and re­
ferred as indicated: 

R.R. 175. An Act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to authorize the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to obtain certain telephone 
subscriber information; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that he had presented to the President 
of the United States, the following en­
rolled bill: 

On March 31, 1993: 
S. 284. An act to extend the suspended im­

plementation of certain requirements of the 
food stamp program on Indian reservations, 
and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc­
uments, which were referred as indi­
cated: 

EC--697. A communication from the Chair­
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re­
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu­
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer­
tified material relative to the Navy's Base 
Structure Data Base; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-698. A communication from the Prin­
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics), transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to strate­
gic and critical materials; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-699. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of Energy (Environ­
mental Restoration and Waste Management), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a notice of 
delay in submission of a report on research 
activities for fiscal year 1992; to the Commit­
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-700. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), transmit­
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the For­
eign Comparative Testing Program for fiscal 
year 1992; to the Committee on Armed Serv­
ices. 

EC-701. A communication from the Chair­
man of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel­
ative to the enforcement of the Fair Debt 
Collection Practices Act; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-702. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Resolution Trust Corpora­
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
identifying and describing covered property 
of the Corporation as of September 30, 1992; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-703. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary (Domestic Finance) of 
the Department of the Treasury, transmit­
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the permanent debt limit; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC-704. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af­
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re­
port relative to voluntary contributions 
made by the United States to International 
Organizations for the period April 1992 to 
September 1992; to the Committee on For­
eign Relations. 

EC-705. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of State (Legislative Af­
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
texts of an International Labor Organization 
convention and recommendation regarding 
workers' claims; to the Committee on For­
eign Relations. 

EC-706. A communication from the Chair­
man of the Merit System Protection Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re­
port of the Board for fiscal year 1992; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-707. A communication from the Admin­
istrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu­
ant to law, a report relative to actions of the 
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Administration which involve costs in excess 
of $50,000; to the Committee on the Judici­
ary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following report of the commit­

tee was submitted: 
By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 

Governmental Affairs: 
Report entitled "Activities of the Commit­

tee on Governmental Affairs for 102nd Con­
gress" (Rept. No. 103-32). 

By Mr. BAUCUS, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works: 

Report entitled "Report To the Senate On 
the Activities of the Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works For the 102nd Con­
gress" (Rept. No. 103-33). 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER, from the Commit­
tee on Veterans' Affairs: 

Report entitled "Legislative and Oversight 
Activities During the 102nd Congress by the 
Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs" 
(Rept. No. 103-34). 

Report entitled "Legislative Activities of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations-102nd 
Congress" (Rept. 103-35). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

John M. Deutch, of Massachusetts, to be 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con­
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

The following named officer to be 
placed on the retired list in the grade 
indicated under the provisions of Title 
10, United States Code, Section 1370: 

To be Vice Admiral 
Vice Adm. Roger F. Bacon, 531-34-2261, U.S. 

Navy. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Terrence R. Duvernay, Sr. of Georgia, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Housing and Urban De­
velopment. 
. Jean Nolan, of Maryland, to be an Assist­

ant Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con­
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu­
tions were introduced, read the first 

and second time by unanimous con­
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 680. A bill to provide for toy safety, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself, Mr. LEVIN, 
and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 681. A bill to amend chapter 35 of title 
44, United States Code, relating to Govern­
ment paperwork reduction, to modify the 
Federal regulatory review process, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern­
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 682. A bill to allow the psychiatric or 

psychological examinations required under 
chapter 313 of title 18, United States Code, 
relating to offenders with mental disease or 
defect to be conducted by a clinical social 
worker; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 683. A bill to amend title xvm of the 
Social Security Act to provide improved re­
imbursement for clinical social worker serv­
ices under the medicare program; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
WELLSTONE): 

S. 684. A bill to establish a national health 
plan, and for other purposes; to the Commit­
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
S . . 685. A bill to authorize appropriations 

for the American Folklife Center for fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997; to the Com­
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. KRUEGER (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. JOHN­
STON): 

S. 686. A bill to establish a Gulf of Mexico 
Commission and a Gulf of Mexico Program 
Office within the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
DANFORTH, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 687. A bill to regulate interstate com­
merce by providing for a uniform product li­
ability law, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. METZENBAUM, and Mr. 
MURKOWSKI): 

S.J. Res. 76. Joint resolution concerning 
the dedication of the United States Holo­
caust Memorial Museum; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution to designate 

the week of April 18, 1993, through April 24, 
1993, as "International Student Awareness 
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
PRYOR, and Mr. BUMPERS): 

S.J. Res. 78. Joint resolution designating 
the beach at 53 degrees 53'5l'"N, 166 degrees 
34'15"W to 53 degrees 53'48"N, 166 degrees 
34'2l"W on Hog Island, which lies in the 
Northeast Bay of Unalaska, Alaska as "Ar­
kansas Beach" in commemoration of the 
206th regiment of the National Guard, who 
served during the Japanese attack on Dutch 
Harbor, Unalaska on June 3 and 4, 1942; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re­
sources. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PRYOR: 
S. Res. 85. Resolution to authorize the 

printing of additional copies of a Senate re­
port entitled "Developments in Aging: 1992"; 
considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself and 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 680. A bill to provide for toy safety 
and for other purposes; to the Commit­
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans­
portation. 

THE CHILD SAFETY PROTECTION ACT 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Child Safety Pro­
tection Act. I am pleased to be joined 
by another member of the Senate Com­
merce Committee, Senator ROCKE­
FELLER. · This legislation will establish 
warning labels for the packaging of 
toys that contain small and dangerous 
parts, establish minimum choke-proof 
size requirements for balls intended for 
children under the age of 3, and it will 
create national mandatory perform­
ance standards for bicycle helmets. 

Earlier this month, an identical 
measure introduced by Congresswoman 
CARDISS COLLINS passed in the House 
by an overwhelming margin of 362-38. 
Clearly, this legislation has great sup­
port and deserves immediate consider­
ation. 

According to the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, in each year be­
tween 1980 and 1988, 3,200 children were 
rushed to hospital emergency rooms 
for toy-related ingestion and aspiration 
injuries. And in the years between 1980 
and 1991, 186 children choked to death 
on balloons, marbles, and small balls. 

Young children have an instinctive 
desire to put everything within reach 
into their mouth. More often than not, 
this is harmless. But when small chil­
dren reach for a fire engine whose lad­
der is removable, or a small ball that 
looks like candy, that seemingly harm­
less toy may end up seriously injuring 
or killing the child. Too often, it is 
hard for a parent to tell if a toy, in its 
sealed package, has small pieces that 
are potentially dangerous. 

While some toy manufacturers do 
label toys with small parts, each toy is 
labeled differently. It isn't clear to the 
consumer that the product may threat­
en their child's safety. By setting forth 
one uniform label that is clear and con­
spicuous, parents can easily tell if a 
toy's small parts present a hazard. 

This measure is based on the expert 
staff recommendations of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission 
after an extensive study of the prob­
lem. Unfortunately, the CPSC Commis­
sioners chose to reject its own staff's 
recommendations and voted to termi­
nate its rulemaking. 

The CPSC would not rule on a warn­
ing label for toys with small parts con­
tending that parents allow their chil-
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dren to play with toys that are in­
tended for older children-which may 
have small parts-because they think 
that the age designation concerns the 
child's intellectual capability, rather 
than the child's safety. 

And yet, this type of warning label 
would tell consumers, in precisely 
clear terms, that these toys are not in­
tended for small children because they 
pose a very real safety threat, and not 
because the child is not intellectually 
ready for them. 

The CPSC also said that they would 
not rule on the application of choking 
warning labels on balloons, because the 
labeling would apply to only 64 percent 
of the balloons sold each year. I be­
lieve, however, that 64 percent of the 
parents who tragically lost a child last 
year would have been grateful for this 
type of warning label on the package. 

The second part of this legislation 
addresses the need for uniform bicycle 
helmet performance standards. 

Tragically, 1,200 people die in bicy­
cle-related accidents each year includ­
ing 400 children. In 1990, an estimated 
383,459 children up to 14 years of age 
were treated in emergency rooms for 
bike-related injuries; 75 percent of all 
cyclists' deaths involved head injuries 
and 70 percent of all hospitalized cy­
clists are treated for head trauma. 

What I find even more distressing is 
that these tragedies are preventable. 
According to a study done in my State 
by Harborview Medical Center and pub­
lished in the New England Journal, a 
solution as simple as wearing a bike 
helmet can reduce the risk of head in­
jury by 85 percent and the risk of brain 
injury by almost 90 percent. 

The message is clear, bicycle helmets 
that are designed and built properly 
save lives. 

While only 5 percent of children na­
tionwide use bicycle helmets, more 
people and communities are taking 
measures to encourage and require hel­
met use. In fact, just this month, a new 
law in portions of King County went 
into effect requiring all bike riders, 
adults, as well as children, to wear bike 
helmets. Legislation is pending in our 
State legislature to pass a statewide 
measure. While these measures are 
very commendable, it is troubling that 
we have no way of knowing whether or 
not all helmets will really work when 
put to test. 

Two organizations have set forth vol­
untary bicycle helmet performance 
standards. Many helmets sold today, 
such as those sold by Pro-Tech of Kent, 
WA, do meet the voluntary standards 
and provide fine protection. These rep­
utable companies like Pro-Tech are not 
the problem; unfortunately, we do hear 
evidence that some bike helmets, pri­
marily those imported from abroad, 
may not meet the voluntary standards 
even if they are so labeled. This is why 
we need Federal standards to ensure 
compliance. People who buy bike hel-

mets for their children or for their own 
use deserve to know that the helmet 
will perform in an accident. 

Four years of delay since the CPSC 
first began studying the issues of toy 
safety and bike helmet standards have 
meant 4 years of preventable, unneces­
sary childhood deaths. I can't begin to 
imagine the grief that a parent feels 
over the loss of their child-but if we 
can take steps to prevent these trage­
dies, it is imperative that we do so. 

The Child Safety Protection Act is 
supported by the major consumer 
groups and by the Safe Kids campaign. 
It is critically important to thousands 
of parents and consumers, and I urge 
my colleagues to give it their full sup­
port. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be placed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 680 
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 "Child Safety 
Protection Act". 
SEC. 2. REQUIREMENTS FOR LABELING AND BAN· 

NING. 
(a) TOYS OR GAMES FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE 

AT LEAST 3.-
(1) REQUIREMENT.-The packaging of any 

toy or game intended for use by children who 
are at least 3 years old but not older than 6 
years or such other upper age limit as the 
Commission may determine which may not 
be less than 5 years old, any descriptive ma­
terials which accompany such toy or game, 
and the bin, container for retail display, or 
vending machine from which it is dispensed 
shall bear or contain the cautionary label de­
scribed in paragraph (2) if the toy or game--

(A) is manufactured for sale, offered for 
sale, or distributed in commerce in the Unit­
ed States, and 

(B) includes a small part, as defined by the 
Commission. 
In the case of such a toy or game dispensed 
from a vending machine, the packaging of 
such toy or game shall not be required to 
bear the cautionary label described in para­
graph (2). 

(2) LABEL.-The cautionary label required 
paragraph (1) for a toy or game shall be as 
follows: 

WARNING 

CHOKING HAZARD-This toy has small parts. 

Keep away from children under 3 years old. 

(b) BALLOONS, SMALL BALLS, AND MARBLES 
AND TOYS AND GAMES.-

(1) REQUmEMENT.-ln the case of any bal­
loon, small ball intended for children 3 years 
of age or older, marble intended for children 
3 years of age or older, or any toy or game 
which contains such a balloon, small ball, or 
marble, which is manufactured for sale, of­
fered for sale, or distributed in commerce in 
the United States-

(A) the packaging of such balloon, small 
ball, or marble or toy or game, 

(B) any descriptive materials which accom­
pany such balloon, small ball, or marble or 
toy or game, and 

(C) the bin or container for retail display 
of a balloon, small ball, or marble or toy or 
game or the vending machine from which the 
balloon, small ball, or marble or toy or game 
is dispensed, 
shall contain the cautionary label described 
in paragraph (2). In the case of such a bal­
loon, small ball, or marble or toy or game 
dispensed from a vending machine, the pack­
aging of such a balloon, small ball, or marble 
or toy or game shall not be required to bear 
the cautionary label described in paragraph 
(2). 

(2) LABEL.-The cautionary label required 
under paragraph (1) for a balloon, small ball, 
marble, or toy or game shall be as follows: 

(A) BALLOONS.-

WARNING 

Children under 8 can CHOKE TO DEATH 
on uninflated or broken balloons. 

Adult supervision required. 

Keep uninflated balloons from children. 
Discard broken balloons at once. 

(B) SMALL BALLS.-

& WARNING 

CHOKING HAZARD-This toy is or has a small ball 
that presents a choking hazard. 

Keep away from children under 3 years old. 
Remind 3 and 4 years old to keep small balls out 
of mouth. 

(C) MARBLES, TOYS, AND GAMES.-

WARNING 

CHOKE HAZARD-This toy has small parts. 

Keep away from children under 3 years old. 

(3) DEFINITlON.-For purposes of this sub­
section, a small ball is a ball with a diameter 
of 1. 75 inches or less. 

(C) GENERAL LABELING REQUffiEMENTS.-All 
labeling required under subsection (a) or (b) 
for a toy or game or balloon, small ball, or 
marble shall-

(1) be prominently and conspicuously dis­
played on the packaging of the toy or game 
or balloon, small ball, or marble, on any de­
scriptive materials which accompany the toy 
or game or balloon, small ball, or marble, 
and on the bin or container for retail display 
of the toy or game or balloon, small ball, or 
marble or the vending machine from which 
the toy or game or balloon, small ball, or 
marble is dispensed, and 

(2) be visible and noticeable. 
(d) ENFORCEMENT.-The requirements of 

subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall be consid­
ered to be a regulation issued by the 
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Consumer Product Safety Commission under 
section 3(b) of the Federal Hazardous Sub­
stances Act (15 U.S.C. 1262(b)). 

(e) OTHER SMALL BALLS.-A small ball-
(1) intended for children under the age of 3, 

and 
(2) with a diameter of 1.75 inches or less, 

shall be considered a banned hazardous sub­
stance under section 2(q) of the Federal Haz­
ardous Substances Act. 
SEC. 3. REGULATIONS AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) REGULATIONS.-The Consumer Product 
Safety Commission shall promulgate regula­
tions, under section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, for the implementation of sec­
tion 2 by January 1, 1994. Subsections (f) 
through (i) of section 3 of the Federal Haz­
ardous Substances Act (15 U.S.C 1262) shall 
not apply with respect to the issuance of reg­
ulations under this subsection. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2 shall take 
effect February 1, 1994, with respect to prod­
ucts entered into commerce on or after that 
date. 
SEC. 4. BICYCLE HELMETS. 

(a) INITIAL STANDARD.-Within 9 months of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, all bi­
cycle helmets manufactured after the expira­
tion of such 9 months shall conform to-

(1) the ANSI standard designated Z00.4-
1984, 

(2) the 1990 Snell Memorial Foundation 
Standard for Protective Headgear for Use in 
Bicycling, B-90, or 

(3) such other standard as the Commission 
determines is appropriate, 
until a standard under subsection (b) takes 
effect. A helmet which does not conform to a 
standard identified in paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3) shall, until the standard takes effect 
under subsection (b), be considered in viola­
tion of a consumer product safety standard 
issued under the Consumer Product Safety 
Act. 

(b) PROCEEDING.-Within 60 days of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission shall 
begin a proceeding under section 553 of title 
5, United States Code, to-

(1) harmonize the requirements of the 
ANSI standard, the Snell standard, and other 
appropriate standards into a standard of the 
Commission, 

(2) include in the standard of the Commis­
sion provisions to protect against helmets 
rolling off the heads of riders, 

(3) include in the standard of the Commis­
sion standards which address risk of injury 
to children, and 

(4) include additional provisions as appro­
priate. 
The standard developed under paragraphs (1) 
through (4) shall be considered a consumer 
product safety standard issued under the 
Consumer Product Safety Act and shall take 
effect 1 year after the date it is issued. Sec­
tions 7, 9, and 30(d) of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056, 2058, 2079(d)) shall 
not apply to any proceeding under this sub­
section and section 11 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 
2060) shall not apply with respect to any 
standard issued as a result of such proceed­
ing.• 
• Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today it is my privilege to join Senator 
GORTON in introducing the Child Safety 
Protection Act. As the chairman of the 
National Commission on Children, I 
have worked to place children and 
their families at the top of the national 
agenda. This legislation is an example 
of meaningful action we can take in 

the U.S. Senate on behalf of America's 
families and children. 

As many of us know, the first 3 years 
of a child's life are a period of intense 
and extraordinary development, a time 
to reach out and explore. All too often 
though, children are unintentionally 
exposed to toys or small parts of toys 
that pose a choking hazard. One reason 
for this is because there is currently no 
Federal standard for warning labels on 
toys. Many times if there is a warning 
label on a particular toy, it gets lost 
among the colorful pictures or artwork 
on the toy's packaging. Or, the warn­
ing is misunderstood by parents, who 
understandably believe that the words 
"for ages 3 and up" refer solely to the 
child's intellectual development and 
not to the physical dangers presented 
by small toys. The Child Safety Protec­
tion Act will help address these prob­
lems by requiring that clear, visible 
warning labels be placed on all toys 
that are small enough or contain parts 
small enough for a child to choke on, 
even if the toy is intended for children 
over 3. 

Along with the warning label stand­
ards, this legislation requires that 
balls intended for children under 3 
meet minimum chokeproof size re­
quirements. If a manufacturer makes 
balls smaller than chokeproof size, this 
bill will prevent the marketing of these 
little balls to children under 3 who are 
put at risk when playing with them. 

Another important element of this 
legislation establishes a minimum 
safety standard for bicycle helmets. 
Far too many bicycle deaths are caused 
by trauma to the head. To be specific, 
70 percent of the approximately 1,200 
bicycle deaths per year are caused by 
head trauma, according to the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 
In many cases, parents who believe 
they are purchasing safe bicycle hel­
mets for their children are unknow­
ingly spending their money for prod­
ucts that may not provide adequate 
protection. The current, voluntary hel­
met standards-while closely followed 
by some manufacturers-are simply 
not enough to adequately protect con­
sumers and children. By establishing a 
mandatory national standard for bicy­
cle helmets, this legislation will help 
assure that consumers, particularly 
children, are adequately protected. 

As I have said before, there are no 
quick fixes to the many problems that 
threaten the lives and safety of so 
many of America's young people. But 
solutions are within reach, and the 
Child Safety Protection Act is part of 
that effort. It is another step-not a 
giant one, but another meaningful step 
we can take in the U.S. Senate on be­
half of America's children and families. 
It is an action that they richly deserve, 
and I urge my Senate colleagues to 
support this legislation.• 

By Mr. GLENN (for himself, Mr. 
LEVIN, and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 681. A bill to amend chapter 35 of 
title 44, United States Code, relating to 
Government paperwork reduction, to 
modify the Federal regulatory review 
process, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 
PAPERWORK REDUCTION REAUTHORIZATION ACT 

OF 1993 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I intro­
duce the Paperwork Reduction Reau­
thorization Act of 1993. The primary 
purpose of this legislation is, as the 
name suggests, to reauthorize the Pa­
perwork Reduction Act of 1980. As my 
colleagues know, this is the very im­
portant law that we all depend on to 
cut Government redtape and to ensure 
value for the billions of dollars the 
Federal Government spends on infor­
mation activities. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, I can say that 
this legislation has the highest prior­
ity. Its speedy consideration and pas­
sage is needed to revitalize efforts to 
reduce paperwork burdens on the 
American public and to reduce wasteful 
spending on information and informa­
tion technology that the Government 
can't use or doesn' t need. 

The bill I introduce today strength­
ens the act's important purposes and 
will help us get beyond the controver­
sies that have dogged the act and its 
implementing office, OMB's Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs 
[OIRAJ. The Paperwork Reduction Re­
authorization Act of 1993: 

First, reauthorizes appropriations for 
OIRA for 4 years-$8 million for fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995 and 1996; second, 
strengthens agency and OIRA efforts to 
reduce paperwork burdens on the pub­
lic; third, improves the management of 
Federal information resources [IRMJ; 
and fourth, establishes basic public ac­
countability procedures for Presi­
dential regulatory review. 

I believe that with this legislation we 
can show the American people that we 
are making real progress toward cut­
ting out redtape and improving Gov­
ernment information practices. More­
over, I am confident that we can reach 
this goal because of the commitment 
to this important issue that I see from 
the new administration. Let me add 
that I look forward to working with 
my colleagues, especially Senator 
NUNN and Senator BUMPERS, who are 
also strong proponents of paperwork 
reduction, to ensure that we quickly 
produce an effective reauthorization 
bill that addresses everyone's concerns. 

OIRA'S MISSION 
Since the Paperwork Reduction Act 

was first implemented in 1981, OIRA 
has served an essential function as the 
Federal paperwork cop. The act gave 
OIRA the power necessary to force Fed­
eral agencies to cut back on the paper­
work burdens they impose on the 
American public. And that is no incon­
siderable burden. The Chamber of Com­
merce estimates that Federal Govern-
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ment paperwork costs our Nation $325 
billion annually. This is up from the 
$100 billion reported by the Commis­
sion on Federal Paperwork in 1977. 

These figures are not just figments of 
some economist's imagination. The 
dollars are very real. In my campaign 
for reelection to the Senate last year, I 
heard, more than I have heard before, 
the repeated, and very specific, com­
plain ts of small and large businesses 
alike, hurting under the burdens of 
Government redtape-forms, surveys, 
reporting and recordkeeping require­
ments-they all add up. If we are to 
create change in Government and get 
our country on the road to renewed 
leadership in our global economy, we 
must make sure that we here in Wash­
ington are not a drag on our people. 
OIRA and a reauthorized Paperwork 
Reduction Act are essential to that ef­
fort. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today maintains and strengthens 
OIRA's strong central paperwork re­
duction role. In addition to the paper­
work clearance process, the bill estab­
lishes new requirements for OIRA to 
proactively identify initiatives to re­
duce paperwork burdens. OIRA should 
not simply wait passively for agencies 
to propose new paperwork require­
ments, it should work with agencies to 
find new ways to fulfill program mis­
sions while reducing redtape. My bill 
also requires OIRA to work with the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
to cut paperwork burdens associated 
with Government purchasing. As many 
businesses know, trying to do business 
with the Federal Government can be a 
nightmare in bureaucratic require­
ments. 

My legisla tion sharpens OIRA's focus 
on the reduction of paperwork burdens 
on those most heavily burdened, like 
individuals, small businesses, edu­
cational institutions, non-profit orga­
nizations, and State and local govern­
ments. Unfortunately, it is no secret 
that over the last 12 years, OIRA tar­
geted health, safety and environmental 
regulations, while letting up on other 
redtape requirements that are terribly 
burdensome on the average American 
individual or business or college. 
Health care paperwork, tax paperwork, 
Government contracting paperwork, 
Government grant paperwork-the list 
goes on and on. And I think my col­
leagues will agree that OIRA can and 
should do more in all these areas. It's 
only fair. 

Paperwork reduction is, of course, 
more than just cutting out individual 
forms and requirements. The Federal 
Paperwork Commission had it right in 
1977 when it reported to Congress that, 

Not only are specific rules, forms and pro­
cedures not working properly, but also that 
the organizational structures, management 
policies and operating systems for delivering 
citizen services and benefits are often obso­
lete, weak, or misdirected in emphasis and 
priority . These flaws and deficiencies are the 

root causes of excessive paperwork and red 
tape. * * *Thus the real culprit of the paper­
work burden is mismanagement of informa­
tion resources.-Information Resources Man­
agement: A Report of the Commission on 
Federal Paperwork, September 9, 1977, pp. 
10, 12. 

It was precisely because of the Com­
mission's recommendations that Con­
gress in 1980 passed the Paperwork Re­
duction Act to create a single informa­
tion resources management approach 
by which to improve the Federal Gov­
ernment's management of its informa­
tion activities. Congress agreed with 
the Commission, that IRM can, 

Make a significant impact in reducing the 
economic burdens of paperwork on the public 
by reducing duplication, clearly justifying 
information needs, improving reporting 
forms and collection processes, and effec­
tively and efficiently utilizing modern infor­
mation handling techniques and tech­
nologies.- ibid., p. 16. 

Given the growing use of computers 
and other information technology by 
the government, the management job 
and the resources at risk are vast. As 
the General Accounting Office recently 
reported: 

The Federal government spends over S20 
billion annually on new [information] tech­
nology-and tens of billions more running 
current systems. Yet agency after agency 
still lacks critical information needed to 
analyze programmatic issues, manage agen­
cy resources, control expenditures, and dem­
onstrate measurable results. Moreover, the 
g-0vernment is falling farther behind the pri­
vate sector in using information technology 
to streamline its operations and improve 
service to the public.-GAO/OCG-93-STR, p.4, 
December 1992. 

There is no way around this problem. 
The information revolution is giving 
the Government new and more efficient 
ways of doing business. Congress gave 
OIRA the tools it needs in the Paper­
work Reduction Act to ensure that in­
deed the Government realizes the bene­
fits of this new technology and at the 
same time minimizes its burdens on 
the American public. GAO's report, 
however, shows that we have not had 
enough progress. Simply put, OIRA has 
not been able to fulfill its role as IRM 
manager-partly because it has not had 
the resources or support from the top, 
and partly because its focus has been 
elsewhere, namely paperwork reduc­
tion as a part of its regulatory review 
operation. 

This cannot continue. Too much 
money and Government effort is at 
risk. OIRA simply needs to do a better 
job. Thus, my legislation authorizes 
more funding for OIRA. It also clarifies 
and streamlines the Act's IRM man­
dates to ensure that OIRA can do its 
job better, and so that agencies will 
understand that they too have a re­
sponsibility to manage their informa­
tion resources effectively and effi­
ciently in order to better perform their 
public missions. 

OIRA' S CONTROVERSY 

As my colleagues know, there is 
more to OIRA and the Paperwork Re-

duction Act than merely management 
improvement. The reason is that for 
the past 12 years, OIRA's paperwork re­
duction work has taken place in the 
context of the regulatory review au­
thority given to OIRA by Presidential 
Executive orders. This responsibility, 
important as it is, added a political 
element that created most of the con­
troversy that has dogged OIRA 
since 1981. 

Indeed, as many of my colleagues re­
member, it was disagreement about the 
extent of public disclosure to be pro­
vided in OMB regulatory review that 
killed the 1990 compromise that I had 
reached with the administration to re­
authorize the act. Yes, matters have at 
times gotten so complicated that even 
a bipartisan compromise between the 
Bush administration and Democrats 
and Republicans on the Senate Govern­
mental Affairs Committee and the 
House Government Operations Com­
mittee was not enough to get the act 
reauthorized. Moreover, when this dis­
agreement was locked into place by the 
emergence of the Council on Competi­
tiveness, prospects for reauthorization 
effectively disappeared altogether. 

Reauthorization was also com­
plicated by the controversy and confu­
sion that arose in the aftermath of the 
1990 Supreme Court decision in Dole 
versus United Steelworkers, regarding 
OIRA's paperwork review of OSHA's 
Hazard Communication Standard. As I 
described in a recent statement to the 
Senate on March 4, 1993, given the 
criticisms of OIRA's use of its regu­
latory review power, it was no surprise 
that OIRA's controversial record would 
color the question of whether OIRA 
could use its statutory paperwork 
clearance authority to review regu­
latory information disclosure require­
ments. As I also said in my recent 
statement, I believe now is the time to 
return to this issue and develop a uni­
form way of reviewing information dis­
closure as well as collection require­
ments. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to crafting this solution. 

I am also hopeful that we can move 
forward quickly, because we now have 
a new administration, equally commit­
ted to paperwork reduction and equally 
committed to the need for centralized 
regulatory review-and I applaud and 
support both. At the same time, the 
new administration is more committed 
to sunshine, and more willing to insti­
tutionalize the public accountability 
procedures that many of my colleagues 
in both Houses have been seeking for 
many years. To that end, the legisla­
tion I introduce today contains as a 
title II, a set of regulatory review sun­
shine procedures. As the summary of 
the bill attached to my statement 
states, the sunshine provisions are 
identical to S. 168, which I introduced 
earlier this Congress, and is derived 
from legislation of the 102d Congress 
(S. 1942), which was reported favorably 
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by the Committee on Governmental Af­
fairs by a bipartisan vote. 

The regulatory review sunshine pro­
visions require disclosure of regulatory 
review information after the end of re­
view, including written and oral com­
munications with nongovernmental 
parties, and written communications 
between the regulatory reviewer and 
the rulemaking agency. The bill does 
not require disclosure of oral commu­
nications between the reviewer and the 
agency. Deadlines are also created. Fi­
nally, conversations with the Presi­
dent, the Vice President, or Cabinet 
members are exempted from the disclo­
sure requirements. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. President, I am eager to work 

with my colleagues and the new admin­
istration to pass effective paperwork 
reduction reauthorization legislation. 
Together we can cut redtape and im­
prove Government operations. I am 
also convinced that the successful re­
authorization of the act will get us be­
yond the politicization that has dogged 
OIRA and this issue for the last decade. 

I ask that the text of the Paperwork 
Reduction Reauthorization Act of 1993 
and a summary be inserted into the 
RECORD, following my remarks. 

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

s. 681 

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 "Paperwork 
Reduction Reauthorization Act of 1993". 
TITLE I-PAPERWORK REDUCTION AND 

INFORMATION RESOURCES MANAGE­
MENT BY FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND 
AGENCIES 

SEC. 101. PURPOSE. 
Section 3501 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 3501. Purpose 

"The purpose of this chapter is to-
"(1) ensure the greatest possible public 

benefit from information collected, main­
tained, used, disseminated, and retained by 
the Federal Government; 

"(2) eliminate any unnecessary Federal pa­
perwork burden for individuals, small busi­
nesses, educational institutions, nonprofit 
organizations, State and local governments, 
and other persons; 

"(3) minimize the cost to the Federal Gov­
ernment of collecting, maintaining, using, 
retaining, and disseminating information; 

"(4) emphasize Federal information re­
sources management as a comprehensive and 
integrated process for improving the produc­
tivity, efficiency, and effectiveness of Gov­
ernment programs, including service deliv­
ery to the public; 

"(5) improve the quality and use of Federal 
information to strengthen decisionmaking, 
accountability, and openness in Government 
and society; 

"(6) ensure that information technology is 
acquired, used, and managed consistent with 
the purposes of chapter 35 of title 44, United 
States Code, to improve performance of 
agency missions; 

"(7) coordinate, integrate, and to the ex­
tent practicable and appropriate, make uni­
form Federal information policies and prac­
tices; 

"(8) improve the accountability of the Of­
fice of Management and Budget and all Fed­
eral agencies to Congress and to the public 
for the effective implementation of this 
chapter; 

"(9) ensure that the collection, mainte­
nance, use, dissemination, and retention of 
information by the Federal Government is 
consistent with applicable laws, including 
laws relating to-

"(A) confidentiality of information, includ­
ing section 552a of title 5, United States 
Code; 

"(B) security of information, including the 
Computer Security Act of 1987 (Public Law 
100-235); and 

"(C) access to information, including sec­
tion 552 of title 5, United States Code; 

"(10) encourage dissemination of public in­
formation through a diversity of public and 
private providers, consistent with the Gov­
ernment's obligation to disseminate public 
information; 

"(11) provide for the dissemination of pub­
lic information on a timely basis, on equi­
table terms, and in a manner that promotes 
the usefulness of the information to . the pub­
lic and makes effective use of information 
technology; and 

"(12) strengthen the partnership between 
the Federal Government and State and local 
governments in the collection and sharing of 
government information.". 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 3502 of title 44, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) by striking out paragraphs (2), (5), (6), 
(7), (9), (12), and (17); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (8), 
(10), (11), (13), (14), (15), and (16) as paragraphs 
(2), (3), ( 4), (5), (6), (7), (8), (10), and (11), re­
spectively; 

(3) by amending paragraph (2) (as redesig­
nated by paragraph (2) of this section) by in­
serting before the semicolon a comma and 
"including the resources expended for re­
viewing instructions, searching data sources, 
obtaining, compiling, and maintaining the 
necessary data, completing and reviewing 
the collection of information, and transmit­
ting or otherwise disclosing the information 
involved"; 

(4) by amending paragraph (3) (as redesig­
nated by paragraph (2) of this section) by 
substituting "regardless of form or format" 
for "through the use of written report forms, 
application forms, schedules, questionnaires, 
reporting or recordkeeping requirements, or 
other similar methods"; 

(5) by amending paragraph (6) (as redesig­
nated by paragraph (2) of this section) by in­
serting "regardless of form or format" after 
"method"; 

(6) by amending paragraph (7) (as redesig­
nated by paragraph (2) of this section) to 
read as follows: 

"(7) the term 'information resources man­
agement' means the process of systemati­
cally defining and meeting information 
needs to accomplish agency missions in the 
context of the information life cycle, which 
includes the stages of information from cre­
ation or collection through final disposi­
tion;"; 

(7) by amending paragraph (8) (as redesig­
nated by paragraph (2) of this section) to 
read as follows: 

"(8) the term 'information system' means 
an organized and distinct set of processes 
and technology, automated or manual, that 

collect, process, distribute or store informa­
tion;"; 

(8) by inserting after paragraph (8) (as re­
designated by paragraph (2) of this section) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(9) the term 'information technology' has 
the same meaning as the term 'automatic 
data processing equipment' as defined under 
section lll(a)(2) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 759(a)(2)), but does not include any 
system or equipment, the function, oper­
ation or use of which-

"(A) involves intelligence activities; 
"(B) involves cryptologic activities related 

to national security; 
"(C) involves the direct command and con­

trol of military forces; 
"(D) involves equipment which is an inte­

gral part of a weapon or weapons system; or 
"(E) is critical to the direct fulfillment of 

military or intelligence missions, provided 
that this exclusion shall not include infor­
mation technology used for routine adminis­
trative and business applications such as 
payroll, finance, logistics, and personnel 
management;"; and 

(9) by inserting after paragraph (11) (as re­
designated by paragraph (2) of this section) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(12) the term 'public information' means 
any information, regardless of form or for­
mat, that an agency discloses, disseminates, 
or makes available to the public pursuant to 
law, rule, regulation, policy, or practice, and 
any part of that information;". 
SEC. 103. OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGU· 

LATORY AFFAIRS. 
Section 3503 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) in subsection (b), in the last sentence by 

inserting "and information resources man­
agement" after "policy"; and 

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

"(c) The Administrator and employees of 
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af­
fairs shall be appointed with special atten­
tion to professional qualifications required 
to administer the functions of the Office de­
scribed under this chapter. Such qualifica­
tions shall include relevant education, work 
experience, or related professional activi­
ties.". 
SEC. 104. AUTHORITY AND FUNCTIONS OF THE 

DIRECTOR. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 3504(a) of title 44, 

United States Code, is amended in the first 
sentence: 

(1) by striking out "and implement" and 
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and "im­
plement, and coordinate"; 

(2) by inserting ", public access to informa­
tion," after "dissemination of information"; 
and 

(3) by striking out "automatic data proc­
essing, telecommunications, and other". 

(b) GENERAL INFORMATION POLICY FUNC­
TIONS.-Section 3504(b) of title 44, United 
States Code, is amended: 

(1) in the first sentence by inserting " be to 
oversee the use of information and informa­
tion technology to improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of Government operations 
to serve agency missions, including service 
delivery to the public, and shall" after "the 
Director shall"; 

(2) by amending paragraph (1) to read as 
follows: 

"(1) developing, implementing and updat­
ing uniform information resources manage­
ment policies and overseeing the develop­
ment of information resources management 
principles, standards, guidelines, and goals 
and the achievement of those goals;"; 
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(3) by amending paragraph (4) to read as 

follows: 
" (4) promoting greater sharing of informa­

tion within and between agencies, and dis­
semination of and access to public informa­
tion, including through the use of the Fed­
eral Information Locator System, the review 
of budget proposals, and requiring the utili­
zation of common standards for information 
collection, storage, processing and commu­
nication, including for network inter 
connectivity and interoperability;"; 

(4) in paragraph (5) by striking out "infor­
mation management practices to determine 
their adequacy and efficiency" and inserting 
in lieu thereof " information resources man­
agement practices to determine the ade­
quacy, efficiency, and effectiveness in serv­
ing agency mission goals"; 

(5) by amending paragraph (6) to read as 
follows: 

"(6) overseeing planning for, and conduct 
of, research and training with respect to 
Federal information resources management; 
and"; and 

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

" (7) coordinating the integration of all 
management of information functions and 
program functions through the approach of 
information resources management.". 

(c) INFORMATION COLLECTION FUNCTIONS.­
Section 3504(c) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (3)(C), by inserting "to the 
extent practicable, an estimate of its bur­
den," after "to be used,"; 

(2) by striking out paragraphs (5), (6), and 
(7) and inserting in lieu thereof the following 
new paragraphs: 

"(5) promoting the elimination of unneces­
sary burdens imposed through the collection 
of Federal information, with particular em­
phasis on those persons most heavily bur­
dened, including small businesses, edu­
cational institutions, nonprofit organiza­
tions, and State and local governments, es­
pecially in the areas of Federal procurement, 
grant programs, Federal-State cooperative 
programs, Federal taxation, and United 
States international competitiveness; and 

"(6) coordination with the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy to address unnecessary 
paperwork burdens associated with Federal 
procurement.''. 

(d) STATISTICAL POLICY AND COORDINATION 
FUNCTIONS.-Section 3504(d) of title 44, Unit­
ed States Code, is amended: 

(1) by striking out paragraphs (2) and (6); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (7) 

as paragraphs (2) and (6), respectively; 
(3) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as re­

designated by paragraph (2) of this sub­
section) the following new paragraph: 

" (1) coordinating the activities of the Fed­
eral statistical system in order to ensure its 
efficiency and effectiveness, and the integ­
rity, objectivity, impartiality, usefulness, 
and confidentiality of Federal statistics;''; 

(4) in paragraph (4) by inserting "timely 
release of statistical data, " after "dissemi­
nation,"; 

(5) in paragraph (6) (as redesignated under 
paragraph (2) of this subsection) by striking 
out the period and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and " and"; and 

(6) by inserting at the end thereof the fol­
lowing new paragraph: 

"(7) coordinating the participation of the 
United States in international statistical ac­
tivities, including the development of com­
parable statistics.''. 

(e) RECORDS MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS.­
Section 3504(e)(3) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" (3) overseeing the application of records 
management policies, principles, standards, 
and guidelines, including requirements for 
archiving information maintained in elec­
tronic format, in the planning and design of 
information systems. " . 

(f) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUNCTIONS.­
Section 3504(g) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" (g) The Federal information technology 
functions of the Director shall include-

"(1) developing and implementing, in con­
sultation with the Director of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology and 
the Administrator of General Services, poli­
cies, principles, standards, and guidelines for 
information technology functions and activi­
ties of the Federal Government, including 
periodic audits of major information sys­
tems, and overseeing the development and 
implementation of standards under section 
lll(d) of the Federal Property and Adminis­
trative Services Act of 1949; 

" (2) monitoring the effectiveness of, and 
compliance with, directives issued under sec­
tions 110 and 111 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 and re­
viewing proposed determinations under sec­
tion lll(e) of such Act; 

" (3) providing advice and guidance on the 
acquisition and use of information tech­
nology, and coordinating, through the review 
of budget proposals and other methods, agen­
cy proposals for acquisition and use of such 
equipment; 

" (4) promoting the use of information tech­
nology by the Federal Government to im­
prove the productivity, efficiency, and effec­
tiveness of Federal programs, including dis­
semination of public information; 

" (5) initiating and reviewing proposals for 
changes in legislation, regulations, and agen­
cy procedures to improve information tech­
nology practices, and informing the Presi­
dent and the Congress of the progress made 
therein; and 

"(6) in cooperation with the Administrator 
of General Services, issue policy guidance for 
the establishment and oversight of the sys­
tem by which each Federal agency shall ini­
tiate, approve, implement, and evaluate 
plans for major information system initia­
tives, including policy guidance for-

"(A) the establishment by each Federal 
agency having an annual information tech­
nology budget in excess of $50,000,000, a re­
view committee on major information sys­
tem initiatives, chaired by the agency head; 

"(B) the required evaluative techniques 
and criteria to be used by such committees 
to-

" (i) estimate life cycle costs for that sys­
tem; 

" (ii) assess the economy, efficiency, effec­
tiveness, risks and priority of proposed 
major system initiatives in relation to mis­
sion needs and alternative strategies; and 

"(iii) assess the privacy, security, reten­
tion and disposition, and dissemination and 
access capabilities of that system; 

" (C) the required independent cost evalua­
tions, as appropriate, of data developed 
under subparagraph (B); 

"(D) requiring that information (other 
than classified information) which is devel­
oped under subparagraph (B) and which per­
tains to any major information system ini­
tiative shall be included with the agency's 
annual budget request if any funds included 
in that request shall be used for the plan­
ning, acquisition, operation, or support of 
such system, except that such information 
shall be withheld from public disclosure if it 
would adversely affect the integrity of any 

related procurement through the release of 
proprietary or procurement sensitive infor­
mation; and 

"(E) the establishment of criteria and 
mechanisms for periodic evaluation of infor­
mation systems to assess compatibility with 
assumptions and findings made under sub­
paragraph (B) which relate to that system, 
including whether projected benefits have 
been achieved.' ' . 

(g) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION FUNC­
TIONS.-Section 3504 of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub­
section (i) of section 3507, and adding such 
redesignated subsection (i) at the end of sec­
tion 3507 (as amended by section 107 of this 
Act); 

(2) by striking such redesignated sub­
section (i) from the end of such section 3504; 
and 

(3) by adding after subsection (g) of section 
3504 the following new subsection: 

"(h) The information dissemination func­
tions of the Director shall include issuing 
policy guidance, after notice and receipt of 
public comment, that shall-

"(1) be applied by Federal agencies dis­
seminating public information; 
· "(2) be consistent with and promote the 
purposes of this chapter, including the effec­
tive use of information technology to further 
public access to public information; 

"(3) apply to all significant public informa­
tion, regardless of the form or format in 
which public information is disseminated; 
and 

"(4) supplement and not supersede the pro­
visions of section 552 of title 5, or other laws 
specifically relating to the disclosure or dis­
semination of Government information.". 
SEC. 105. ASSIGNMENT OF TASKS AND DEAD-

LINES. 
Section 3505 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: "In carrying 
out the functions under this chapter, the Di­
rector shall-

" (1) in consultation with agency heads, set 
annual goal&-

"(A) to improve planning for the collection 
of information in order to reduce burdens 
imposed on the public, including the elimi­
nation of duplication in information collec­
tion requests; and 

"(B) for improving information resources 
management in ways that increase the pro­
ductivity, efficiency, and effectiveness of 
Federal programs, including service delivery 
to the public; 

"(2) conduct pilot projects to test alter­
native information practices to fulfill the 
purposes of this chapter, including testing 
the feasibility and value of changes in Fed­
eral policies, rules and procedures to im­
prove information practices and related ac­
tivities; 

"(3) establish an Interagency Council on 
Statistical Policy headed by the Adminis­
trator of the Office of Information and Regu­
latory Affairs and consisting of the heads of 
the major statistical programs and, under 
rotating membership, representatives of 
other statistical agencies, to advise and as­
sist the Director in carrying out the func­
tions under section 3504(d); 

"(4) develop and annually revise, in con­
sultation with the Administrator of General 
Services, the Director of the National Insti­
tute of Standards and Technology, the Direc­
tor of the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, and the Archivist of the United 
States, a five-year Governmentwide plan for 
information resources management, which 
shall include-
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"(A) plans, arrived at after consultation 

with the advisory committee established 
under section 3517(b), for reducing informa­
tion burdens on the public and for increasing 
productivity, efficiency and effectiveness of 
Federal programs, including service delivery 
to the public, through improved information 
resources management; 

"(B) plans, arrived at after consultation 
with the advisory committee established 
under section 3517(b), for enhancing public 
access, using electronic and other formats, 
to Government information, including by 
dissemination of public information; 

"(C) plans for meeting the information 
technology needs of the Federal Government 
in accordance with the requirements of sec­
tions 110 and 111 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 757 and 759), and the purposes of this 
chapter; 

"(D) a description of management controls 
to-

"(i) integrate the management of specific 
information functions into a comprehensive 
process of information resources manage­
ment; and 

"(ii) coordinate information resources 
management functions with other agency 
program and management functions to im­
prove efficiency and effectiveness of oper­
ations to serve agency missions, including 
service delivery to the public; and 

"(E) a description of progress on the imple­
mentation of the plan or applicable revised 
plan; and 

"(5) oversee agency audits of all major in­
formation systems and assign responsibility 
for conducting Governmentwide or multi­
agency audits, except the Director shall not 
assign such responsibility for the audit of 
major information systems used for the con­
duct of criminal investigations or intel­
ligence activities as defined in section 4-206 
of Executive Order No. 12036, issued January 
24, 1978, or successor orders, or for 
cryptologic activities that are communica­
tions security activities.". 
SEC. 106. FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES. 

Section 3506 of title 44, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 3506. Federal agency responsibilities 

"(a) The head of each agency shall be re­
sponsible for carrying out the agency's infor­
mation resources management activities in a 
way that improves agency productivity, effi­
ciency, and effectiveness, including service 
delivery to the public, and for complying 
with the information policies, principles, 
standards, and guidelines prescribed by the 
Director. 

"(b) The head of each agency shall des­
ignate a senior official or, in the case of 
military departments, and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, officials who shall re­
port directly to such agency head to carry 
out the responsibilities of the agency under 
this chapter. If more than one official is ap­
pointed for the military departments the re­
spective duties of the officials shall be clear­
ly delineated. In making these appoint­
ments, the agency head shall give due regard 
to the professional qualifications and skills 
needed to efficiently and effectively carry 
out the responsibilities of the agency under 
this chapter. 

"(c) Each agency's information resources 
management responsibility shall include­

"(!) developing information systems, proc­
esses and procedures that-

"(A) reduce information burdens on the 
public and increase program efficiency and 
effectiveness; 

"(B) maximize the utility and timely re­
lease of information to all users within and 

outside the agency, including the public 
where appropriate; and 

"(C) enhance the efficient sharing of infor­
mation, including in electronic format, with­
in and between agencies consistent with law; 

"(2) developing and annually revising a 
five-year information resources management 
plan, in accordance with guidance by the Di­
rector, that shall reflect an ongoing process 
to-

"(A) ensure that information resources 
management operations and decisions are in­
tegrated with organizational planning, budg­
et, financial management, human resources 
management and program decisions; 

"(B) develop and maintain an integrated 
and controlled process of information sys­
tems design, development, operations, and 
evaluation, including the coordination of 
specific information functions; 

"(C) develop, in cooperation with the agen­
cy Chief Financial Officer or comparable of­
ficial, a full and accurate accounting for in­
formation technology expenditures and re­
lated expenses; and 

"(D) establish goals for improving informa­
tion resources management's contribution to 
program productivity, efficiency, and effec­
tiveness, methods for measuring progress to­
ward those goals, and clear roles and respon­
sibilities for achieving those goals; 

"(3) maintaining a current and complete 
inventory of the agency's information re­
sources, including its major information sys­
tems and related technology for use in sup­
porting agency information activities and 
developing directories of resources available 
to the Government and the public consistent 
with the requirements of section 3511 of this 
chapter; 

"(4) establishing an agencywide program of 
information resources management and im­
plementing applicable Governmentwide and 
agency information policies and require­
ments issued pursuant to authority under 
this chapter and any other relevant laws; 

"(5) periodically evaluating and, as needed, 
eliminating duplicative or unnecessary in­
formation and information systems, and im­
proving the integrity, quality, and utility of 
information and information systems main­
tained by the agency, including capabilities 
for ensuring dissemination of public infor­
mation, public access to Government infor­
mation, and protections for privacy, con­
fidentiality and security; and 

"(6) in consultation with the Director and 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man­
agement, conducting formalized training 
programs to educate agency program and 
management officials about information re­
sources management. 

"(d) Each agency's paperwork control re­
sponsibility shall include-

"(!) developing procedures for assessing 
the paperwork and reporting burden of pro­
posed legislation affecting such agency; 

"(2) ensuring that information collection 
requests required by law or to obtain a bene­
fit, and submitted to nine or fewer persons, 
contain a statement to inform the person re­
ceiving the request that the request is not 
subject to the requirements of section 3507; 
and 

" (3) establishing a process for the review of 
each collection of information before it is 
submitted to the Director for review and ap­
proval under this chapter, that is suffi­
ciently independent of program responsibil­
ities to evaluate fairly whether each collec­
tion of information is necessary for the prop­
er performance of the agency's mission, in­
cluding whether it has practical utility. 

"(e) Each agency's records management re­
sponsibility shall include applying records 

management policies, principles, standards, 
and guidelines, including requirements for 
archiving information maintained in elec­
tronic format, in the planning, design, and 
operation of information systems. 

"(f) Each agency's information technology 
responsibility shall include the assignment 
to the official designated under subsection 
(b) the responsibility for the conduct of and 
accountability for any acquisitions made 
pursuant to a delegation of authority under 
section 111 of the Federal Property and Ad­
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 
759). 

"(g) Each agency's information dissemina­
tion responsibility shall include promoting 
public access to public information by estab­
lishing and maintaining systems for dissemi­
nation of information that shall-

" (1) ensure that the public has timely and 
equitable access to the agency's public infor­
mation and that the agency disseminates 
public information in an efficient, effective, 
and economical manner; 

"(2) plan and budget for information dis­
semination at the time information is cre­
ated or collected, and at other appropriate 
steps during the information life cycle; and 

"(3) provide to the Superintendent of Docu­
ments for distribution to the Federal Deposi­
tory Library Program all publications re­
gardless of format required by chapter 19 of 
this title to be made available. 

"(h) When providing for the dissemination 
of significant public information, an agen­
cy-

"(1) to the greatest extent practicable, 
shall disseminate in usable electronic for­
mats (in whole and in part, and along with 
available software, indices, and documenta­
tion) public information maintained in elec­
tronic formats; 

" (2) shall utilize the Government Printing 
Office for the production and dissemination 
of information, to the extent provided by 
chapters 5, 17, and 19 of this title; 

"(3) before taking any action to initiate, 
terminate, or significantly modify the dis­
semination of public information, shall­

"(A) solicit and consider public comments 
on the proposed action; and 

" (B) provide notice to the Superintendent 
of Documents and otherwise comply with the 
requirements of section 1710 of this title; 

"(4) may reduce or waive any user fees for 
disseminating public information if the 
agency determines that the dissemination 
may enhance an agency mission; 

"(5) except where specifically authorized 
by statute, shall not-

"(A) establish an exclusive, restricted, or 
other distribution arrangement that inter­
feres with timely and equitable availability 
of public information to the public; 

"(B) restrict or regulate the use, resale, or 
redissemination of public information by the 
public; 

"(C) charge fees or royalties for resale or 
redissemination of public information; 

"(D) establish user fees for public informa­
tion that exceed the cost of dissemination; 
or 

"(E) establish a new information sales and 
dissemination program without providing 
advance notice to the Public Printer; and 

"(6) in determining how to fulfill its public 
information dissemination functions , shall 
consider-

"(A) whether dissemination is required by 
law; 

"(B) whether dissemination is necessary 
for the proper performance of the functions 
of the agency; 

"(C) whether disseminating public infor­
mation would assist in public oversight of 
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agency operations or would promote the gen­
eral social or economic welfare of the United 
States; 

"(D) if information available from other 
public or private sources is equivalent to the 
agency public information and reasonably 
achieves the dissemination objectives of the 
agency; 

"(E) dissemination methods that will 
maximize the utility of the information to 
the public; and 

" (F) the economy and efficiency of Govern­
ment operations.". 
SEC. 107. PUBLIC INFORMATION COLLECTION AC­

TIVITIES-SUBMISSION TO DIREC· 
TOR; APPROVAL AND DELEGATION. 

Section 3507 of title 44, United States Code, 
is amended-

(!) in subsection (a)--
(A) in paragraph (1) by inserting "review 

under the process established by section 
3506(d) and" after "actions, including"; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(B) by-
(i) by inserting "a summary of the re­

quest," after "title for the information col­
lection request,"; and 

(ii) by striking out"; and" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " , and notice that comments 
may be submitted to the agency and the Di­
rector;"; and 

(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para­
graph (4) and inserting after paragraph (2) 
the following: 

"(3) the agency provides, except as pro­
vided under subsection (g), at least 30 days 
for public comment to the agency and the 
Director after publication of notice in the 
Federal Register, and the agency and the Di­
rector consider comments received regarding 
the proposed collection of information; and"; 

(2) in subsection (b) in the first sentence by 
striking out "notify the agency involved of 
the decision to approve or disapprove the re­
quest and shall make such decisions, includ­
ing an explanation thereof" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "but not, except as provided 
under subsection (g), before the 30-day public 
comment period has concluded, notify the 
agency involved of any decision regarding 
that request and shall make such decisions, 
including a detailed explanation thereof" ; 

(3) in subsection (c)--
(A) in the first sentence by striking out 

"3504(h)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"3507(i)"; and 

(B) in the second sentence by striking out 
" , shall explain" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"and shall explain" ; and 

(4) by amending subsection (h) to read as 
follows: 

"(h)(l) In carrying out reviews of informa­
tion collection requests under this chapter, 
the Director shall-

" (A) maintain a public file for each infor­
mation collection request under review, 
which shall include-

"(i) copies of any written communication 
to the Director or to any employee of the Of­
fice of Management and Budget from any 
person not employed by the Federal Govern­
ment or from any agency concerning a pro­
posed information collection request, and 
any written communication from the Direc­
tor or employee of the Office to such person 
or agency concerning such proposal; and 

"(ii) information about any written sub­
mission received by the Director or any em­
ployee of the Office of Management and 
Budget from an agency, including-

"(!) the name of the agency; 
"(II) the title or name of the submission; 
"(III) the date of receipt by the Office; 
"(IV) the name of the principal desk officer 

within the Office who reviews the submis­
sion; 

"(V) copies of all agency submissions to 
the Office, and a detailed written expla­
nation of the reasons for any disapprovals or 
approvals with substantive changes made by 
the Office with respect to a submission, as 
required by this section; and 

"(VI) any decision made by the Office with 
respect to the submission, including the date 
of any action taken by the Office; 

"(B) notify the head of the appropriate 
agency of all meetings involving employees 
of the Office of Management and Budget and 
any person who is not an employee of the 
Federal Government, and provide the agency 
head, or the designee of the agency head, a 
reasonable opportunity to attend such meet­
ings; and 

"(C) consider public comments and other 
relevant material. 

"(2) This subsection shall not require the 
public disclosure of any information which is 
protected at all times by procedures estab­
lished for-

"(A) information which has been specifi­
cally authorized under criteria established 
by an Executive order or an Act of Congress 
to be kept secret in the interest of national 
security or foreign policy, or 

" (B) any communication between a person 
in the employ of the Office of Management 
and Budget and any other person in the em­
ploy of the Executive Office of the Presi­
dent.". 
SEC. 108. DETERMINATION OF NECESSITY FOR 

INFORMATION; HEARING. 
Section 3508 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended-
(!) by striking out the second sentence and 

inserting in lieu thereof "Before making a 
determination the Director shall give inter­
ested persons at least thirty days in which to 
submit comments, as required under section 
3507, and may give the agency and other in­
terested persons an opportunity to be 
heard."; and 

(2) in the third sentence by striking out 
" unnecessary" through the period and in­
serting in lieu thereof ' 'unnecessary for the 
proper performance of the functions of the 
agency, including whether the information 
will have practical utility, the agency may 
not engage in the collection of the informa­
tion." . 
SEC. 109. FEDERAL INFORMATION LOCATOR SYS­

TEM. 
Section 3511 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 3511. Establishment and operation of Fed­

eral Information Locator System 
"(a) The Director shall maintain a publicly 

accessible comprehensive inventory of all 
Federal agency information collection re­
quests. 

"(b) The Director shall cause to be estab­
lished and maintained an electronic Federal 
Information Locator System (hereafter in 
this section referred to as the 'system'), 
which shall identify the major information 
resources of each Federal agency, including 
significant internal and public information 
holdings, in order to assist agencies and the 
public in locating information. 

"(c) In designing the system, the Director 
shall-

"(1) establish an interagency committee, 
in cooperation with the Director of the Na­
tional Institute of Standards and Tech­
nology, to develop standards for agency loca­
tor systems to ensure compatability, pro­
mote information sharing, and uniform ac­
cess by the public; 

"(2) in consultation with the advisory com­
mittee established under section 3517(b), con­
sider public access and other user needs; 

" (3) designate one or more agencies to op­
erate gateways or other access points to the 
system; 

"(4) require the head of each agency to es­
tablish an agency information locator sys­
tem; and 

"(5) ensure that no information which is 
not public information is disclosed to the 
public. 

"(d) The Director shall on an ongoing basis 
review the development and effectiveness of 
the system and make recommendations for 
improving the system, including mecha­
nisms for improving public access to Federal 
agency public information. 

"(e) The head of each agency shall take 
such action as is necessary to ensure the 
compliance of the agency with the directions 
of the Director under this section.". 
SEC. 110. DIRECTOR REVIEW OF AGENCY ACTIVI· 

TIES; REPORTING; AGENCY RE­
SPONSE. 

Section 3513(a) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended in the first sentence by 
striking out "information management" 
through the period and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the information resources manage­
ment activities of each agency to ascertain 
their efficiency and effectiveness in helping 
to achieve program goals.". 
SEC. 111. RESPONSIVENESS TO CONGRESS. 

Section 3514(a) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended-

(!) in paragraph (1) by striking out "man­
agement" and inserting in lieu thereof "re­
sources management's contribution to im­
proving agency productivity, efficiency, and 
effectiveness" ; and 

(2) by striking out paragraphs (2) through 
(10) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow­
ing: 

"(2) a summary of accomplishments and 
planned initiatives· to improve Federal pro­
grams through information resources man­
agement, including specific actions to carry 
out any pilot projects described under sec­
tion 3505(2) and each function described 
under section 3504, including-

"(A) with respect to information collec­
tion-

"(i) an analysis by agency, and by cat­
egories the Director finds useful and prac­
ticable, describing the estimated reporting 
hours required of persons by information col­
lection requests, including to the extent 
practicable the direct budgetary costs of the 
agencies and identification of statutes and 
regulations which impose the greatest num­
ber of reporting hours; 

"(ii) a tabulation of areas of duplication in 
agency information collection requests iden­
tified during the preceding year and efforts 
made to preclude the collection of duplicate 
information, including designations of 
central collection agencies; 

"(iii) a list of each instance in which an 
agency engaged in the collection of informa­
tion under the authority of section 3507(g) 
and an identification of each agency in­
volved; and 

"(iv) a description of initiatives to elimi­
nate any unnecessary burden of Federal col­
lections of information associated with indi­
viduals, small business, educational institu­
tions, nonprofit organizations, and State and 
local governments, particularly with respect 
to any unnecessary burden associated with 
Federal procurement, grant programs, Fed­
eral taxation and United States inter­
national competitiveness; 

"(B) with respect to the statistical policy 
and coordination functions-

"(i) a description of the specific actlons 
taken, or planned to be taken, to carry out 
each such function; 
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"(ii) a description of the status of each 

major statistical program, including infor­
mation on-

"(I) any improvements in each such pro­
gram; 

"(II) any program which has been reduced 
or eliminated; and 

"(III) the budget for each such program for 
the previous fiscal year and the fiscal year in 
progress and the budget proposed for each 
such program for the next fiscal year; and 

"(iii) a description and summary of th('. 
long range plans in effect for the major Fed­
eral statistical activities and programs; 

"(C) with respect to privacy, disclosure, 
confidentiality, and security, any reports re­
quired under section 552a of title 5, United 
States Code, and a detailed statement on ac­
tions taken to fulfill the purposes of the 
Computer Security Act of 1987; 

"(D) with respect to records management, 
a description of agency compliance with reg­
ulations issued by the Archivist of the Unit­
ed States, including efforts to archive infor­
mation maintained in electronic format; 

"(E) with respect to information tech­
nology, a detailed statement with respect to 
each agency of new initiatives to acquire in­
formation technology to improve informa­
tion resources management, and a summary 
of actions taken and planned to be taken to 
improve coordination with the General Serv­
ices Administration; and 

"(F) with respect to information dissemi­
nation and access, a description of the fea­
sibility and means of enhancing, using elec­
tronic and other formats, agency sharing of 
and public access to Government informa­
tion, including by dissemination of public in­
formation and use of the Federal Informa­
tion Locator System; 

"(3) a list of all violations of provisions of 
this chapter and rules, regulations, guide­
lines, policies, and procedures issued under 
this chapter; and 

"(4) such other information that dem­
onstrates faithful administration of this 
chapter and that may be necessary or useful 
to the Congress in reviewing the effective­
ness of and, when required, in reauthorizing 
appropriations for this chapter.". 
SEC. 112. CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES 

AND THE PUBLIC. 
Section 3517 of title 44, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) by inserting "(a)" before "In develop­

ment"; and 
(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow­

ing new subsection-
"(b) The Director shall establish an Advi­

sory Committee on Information Policy to 
advise in carrying out the functions assigned 
under this chapter that shall-

"(l) be composed of seventeen members, · 
which shall include-

"(A) the Director; 
"(B) the Administrator of General Serv­

ices; 
"(C) the Director of the National Institute 

of Standards and Technology; 
"(D) the Archivist of the United States; 

and 
"(E) thirteen members appointed by the 

Director, of whom-
"(i) three shall be representatives of three 

different Federal agencies with significant 
public information activities; 

"(ii) seven shall be public members ap­
pointed to represent parties of interests 
other than the United States and shall be 
broadly representative of interested or af­
fected groups, including private information 
providers, libraries, educational institutions, 
nonprofit organizations, consumer organiza­
tions, and businesses; and 

"(iii) three shall be representatives of 
State and local governments; 

"(2) provide for a two-year term for mem­
bers appointed by the Director, except that 
one-half of the initial appointments shall be 
made for a term of three years; 

"(3) provide that an individual may be re­
. appointed to the committee for any number 
of terms; 

"(4) provide that appointments shall be 
made without regard to political affiliation; 
and 

"(5) comply with the provisions of the Fed­
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

"(c) No later than one hundred and eighty 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, the Director shall complete the 
initial appointment of members of the Advi­
sory Committee on Information Policy. 

"(d) The Director shall provide necessary 
support services for the Advisory Commit­
tee, and shall maintain the records of the 
Advisory Committee in a publicly accessible 
location which shall be identified in the 
charter of the Advisory Committee. Any 
record, or portion thereof, that is to be dis­
cussed or acted upon at a public meeting of 
the Advisory Cammi ttee shall be made avail­
able for public inspection and copying at 
least forty-eight hours · in advance of such 
meeting. 

"(e) The Advisory Committee on Informa­
tion Policy shall terminate on September 30, 
1996. 

"(f) There are authorized to be appro­
priated $150,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, to carry out the 
functions of the Advisory Committee on In­
formation Policy.". 
SEC. 113. ACCESS TO INFORMATION. 

Section 3519 of title 44, United States Code, 
is amended in the second sentence by insert­
ing "regardless of form or format" after 
"paper and records". 
SEC. 114. AUTHOruZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 3520(a) of title 44, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "$5,500,000 
for each of the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 
1989." and inserting in lieu thereof "$8,000,000 
for each of the fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995 and 
1996.". 

TITLE II-REVIEW OF FEDERAL 
REGULATIONS 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Regulatory 

Review Sunshine Act of 1993". 
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title, the term-
(1) "agency" means an agency as defined 

under section 551(1) of title 5, United States 
Code, and section 552(f) of title 5, United 
States Code; 

(2) "regulatory review" means the evalua­
tion, review, oversight, supervision, or co­
ordination of agency rulemaking activity by 
a reviewing entity directed by the President 
or the designee of the President to conduct 
such review on an ongoing basis; 

(3) "reviewing entity" means any agency, 
or other establishment in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government estab­
lished by the President, which engages, in 
whole or in part in regulatory review; 

(4) "review action" means any action, in­
cluding but not limited to a recommendation 
or direction, regarding an agency rule­
making activity taken by a reviewing entity; 
and 

(5) "rulemaking activity" means any ac­
tivity involving a rulemaking as defined 
under section 551(5) of title 5, United States 
Code, and includes activity involving a 
schedule or plan for rulemaking, strategy 

statements, guidelines, policy manuals, 
grant and loan procedures, advance notices 
of proposed rulemaking, press releases and 
other documents announcing or implement­
ing regulatory policy that affects the public. 
SEC. 203. DISCLOSURE BY A REVIEWING ENTITY. 

(a) PuBLIC ACCESS.-A reviewing entity 
shall establish procedures, consistent with 
subsection (b), to provide public access to in­
formation concerning each agency rule­
making activity under its review. Such in­
formation shall include a copy of-

(1) all written communications, regardless 
of format, including drafts of all proposals 
and associated analyses, between the review­
ing entity and the rulemaking agency; 

(2) all written communications, regardless 
of format, between the reviewing entity and 
any person not employed by the Federal 
Government relating to the substance of an 
agency rulemaking activity; 

(3) a record, including the date, partici­
pants, and substance, of all oral communica­
tions relating to the substance of an agency 
rulemaking activity, including meetings, be­
tween the reviewing entity and any person 
not employed by the Federal Government; 

(4) a written explanation as required by 
section 204(c) and the date of any significant 
review action; and 

(5) any notice of any extensions of review 
under section 206. 

(b) PROCEDURES.-lnformation described 
under subsection (a) shall be made available 
to the public upon request-

(1) within 14 days of conclusion of review; 
(2) in a manner consistent with the re­

quirements of section 552(a) of title· 5, United 
States Code; and 

(3) for review, and copying, in a publicly 
accessible reading room during normal busi­
ness hours. 
SEC. 204. DISCLOSURE TO A RULEMAKING AGEN· 

CY BY A REVIEWING ENTITY. 
(a) WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS.-A review­

ing entity shall transmit to the rulemaking 
agency, on a timely basis, copies of any writ­
ten communications between the reviewing 
entity and any person not employed by the 
Federal Government concerning the sub­
stance of a rulemaking activity of that agen­
cy. 

(b) ORAL COMMUNICATIONS.-A reviewing 
entity shall disclose to the rulemaking agen­
cy, on a timely basis, all oral communica­
tions, including meetings, between any per­
son not employed by the Federal Govern­
ment and the reviewing entity concerning 
the substance of a rulemaking activity of 
that agency. The reviewing entity shall-

(1) advise the rulemaking agency of the 
date, participants, and substance of such 
communications; and 

(2) invite the rulemaking agency head or 
designee to all scheduled meetings involving 
such communications. 

(c) EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT REVIEW 
ACTION.-A reviewing entity shall, in a time­
ly manner, provide the rulemaking agency 
with a written explanation of any significant 
review action taken by the reviewing entity 
concerning an agency rulemaking activity. 
SEC. 205. PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BY A RULE· 

MAKING AGENCY. 
(a) STATUS OF REVIEW.-A rulemaking 

agency shall upon request identify a rule­
making activity, the date upon which it was 
submitted to a reviewing entity for review, 
and any notice of any extensions of review 
under section 206. 

(b) ExPLANATIONS.-For each proposed and 
final rule, a rulemaking agency shall explain 
in its rulemaking notice any significant 
changes made to such rule as a consequence 
of regulatory review. 
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(c) RECORD.-A rulemaking agency shall 

place in the appropriate rulemaking record 
all of the documents received from a review­
ing entity as required under section 204. 
SEC. 206. TIME LIMITS FOR REVIEW. 

(a) TIME LIMITS.-Within 60 days after the 
receipt of a rulemaking activity submitted 
to a reviewing entity for review, the review­
ing entity shall conclude review of the rule­
making activity. The reviewing entity may, 
for good cause explained to the rulemaking 
agency extend the time for review for 30 
days. 

(b) RESOLUTION OF OUTSTANDING ISSUES.-If 
the President, or such other person or entity 
as the President may designate, reviews for 
resolution an issue arising out of a regu­
latory review-

(1) the applicable time limits described 
under subsection (a) may be extended, al­
though any such issue shall be resolved as 
promptly as practicable; and 

(2) any such review shall be subject to the 
requirements of this title, except for section 
206(a). 

(c) EXTENSIONS.-A reviewing entity shall 
notify the rulemaking agency of an exten­
sion beyond 60 days and provide public no­
tice, pursuant to sections 203 and 207. The 
rulemaking agency shall promptly publish a 
notice of any such extension in the Federal 
Register, and shall give public notice pursu­
ant to section 205. 
SEC. 207. PUBLIC ACCOUNTING OF REGULATORY 

REVIEW. 
(a) PUBLICATION OF ACCOUNTING.-The Of­

fice of Management and Budget shall prepare 
and make available to the public a monthly 
and an annual accounting of regulatory re­
view conducted by any and all reviewing en­
tities. Such accounting shall include a list of 
all rulemaking activities submitted to a re­
viewing entity for review, under review by a 
reviewing entity, or for which a review ac­
tion was taken by a reviewing entity during 
the reporting period. 

(b) INFORMATION INCLUDED IN ACCOUNT­
ING.-The monthly accounting required 
under subsection (a) shall be prepared and 
made available to the public within 10 work­
ing days of the end of each month and shall 
include the name and type of each rule­
making activity reviewed, the reviewing en­
tity, the rulemaking agency, the date of sub­
mission, the status of review, notice of any 
extensions of review under section 206, any 
review action, the date of such action, and 
the authority for review. 

(C) FEDERAL REGISTER PUBLICATION.-Each 
rulemaking agency shall publish in the Fed­
eral Register within 10 working days of the 
end of each month a list of all rulemaking 
activities undergoing regulatory review dur­
ing the preceding month. Such list shall in­
clude the name and type of each rulemaking 
activity, the reviewing entity, the date of 
submission, any review action taken during 
the reporting period, and the date of any 
such action. 
SEC. 208. EXCLUSIONS. 

Oral communications with the President, 
the Vice President, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Di­
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the heads of executive depart­
ments as defined under section 101 of title 5, 
United States Code, are not covered by this 
title. 
SEC. 209. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.-Nothing in this title 
authorizes a reviewing entity to-

(1) review a rulemaking activity; or 
(2) direct an agency to make a decision 

with regard to a rulemaking activity unless 
specifically authorized by law. 

(b) ALTERATIONS.-Nothing in this title al­
ters in any manner-

(1) rulemaking authority vested by law in 
the head of an agency; 

(2) any legally mandated criteria for rule­
making; or 

(3) the application of any statutory or judi­
cial deadline or the authority of an agency 
to undertake rulemaking activity in an 
emergency situation. 

SUMMARY-PAPERWORK REDUCTION 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1993 

The Paperwork Reduction Reauthorization 
Act of 1993: 

(1) Reauthorizes appropriations for OMB's 
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
(OIRA) for four years ($8 million for fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995 & 1996); 

(2) Strengthens agency and OIRA efforts to 
reduce paperwork burdens on the public; 

(3) Improves the management of Federal 
information resources ("IRM"); and 

(4) Establishes basic public accountability 
procedures for presidential regulatory re­
view. 

PAPERWORK REDUCTION 
The bill requires agencies to do more to re­

duce paperwork. Each agency must have an 
independent paperwork clearance process to 
ensure objective review of information col­
lection proposals before submission to OIRA. 

The bill also requires OIRA to do more to 
reduce paperwork burdens on the American 
public. It must: 

(1) Identify initiatives to reduce paperwork 
burdens on individuals, businesses, edu­
cational institutions, non-profit organiza­
tions, and State and local governments, es­
pecially concerning procurement, grants, 
taxation, and international competitiveness; 

(2) Find areas of unnecessary duplication, 
develop methods for their elimination, and 
conduct pilot projects to test alternatives to 
current information practices; 

(3) Work with the Office of Federal Pro­
curement Policy to cut paperwork burdens 
related to government purchasing. 

Agency and OIRA procedures are revised to 
improve public notice about paperwork pro­

•posals and paperwork clearance decisions. 
The public is given a 30-day comment period 
before OIRA makes its paperwork clearance 
decision. 

INFORMATION RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 es­

tablished the comprehensive IBM approach 
to coordinate management of all informa­
tion functions, e.g., collection, use, dissemi­
nation, archiving and disposal-The govern­
ment can't reduce paperwork or use informa­
tion technology effectively if it doesn't know 
what information it collects, why or what to 
do with it. 

Congressional oversight, however, has 
found continuing information management 
problems. Thus, the current legislation 
strengthens the Act's IRM requirements: 

IRM concepts and requirements for agen­
cies and OMB are updated and clarified to 
improve planning, particularly with regard 
to information technology, and to improve 
the performance of agency program activi­
ties. 

OIRA must do more to improve Federal 
statistics and other information functions, 
such as records management. 

Agencies and OMB must develop informa­
tion dissemination policies and procedures 
that are coordinated with other information 
functions and serve agency missions in the 
electronic information age. 

An advisory committee is created to help 
OIRA better fulfill its responsibilities under 
the Act. 

REGULATORY REVIEW SUNSHINE 
Title II of the legislation is identical to S. 

168, requiring accountability for presidential 
review of Federal agency rulemaking. It is 
derived from legislation of the 102nd Con­
gress (S. 1942), reported favorably by the 
Governmental Affairs Committee by a bi­
partisan vote (S. Rpt. 102-256). The legisla­
tion requires: 

(1) Disclosure of regulatory review infor­
mation to agencies and the public (within 14 
qays of the end of review): 

Written communications with any non­
governmental party or the rulemaking agen­
cy; 

Summaries of substantive oral commu­
nications with any non-governmental party 
(but not with the rulemaking agency); and 

Explanations of significant review deci­
sions and notices of extensions. 

(2) Regular public accounting of proposals 
under review. 

(3) 60 day time limit for review, with lim­
ited extensions. 

(4) Exemption for conversations with the 
President, Vice President, and heads of EPA, 
OMB, and Cabinet agencies.• 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 682. A bill to allow the psychiatric 

or psychological examinations required 
under chapter 313 of title 18, United 
States Code, relating to offenders with 
mental disease or defect to be con­
ducted by a clinical social worker; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
PSYCHIATRIC OR PSYCHOLOGICAL EXAMINATIONS 

ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to amend 
title 18 of the United States Code in 
order to allow our Nation's clinical so­
cial workers to provide their mental 
health expertise to the Federal judici­
ary. 

Mr. President, I feel that the time 
has come to allow our Nation's judicial 
system to have access to a wide range 
of behavioral science and mental 
health expertise. I am confident that 
the enactment of this legislation would 
be very much in our Nation's best in­
terest. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 682 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the first sentence of 
subsection (b) of section 4247 of title 18, Unit­
ed States Code, is amended by-

(1) striking out "or" after "certified psy­
chiatrist" and inserting a comma; and 

(2) inserting after "psychologist," the fol­
lowing: "or clinical social worker,".• 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 683. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to provide im­
proved reimbursement for clinical so­
cial worker services under the Medi­
care Program; to the Committee on Fi­
nance. , 

CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKERS' ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to amend 
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title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to correct discrepancies in the reim­
bursement of clinical social worker 
services covered through Medicare, 
part B. The three proposed changes 
that are contained in this legislation 
are necessary to clarify the current 
payment process for clinical social 
workers and to establish a reimburse­
ment methodology for the profession 
that is similar to other health care 
professionals reimbursement through 
the Medicare Program. 

First, this legislation would set pay­
ment for clinical social worker services 
according to a fee schedule established 
by the Secretary. Currently, the meth­
odology for reimbursing clinical social 
workers' services is set at a percentage 
of the fee for another non-physician 
provider group, which creates a greater 
differential in charges than that which 
exists in the marketplace. I am aware 
of no other provision in the Medicare 
statute where one non-physician's re­
imbursement rate is tied to that of an­
other non-physician provider. This is a 
precedent that clinical social workers 
understandably wish to change. I also 
wish to see that clinical social work­
ers' services are valued on their own 
merit. 

Second, this legislation makes it 
clear that services and supplies fur­
nished incident to a clinical social 
worker's services are a covered Medi­
care expense, just as these services are 
curr.ently covered for other mental 
health professionals in Medicare. And, 
third, the bill would allow a clinical so­
cial worker to be reimbursed for serv­
ices provided to a client who is hos­
pitalized. 

Clinical social workers are valued 
members of our health care provider 
team. They are legally regulated in 
every State of our Nation and are rec­
ognized as independent providers of 
mental health care throughout the 
health care system. Clinical social 
worker services were made available to 
Medicare beneficiaries through the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1989. I believe that it is time now to 
correct the reimbursement problems 
that this profession has experienced 
through Medicare. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the full text of this legisla­
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 683 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. IMPROVED REIMBURSEMENT FOR 

CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKER SERV­
ICES UNDER MEDICARE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1833(a)(l)(F)(ii) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
13951(a)(l)(F)(ii)) is amended to read as fol­
lows: "(ii) the amount determined by a fee 
schedule established by the Secretary," . 

(b) DEFINITION OF SOCIAL WORKER SERVICES 
EXPANDED.-Section 1861(hh)(2) of such Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1395x(hh)(2)) is amended by strik­
ing "services performed by a clinical social 
worker (as defined in paragraph (1))" and in­
serting "services performed by a clinical so­
cial worker (as defined in paragraph (1)), and 
such services and supplies furnished as an in­
cident to such services performed,". 

(C) SERVICES OF CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKERS 
NOT To BE INCLUDED IN INPATIENT HOSPITAL 
SERVICES.-Section 1861(b)(4) (42 u.s.c. 
1395x(b)(4)) is amended by striking "and serv­
ices" and inserting "qualified clinical social 
worker services, and services". 

(d) TREATMENT OF SERVICES FURNISHED IN 
INPATIENT SETTING.-Section 1832(a)(2)(B)(iii) 
(42 U.S.C. 1395k(a)(2)(B)(iii)) is amended by 
striking "and services" and inserting "quali­
fied clinical social worker services, and serv­
ices". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
with respect to payments made for clinical 
social worker services furnished on or after 
January l, 1994.• 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 684. A bill to establish a national 
heal th plan, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

NATIONAL HEALTH CARE ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I intro­
duce the National Health Care Act of 
1993, a comprehensive proposal to make 
quality health, mental health, and 
long-term care services available to all 
Americans. I introduced this important 
initiative in the 102d Congress on be­
half of the National Association of So­
cial Workers [NASW], and I am very 
pleased to reintroduce this legislation 
at such a critical juncture in our Na­
tion's health care debate. 

I believe that this heal th care reform 
initiative offers a valuable blueprint on 
designing an affordable health care sys­
tem that combines the best of our pri­
vate and public systems and offers 
quality care to all. Like other single­
payer national health care proposals, 
this bill would replace the patchwork 
of multiple public and private insur­
ance plans with one publicly financed 
health insurance plan that is adminis­
tered by the States under Federal 
guidelines. The plan would cover ex­
panded comprehensive care-much 
more than is currently available in the 
typical insurance package. The bene­
fits would include primary care serv­
ices, hospital care, dental and vision 
care, mental health and substance 
abuse treatment, rehabilitation serv­
ices, and prescription drugs. The pro­
posal also provides a long-term care 
benefit that includes home and com­
munity-based care for the chronically 
ill of all ages. Every American would 
receive the same level of comprehen­
sive benefits through the use of a uni­
form, single system that allows for eq­
uitable, cost-effective care to all. 

This heal th care reform plan goes be­
yond recommendations for a new pay­
ment and administrative system. What 
makes this plan unique is that it pro­
vides a vision for the delivery of qual­
ity health and mental health care. It 

takes into account, for example, the 
need for individuals to assume personal 
responsibility for a healthy lifestyle­
however, this plan helps consumers 
work toward that goal through the use 
of health education and promotion pro­
grams in the schools, workplace, and 
other community settings. In addition, 
the plan both emphasizes and makes 
available preventive and primary care 
services, essential components to the 
maintenance of good health. 

Of particular importance to me is the 
plan's view of mental health care and 
substance abuse treatment. Mental 
heal th has al ways been one of my top 
priorities, and this plan treats mental 
health care and substance abuse treat­
ment in the same fashion as care that 
would be provided for a physical ail­
ment. No arbitrary limits on care are 
imposed, nor are added copayments and 
deductibles attached to mental health 
services to decrease the utilization of 
needed care. The plan recognizes that 
mental health and substance abuse 
service needs, like those for physical 
health care, can be considered in a 
framework that includes preventive 
care, primary care, and long-term care. 
Care coordination and an emphasis on 
the use of home and community-based 
treatment are viewed as the primary 
means of managing chronic and/or 
costly care in mental health and sub­
stance abuse, just as they may be used 
in managing chronic and long-term 
heal th care. 

Care coordination is a central theme 
in the NASW proposal. Care coordina­
tion services are identified as a specific 
benefit that is available through all 
primary care providers. For long-term 
care, screening and care coordination 
that is provided by a multidisciplinary 
team of providers is the point of entry. 
The availability of these services is re­
garded as an essential element to en­
sure access to appropriate care. 

Many service delivery system im­
provements are contained in this pro­
posal to enhance continuity of care and 
service efficiency. One such model is 
the Integrated Health Service Plan, a 
not-for-profit, consumer-controlled 
system that provide comprehensive 
outpatient care to an enrolled popu­
lation in its own facility. While con­
sumers' ability to choose their own 
providers is maintained through the 
plan, options are also included to assist 
consumers in locating appropriate, 
quality care. Additionally, the develop­
ment of innovative methods of deliver­
ing services will be fostered through 
the use of targeted demonstration 
grant funds to States and commu­
nities. 

This legislation recognizes the re­
ality that access to health insurance 
coverage does not always translate 
into access to care. Many provisions 
exist in this legislation to promote in­
creased access to care in rural, urban, 
and other health professional shortage 
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areas. Provisions also exist to encour­
age innovative approaches in preven­
tion and treatment for underserved 
populations who have traditionally had 
difficulty in obtaining care. 

Many of the current health care re­
form proposals focus exclusively on the 
private sector's role in delivering 
health care. But, the fact is, public dol­
lars already support a substantial 
amount of health care delivery in our 
country. The NASW proposal is based 
on the assumption that both private 
and public systems of care are nec­
essary and must work together to 
make the most efficient use of avail­
able resources. The plan calls for the 
development of public health functions 
and activities commission to review 
our public primary care systems and to 
make recommendations on which pro­
grams will require additional program 
and funding support. 

My own State of Hawaii has worked 
very hard to achieve almost universal 
access of its residents to health insur­
ance coverage, and I believe that this 
plan incorporates some of the major 
provisions in the Hawaii plan that keep 
the insurance premiums in our State 
relatively low and allow us to use 
available resources efficiently. Like 
our practice in Hawaii, this approach 
focuses on the need to provide preven­
tive and primary care services to main­
tain our population's health. And sec­
ond, this plan would save billions of 
dollars in administrative costs through 
the use of a single-payer system. While 
Hawaii does not have a single-payer 
plan, it benefits from many of the ad­
vantages of a single-payer system be­
cause insurance coverage is primarily 
provided by two insurers. 

I wish to congratulate the National 
Association of Social Workers on its 
development of this plan. Professional 
social workers are employed through­
out the health and mental health care 
delivery systems, from primary care 
providers to positions in public health, 
heal th planning, and heal th adminis­
tration. Often, social workers serve as 
advocates for consumers and their fam­
ilies within the health care system, 
and too often, they are in the challeng­
ing position of trying to assist individ­
uals piece together financing for need­
ed care that is not covered through a 
heal th insurance plan. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the text and a summary 
of this bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 684 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
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Sec. 317. Grievance procedure. 

Subtitle C-Sources of Revenue 
Sec. 321. Federal sources of revenue. 
Sec. 322. State sources of revenue. 
Sec. 323. Cost-sharing. 
Sec. 324. National Health Care Trust Fund. 

TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATION 
Subtitle A-Federal Administration 

Sec. 401. National Health Care Administra­
tion. 

Sec. 402. National Health Board. 
Sec. 403. National Council on Quality Assur­

ance and Consumer Protection. 
Sec. 404. Medical Malpractice Commission. 
Sec. 405. Utilization and quality control peer 

review organizations. 
Sec. 406. Public Health Functions and Ac-

tivities Commission. 
Sec. 407. Technical assistance centers. 
Subtitle B-State and Local Administration 
Sec. 411. State agency. 
Sec. 412. State and local planning boards. 

TITLE V-TRANSITION AND 
RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS 

Sec. 501. Effective date. 
Sec. 502. Repeals and incorporations. 
Sec. 503. Transition. 
Sec. 504. Rules governing congressional con­

sideration. 
Sec. 505. Relation to Employee Retirement 

Income Security Act of 1974. 
TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 601. Bill of rights. 
Sec. 602. Research and service delivery im­

provement program grants. 
Sec. 603. Prevention, health promotion, and 

health awareness program 
grants. 

Sec. 604. Displaced workers. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to establish a 
single-payer national program of health care 
services that is administered by the States 
under Federal guidelines and provides-

(1) a right to health care services for every 
United States citizen and resident, regard­
less of race, color, religion, sex, national ori­
gin, age, health condition, sexual preference, 
income, language, or geographic residence in 
an urban or rural area; 

(2) comprehensive health benefits that­
(A) enable consumers to achieve and main­

tain physical and mental health, maximize 
potential for enhanced social and physical 
functioning, and sustain a meaningful qual­
ity of life; and 

(B) provide a major emphasis on primary 
prevention and health promotion; 

(3) a broad range of involvement on the 
local level by health care providers, public 
agencies, consumers, civic organizations, 
schools, employers, and unions; 

(4) cost-conscious delivery of high quality 
services through prospective global budget­
ing for the States and hospitals, negotiated 
fee schedules for health care providers, effi­
cient use of health care facilities and equip­
ment, and the elimination of unnecessary 
medical procedures; 

(5) the right of consumers to participate in 
the decisions that directly affect their lives, 
and in the decisions that relate to the design 
and implementation of covered services; 

(6) a simplified administrative structure 
that enhances access and reduces adminis­
trative waste; 

(7) freedom of choice of consumers to se­
lect health care providers within the frame­
work of a national health care program; 

(8) primary financing through progressive 
Federal taxation; 

(9) an integrated health delivery system 
that-

(A) provides a continuum of care that links 
all levels of the health care program; 

(B) addresses the physical, mental, and 
psychosocial heal th needs of the consumer 
and the family; and 

(C) promotes multidisciplinary collabora­
tion in the delivery of services; 

(10) a health care program that reflects the 
demographic and sociocultural diversity and 
needs of the community; 

(11) professional standards linked to per­
formance for all health care providers that 
ensure the delivery of high-quality health 
care services and accountability to both 
health care providers and consumers; 

(12) special resources to address the medi­
cal, mental, and social health needs of medi­
cally underserved populations and health 
professional shortage areas; 

(13) education and training programs for 
professional, allied, and paraprofessional 
personnel in health professional shortage 
areas, and the assurance that the programs 
offer equal access to minorities and women; 

(14) continued commitment to and 
strengthening of basic public health func­
tions to provide for a safe environment, con­
trol of infectious diseases, and promotion of 
a healthy lifestyle and behavior; 

(15) support of research efforts that will­
(A) enhance the physical, mental, and so­

cial well-being of major segments of society; 
(B) improve the delivery of cost-conscious, 

quality health care services; and 
(C) enable health care providers and con­

sumers to make more informed decisions; 
and 

(16) continued commitment to basic bio­
medical and comprehensive mental health 
research. 
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SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATION.-The term "Adminis­

tration" means the National Health Care Ad­
ministration, established in section 401(a). 

(2) ADMINI8TRATOR.-The term "Adminis­
trator" means the Administrator of the Ad­
ministration, appointed under section 
401(b)(l). 

(3) BOARD.-The term "Board" means the 
National Health Board, established in sec­
tion 402. 

(4) CONSUMER.-The term "consumer" 
means an eligible individual who receives 
covered services. 

(5) COVERED SERVICE.-The term "covered 
service" means a service described in section 
201, provided under a State program. 

(6) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.-The term "eligi­
ble individual" means an individual who is 
eligible-

(A) for enrollment, as described in section 
103; and 

(B) with respect to a covered service, to re­
ceive the service, as described in section 204. 

(7) HEALTH CARE FACILITY.-The term 
"health care facility" means a facility enti­
tled under the law of a State to provide cov­
ered services. 

(8) HEALTH CARE PROVIDER.-The term 
"health care provider" means a person enti­
tled under the law of a State to provide cov­
ered services, and a health care facility. 

(9) HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE AREA.­
The term "health professional shortage 
area" has the meaning given the term in sec­
tion 332(a)(l) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 254e(a)(l)). 

(10) INTEGRATED HEALTH SERVICE PLAN.­
The term "Integrated Health Service Plan" 
means a nonprofit, consumer-controlled, 
health plan that-

(A) provides all covered services; and 
(B) operates as· a single organization in the 

health care facilities of the organization. 
(11) LOCAL PLANNING AREA.-The term 

"local planning area" means an area des­
ignated under section 412. 

(12) MEDICALLY UNDERSERVED POPU­
LATION .-The term "medically underserved 
population" has the meaning given the term 
in section 330(b)(3) of the Public Health Serv­
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254c(b)(3). 

(13) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE DATA BASE.­
The term "national health care data base" 
means the data base established in section 
401(h). 

(14) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-The 
term "national health care program" means 
the program established in section 101. 

(15) NURSING FACILITY.-The term "nursing 
facility" has the meaning given the term in 
section 1919(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396r(a)). 

(16) STATE.-The term "State" includes the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Is­
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com­
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(17) STATE AGENCY.-The term "State agen­
cy" means an agency designated under sec­
tion 411. 

(18) STATE PROGRAM.-The term "State 
program" means a program approved under 
section 102. 

(19) TRUST FUND.-The term "Trust Fund" 
means, except as otherwise specifically pro­
vided, the fund established in section 324. 

TITLE I-NATIONAL HEALTH CARE 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT. 
The Administrator shall establish and 

carry out a national health care program in 
accordance with this Act. In carrying out 

the national health care program, the Ad­
ministrator shall make payments under sec­
tion 302 to assist the States in establishing 
and carrying out State programs that pro­
vide covered services to eligible individuals. 
SEC. 102. APPROVAL OF STATE PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 
provide for the review, and approval or dis­
approval, of programs as State programs 
under this Act. 

(b) APPLICATION.-For purposes of obtain­
ing the approval described in subsection (a), 
a State agency shall submit an application 
to the Administrator at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Administrator may require, including a 
State plan that contains information de­
scribing a State program for providing cov­
ered services to eligible individuals in the 
State. At a minimum, the plan shall speci­
fy-

(1) procedures for enrollment of individuals 
described in subsection (a) or (b) of section 
103 in the State program in accordance with 
this title; 

(2) covered services to be provided by the 
State program in accordance with subtitle A 
of title II, including a description of the 
manner in which each health care provider 
shall provide care coordination services; 

(3) requirements for provision of covered 
services in the State program in accordance 
with subtitle B of title II; 

(4) procedures for establishing an exchange 
program in accordance with section 303; 

(5) procedures for making payments to 
health care providers in accordance with 
subtitle B of title Ill; 

(6) sources of State revenues for the State 
program, and cost-sharing procedures, in ac­
cordance with sections 322 and 323, respec­
tively; 

(7) an assurance that the State will comply 
with the State administrative and planning 
requirements set forth in subtitle B of title 
IV; 

(8) an assurance that the State program 
will reflect the demographic and 
sociocultural diversity and needs of the com­
munities with the State; and 

(9) an assurance that the State agency 
shall annually prepare and submit to the Ad­
ministrator a report concerning the oper­
ation of the State program. 

(C) NOTIFICATION OF APPROVAL.-Not later 
than 90 days after the date the State agency 
submits the plan described in subsection (b) 
the Administrator shall notify the State 
agency of the decision of the Administration 
approving or disapproving the State plan. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.-
(1) MONITORING.-The Administration shall 

monitor the compliance of State programs 
with the applicable requirements of this Act, 
including the provisions specified in sub­
section (b). 

(2) RECORDS.-Each State program shall 
maintain such records regarding the imple­
mentation of the State program as the Ad­
ministrator may by regulation require. 

(3) ACCESS.-Any officer, employee, or rep­
resentative of a State program shall, upon 
request of an officer, employee, or represent­
ative of the Administration, duly designated 
by the Administrator, furnish information 
relating to the implementation of the State 
program and permit the officer, employee, or 
representative at all reasonable times to 
have access to, and to copy, the records de­
scribed in paragraph (2). 

(e) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.-If the Ad­
ministrator determines, after notice and op­
portunity for a hearing, that a program that 
has been previously approved as a State pro-

gram no longer meets the applicable require­
ments of this Act, the Administrator may re­
quire corrective action or withdraw approval 
of the program. If the Administrator with­
draws approval of a program within a State, 
the Administrator shall, by grant or con­
tract, carry out a program that provides cov­
ered services to eligible individuals in ac­
cordance with the requirements, within the 
State served by the State program. 
SEC. 103. ELIGIBILITY FOR ENROLLMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-An individual shall be eli­
gible to enroll in the national health care 
program for covered services under a State 
program, if the individual-

(1) maintains a primary residence in the 
State; and 

(2) is-
(A) a citizen of the United States; 
(B) a national of the United States; 
(C) a lawful resident alien of the United 

States; or 
(D) an alien nonimmigrant made eligible 

under subsection (b). 
(b) ALIEN NONIMMIGRANTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Administration may 

make eligible to enroll in the national 
health care program, as described in sub­
section (a), individuals within such classes of 
aliens admitted to the United States as non­
immigrants as the Administrator may pro­
vide in regulations prescribed under section 
401(e)(l)(A). 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.-ln providing for eligi­
bility under paragraph (1), the Administra­
tion shall consider reciprocity in health care 
services offered to United States citizens 
who are nonimmigrants to other foreign 
states, and such other factors as the Admin­
istration determines to be appropriate. 

(C) NONDISCRIMINATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Any State that receives 

assistance under this Act shall not discrimi­
nate in the enrollment of individuals eligible 
for enrollment under subsection (a) or (b) in 
the plan on the basis of race, color, religion, 
sex, national origin (except in accordance 
with regulations promulgated under sub­
section (b)(l)), age, health condition, sexual 
preference, income, language, or geographic 
residence in an urban or a rural area within 
the State. 

(2) RULES AND REGULATIONS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-ln carrying out this sec­

tion, a State agency shall implement eligi­
bility procedures in accordance with regula­
tions prescribed under section 401(e)(l)(A). 

(B) ENFORCEMENT.-The Administrator 
shall promulgate rules and regulations to 
provide for the enforcement of this section, 
including provisions for summary suspension 
of assistance for not more than 30 days, on 
an emergency basis, until the Administra­
tion can provide notice and an opportunity 
to be heard. 

(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term "lawful resident alien" means an 
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi­
dence and any other alien lawfully residing 
permanently in the United States under 
color of law, including an alien granted asy­
lum or with lawful temporary status under 
section 210, 210A, or 245A of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1160, 1161, or 
1255a). 
SEC. 104. ENROLLMENT. 

(a) ENROLLMENT PROCESS.-ln order to be 
eligible to receive a payment under section 
302, each State program shall provide a 
mechanism, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed under section 401(e)(l)(B), for the 
enrollment of individuals described in sub­
section (a) or (b) of section 103 in the na­
tional health care program. 
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(b) LOCATION.-Enrollment may occur at 

offices of the State program and other loca­
tions specified by the State agency. 

(c) AUTOMATIC ENROLLMENT.-The mecha­
nism under subsection (a) shall include a 
process for the automatic enrollment of indi­
viduals at the time of birth in the United 
States or at the time of immigration into 
the United States or other acquisition of 
lawful resident status in a State. Such mech­
anism shall also provide for the enrollment 
of eligible individuals as of January 1, 1995. 

(d) ISSUANCE OF CARD.-On enrollment of 
an individual in the national health care pro­
gram, the State program shall issue the indi­
vidual a card that may be used for purposes 
of identification and processing of claims for 
covered services. 
SEC. 106. PORTABILITY. 

(a) REIMBURSEMENT.-Each State program 
shall, in accordance with regulations issued 
by the Administrator, include procedures for 
portability of coverage and reimbursement 
for individuals who are enrolled in the State 
program and require a covered service in an­
other State or country. 

(b) ENROLLMENT IN OTHER STATE PRO­
GRAMS.-Each State agency shall agree to 
provide covered services, under such condi­
tions as the Administrator shall by regula­
tion specify, to individuals enrolled in other 
State programs. 

(c) REQUIREMENTS.-Each State program­
(1) shall not impose any minimum period 

of residence in the State, or waiting period, 
in excess of 3 months before residents of the 
State are eligible for or entitled to covered 
services; and 

(2) shall provide for, and be administered 
and operated, so as to provide for the pay­
ments of amounts for the cost of covered 
services provided to enrolled persons while 
temporarily absent from the State on the 
basis that-

(A) if covered services are provided within 
another State with a State program, pay­
ment for covered services shall be at the rate 
that is approved by the State program in the 
State in which the services are provided, un­
less the States concerned agree to apportion 
the cost between the States in a different 
manner; and 

(B) if the covered services are provided out 
of the United States, or in a State that does 
not have a State program, payment shall be 
made on the basis of the amount that would 
have been paid by the State in which the en­
rolled persons reside for similar services ren­
dered in the State, with due regard, in the 
case of hospital services, to the size of the 
hospital, standards of service, and other rel­
evant factors. 

(d) PRIOR CONSENT FOR SERVICES PROVIDED 
TO TEMPORARILY ABSENT RESIDENTS PER­
MITTED.-Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of this section, a State program may re­
quire that the prior consent of the State pro­
gram be obtained for elective insured health 
services provided to a resident of the State 
while temporarily absent from the State if 
the services in question are available on a 
substantially similar basis in the State. 

(e) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 
section, the term " elective insured health 
services" means covered services other than 
services that are provided in an emergency 
or in any other circumstance in which health 
care services are required without delay. 

TITLE II-BENEFITS AND PROVISION OF 
SERVICES 

Subtitle A-Scope of Services 
SEC. 201. COVERED SERVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The covered services pro­
vided under this Act by the national health 

care program are all medically necessary 
services, and any benefit or service described 
in section 909 of the Civil Rights Restoration 
Act of 1987 (42 U.S.C. 1688), except as pro­
vided in section 202, that contribute to the 
physical, mental, or psychosocial health of 
an individual or family, as determined in ac­
cordance with regulations prescribed under 
section 401(e)(l)(C), including-

(1) primary prevention and health pro­
motion services; 

(2) primary care services; 
(3) inpatient services, including discharge 

planning, social services, and emergency and 
trauma services; 

(4) outpatient hospital services, including 
emergency and trauma services; 

(5) laboratory and radiology services; 
(6) care coordination services; 
(7) rehabilitation services; 
(8) mental health services; 
(9) substance abuse treatment and rehabili­

tation services; 
(10) long-term care services provided in ac-

cordance with section 213(c); 
(11) hospice care services; 
(12) provision of-
(A) prescription drugs and biologicals that 

are listed in accordance with section 315 and 
prescribed by a health care provider; 

(B) such drugs, other than drugs described 
in subparagraph (A), as are determined by a 
heal th care provider to be medically nec­
essary; 

(C) durable medical equipment, and thera­
peutic devices and equipment (including eye­
glasses, hearing aids, and prosthetic appli­
ances), that are listed in accordance with 
section 316 and prescribed by a health care 
provider; and 

(D) such medical supplies, other than de­
vices and equipment described in subpara­
graph (C), as are determined by a health care 
provider to be medically necessary; 

(13) dental care services; 
(14) hearing and speech services; 
(15) vision care services; 
(16) occupational health services; 
(17) organ transplant services; and 
(18) other inpatient and outpatient profes­

sional services. 
(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this title: 
(1) CARE COORDINATION SERVICES.-The 

term "care coordination services" means 
services that-

(A) are provided through an individual 
health care provider or a multidisciplinary 
team of health care providers, including phy­
sicians, nurses, social workers, and other 
nonphysician health care providers; and 

(B)(i) promote physical, mental, and 
psychosocial health maintenance; 

(ii) provide for the coordination and mon­
itoring of health care services for consumers, 
as well as maintenance of appropriate 
records; and 

(iii) provide transition management from 
inpatient facilities to other needed commu­
nity-based care services. 

(2) DENTAL CARE SERVICES.-The term 
"dental care services" means all medically 
necessary preventive and curative dental 
care and routine dental examinations, pro­
vided as frequently as the Administrator 
shall by regulation specify for consumers 
within specified age groups. 

(3) HEARING AND SPEECH SERVICES.-The 
term "hearing and speech services" means 
all medically necessary screening, treat­
ment, and provision of devices, relating to 
promotion of hearing and speech. 

(4) HOSPICE CARE SERVICES.-The term 
"hospice care services" means-

(A) hospice care, as defined in section 
1861(dd)(l) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395x(dd)(l))-

(i) whether provided in the home, through 
community-based services, or on an inpa­
tient basis; and 

(ii) except that the reference to "medical 
social services" in subparagraph (C) of such 
section is deemed a reference to " medical so­
cial work services"; and 

(B) counseling services, including bereave­
ment counseling. 

(5) LONG-TERM CARE COORDINATION SERV­
ICES.-The term ."long-term care coordina­
tion services" means ongoing services that-

(A) provide entry to and management of 
long-term care services and covered services 
for individuals described in section 204(1); 
and 

(B) ensure-
(i) effective, cost-efficient, and coordinated 

delivery of such services to a consumer; and 
(ii) comprehensive, continuous, and coordi­

nated care that meets the physical, mental, 
and psychosocial health needs of such indi­
viduals. 

(6) LONG-TERM CARE SERVICES.-The term 
"long-term care services" means items and 
services provided to individuals described in 
section 204(1) under a written plan of care 
through home and community-based care 
programs and nursing facilities and con­
stitutes-

(A) long-term care coordination services; 
(B) information and referral services; 
(C) skilled and intermediate nursing home 

services; 
(D) day treatment or partial hospitaliza­

tion; 
(E) nursing care; 
(F) services of a homemaker or home 

health aide, personal care services, and 
heavy chore services; 

(G) social work services; 
(H) physical, occupational, speech, and any 

other appropriate therapy services; 
(I) day heal th care services and social day 

care; 
(J) respite care for caregivers; 
(K) consumer and health care provider edu­

cation, training, and counseling, regarding 
health care services; 

(L) medical, skilled nursing, and social 
support services, for residents of foster care 
programs, board and care facilities, and 
other assisted living programs; 

(M) medical supplies and minor remodeling 
changes to the home required by a health 
condition; 

(N) Meals on Wheels; 
(0) nutrition and dietary counseling; 
(P) assisted transportation; 
(Q) emergency alarm response systems; 
(R) coverage of health care needs of people 

with chronic illnesses; 
(S) coverage of acute health care, if re­

quired, in a hospital, nursing facility, reha­
bilitation facility, or other inpatient or out­
patient facility; and 

(T) home and community-based services to 
assist people recovering from illness, disease, 
or injury. 

(7) MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES.-The term 
"mental health services" means services re­
lated to the diagnosis and treatment of men­
tal illnesses and the promotion of mental 
health, including-

(A) inpatient services, including services 
provided at hospitals and other inpatient fa­
cilities, such as residential treatment cen­
ters; 

(B) partial hospitalization and other types 
of day programs; 

(C) crisis intervention; 
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(D) outpatient services, with particular 

emphasis on outpatient services for children 
and adolescents, provided through-

(!) community-based health care facilities 
and systems; or 

(ii) autonomous health care providers, in­
cluding psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, 
clinical social workers, psychiatric nurse 
specialists, or such other qualified health 
care providers as the Administrator shall by 
regulation specify; and 

(E) community-based residential programs, 
particularly programs that prepare individ­
uals for independent living. 

(8) OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH SERVICES.-The 
term "occupational health services" 
means--

(A) prevention and health promotion ac­
tivities to be carried out in high risk work­
places and workplaces with sizable work 
forces; and 

(B) specific health monitoring activities to 
be carried out in workplaces that are deter­
mined, in consultation with the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Administration, by 
the Federal Government to pose a significant 
threat to the health and safety of the work­
ers. 

(9) ORGAN TRANSPLANT SERVICES.-The 
term "organ transplant services" means 
organ transplants for which screening indi­
cates a likelihood of significant and sus­
tained improvement in the quality of life of 
the consumer. 

(10) PRIMARY CARE SERVICES.-The term 
"primary care services" means services pro­
vided by a health care provider that pro­
vide-

(A) comprehensive services focused on the 
maintenance of physical, mental and 
psychosocial heal th; and 

(B) care coordination services. 
(11) PRIMARY PREVENTION AND HEALTH PRO­

MOTION SERVICES.-The term "primary pre­
vention and health promotion services" 
means--

(A) comprehensive well-child care services, 
including health education services, for con­
sumers below age 22, including immuniza­
tions and early, routine assessment, diag­
nosis, and treatment, that-

(i) help to ensure prevention of disease and 
early identification before the onset of ill­
ness; 

(ii) assess a wide array of health condi­
tions; 

(iii) provide diagnosis and evaluation of 
suspected health, mental health, or devel­
opmental problems; and 

(iv) provide parent and caregiver training 
as appropriate and necessary to support 
child health and developmental services for 
high-risk children; 

(B) perinatal and infant health care serv­
ices, including prenatal care and follow-up 
for a mother and an infant through the first 
year of the life of the infant; 

(C) routine, age-appropriate, clinical 
health maintenance examinations for con­
sumers age 22 and older; 

(D) comprehensive family planning and re­
productive health care services; 

(E) school-based primary prevention and 
health promotion programs, which may in­
clude school-based clinics, mobile programs, 
or satellite clinics serving several schools in 
close proximity; and 

(F) home visiting services to provide en­
hanced risk-appropriate maternal and child 
health assessment, education, and support. 

(12) PROFESSIONAL SERVICES.-The term 
"professional services" means services of 
physicians, registered nurses, nurse practi­
tioners, nutritionists, podiatrists, physi-

cian's assistants, psychologists, social work­
ers, nurse midwives, dietitians, and physical, 
speech, occupational, and respiratory thera­
pists, and such other heal th care providers as 
the Administrator shall approve. 

(13) REHABILITATION SERVICES.-The term 
"rehabilitation services" means, except as 
used within the term "substance abuse treat­
ment and rehabilitation services"-

(A) physical therapy, occupational ther­
apy, speech-language therapy, pathology, 
and audiology, provided by autonomous 
health care providers or by health care fa­
cilities; 

(B) social work services; 
(C) provision of medical appliances, includ­

ing prosthetic devices; 
(D) community-based residential programs 

for the disabled, including group homes that 
prepare consumers for independent living; 
and 

(E) such additional services as the Admin­
istrator may determine, after consultation 
with appropriate State review boards, to be 
necessary to address special cases or cir­
cumstances, 
provided on an inpatient or outpatient basis. 

(14) SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT AND RE­
HABILITATION SERVICES.-The term "sub­
stance abuse treatment and rehabilitation 
programs" means services to promote recov­
ery from substance abuse, including-

(A) inpatient and outpatient hospital serv­
ices; 

(B) partial hospitalization and other types 
of day programs; 

(C) crisis intervention; 
(D) residential treatment or rehabilitation 

programs certified under Federal regulation; 
(E) outpatient substance abuse treatment 

services provided through-
(i) community-based health care facilities 

and treatment programs; or 
(ii) autonomous health care providers, in­

cluding psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, 
clinical social workers, psychiatric nurse 
specialists, and such other qualified health 
care providers as the Administrator shall by 
regulation specify; and 

(F) community-based residential programs, 
particularly programs that prepare individ­
uals for independent living. 

(15) VISION CARE SERVICES.-The term "vi­
sion care services" means--

(A) routine eye examinations, provided as 
frequently as the Administrator shall by reg­
ulation specify for consumers within speci­
fied age groups; 

(B) provision of glasses and contact lenses, 
as frequently as the Administrator shall by 
regulation specify; and 

(C) all medically necessary vision treat­
ment. 
SEC. 202. EXCLUSIONS. 

Covered services do not include-
(1) cosmetic surgery, except medically nec­

essary reconstructive surgery; 
(2) cosmetic orthodontics; 
(3) such amenities in inpatient facilities as 

the Administrator shall by regulation speci­
fy, such as private rooms, unless the amen­
ities are medically necessary; 

(4) medical examinations and medical re­
ports required for purchasing or renewing 
life insurance policies, or as part of a civil 
action for the recovery of settlement or dam­
ages; or 

(5) any service that a health care provider 
determines not to be medically necessary. 
SEC. 203. PROHIBITIONS ON LIMITATIONS. 

A State program may not limit the cov­
ered services provided to a consumer on the 
basis of a health condition of the individual 
that existed on the date of the enrollment of 

the consumer in the national health care 
program for services under the State pro­
gram. 
SEC. 204. ELIGIBILITY. 

Persons enrolled under section 104 who are 
eligible for covered services shall inclnde­

(1) with respect to long-term care services, 
individuals--

(A) over 18 years of age determined (in a 
manner specified by the Secretary)-

(!) to be unable to perform, without the as­
sistance of an individual, at least 2 of the fol­
lowing 5 activities of daily living (or who has 
a similar level of disability due to cognitive 
impairment)-

(!)bathing; 
(II) eating; 
(III) dressing; 
(IV) toileting; and 
(V) transferring in and out of a bed or in 

and out of a chair; or 
(ii) due to cognitive or mental impair­

ments, requires supervision because the indi­
vidual behaves in a manner that poses health 
or safety hazards to the individual or others; 
or 

(B) under 19 years of age determined (in a 
manner specified by the Secretary) to meet 
such alternative standard of disability for 
children as the Secretary develops; 

(2) with respect to hospice care services, 
terminally ill individuals, regardless of the 
cause of illness; 

(3) with respect to services to be provided 
in schools, workplaces, and assisted living 
programs, such individuals as may be speci­
fied in the State plan described in section 
102(b); and 

(4) with respect to covered services not de­
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (3), all indi­
viduals. 
SEC. 205. ADDITIONAL AND DUPLICATE SERV· 

ICES. 
(a) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.-
(1) CONSTRUCTION.-Except as provided in 

section 202, nothing in this Act shall be con­
strued as limiting the health care services 
that a State program may provide. 

(2) STATE FINANCING OF ADDITIONAL SERV­
ICES.-There shall be no Federal financing 
available under this Act for health care serv­
ices other than covered services. 

(b) COVERAGE OF SERVICES.-
(1) PROHIBITION ON DUPLICATE PRIVATE IN­

SURANCE.-NO person may sell private insur­
ance that provides coverage for health care 
services that duplicate covered services. 

(2) COVERAGE OF ADDITIONAL BENEFITS.­
Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
prohibiting the sale of private insurance that 
provides health care services other than cov­
ered services. 

(C) PRIVATE CARE.-
(1) ARRANGEMENTS.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), nothing in this Act shall be 
construed as prohibiting arrangements be­
tween a health care provider and an individ­
ual for the provision of covered services. 

(2) LIMITATION.-Arrangements described 
in paragraph (1) shall provide for acceptance 
of payment as described in section 3ll(b)(l). 

Subtitle B-Provision of Services 
SEC. 211. HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS. 

(a) CERTIFICATION AND LICENSING.-State 
programs shall include procedures for certifi­
cation and licensing of health care providers 
participating in the national health care pro­
gram in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed under section 401(e)(l)(H) and other 
applicable Federal and State law. 

(b) QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTION STANDARDS.-State agencies 
shall regulate the health care providers, and 
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shall ensure compliance with quality assur­
ance standards prescribed under section 
401(e)(l)(G), consumer protection standards 
prescribed under section 401(e)(l)(I), and 
other applicable Federal and State law. 

(C) ENFORCEMENT.-A State agency that de­
termines, after notice and an opportunity for 
a hearing, that a health care provider has re­
peatedly violated the quality assurance 
standards, or has been convicted of an of­
fense involving medical malpractice, shall 
debar the provider from receiving payment 
under the State program. The State agency 
shall develop appropriate procedures for de­
termining the length of the debarment and 
for terminating a debarment in an appro­
priate case. 
SEC. 212. DELIVERY SYSTEMS. 

(a) INNOVATIVE DELIVERY SYSTEMS.-St~te 
programs may implement innovative deliv­
ery systems of covered services, including 
private health services, State-operated 
health services, and Integrated Health Serv­
ice Plans, to provide covered services. 

(b) INTEGRATED HEALTH SERVICE PLANS.­
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each State agency shall 

provide for the review, and approval or dis­
approval, of health plans as Integrated 
Health Service Plans in the State for pur­
poses of this Act. 

(2) APPLICATION.-For purposes of obtain­
ing the approval described in paragraph (1), 
an entity shall submit an application to the 
head of the State agency at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa­
tion as the head of the State agency may re­
quire. 

(3) NOTIFICATION OF APPROVAL.-Not later 
than 60 days after the date the entity sub­
mits the application described in paragraph 
(2), the head of the State agency shall notify 
the entity of the decision of the State agen­
cy approving or disapproving the plan. 

(4) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.-If the head 
of the State agency determines, after notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing, that a 
health plan that has been previously ap­
proved as an Integrated Health Service Plan 
no longer meets the applicable requirements 
of this Act, the head of the State agency 
shall withdraw approval of the plan and 
shall, in accordance with regulations pre­
scribed under section 401(e)(l)(B), provide a 
procedure under which individuals enrolled 
in the plan may be enrolled in other Inte­
grated Health Service Plans. 
SEC. 213. STATE LONG·TERM CARE COORDINA· 

TION AGENCIES. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-State agencies shall 

establish State long-term care coordination 
agencies, to ensure a continuum of care for 
every individual described in section 204(1). 

(b) SERVICES.-Services provided through 
the agencies shall include-

(1) services of certified public or nonprofit 
coordination agencies, provided through 
qualified professionals that meet such pro­
fessional standards as the Administrator 
shall prescribe under section 401(e)(l)(H), to 
serve as resources for health care facilities, 
physicians, and other health care providers; 
and 

(2) long-term care coordination services as 
an integral part of long-term care services, 
as described in subsection (c), and of home 
and community-based benefits. 

(C) LONG-TERM CARE SERVICES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-State long-term care co­

ordination agencies shall be responsible for 
screening all potential recipients of long­
term care services and authorizing needed 
services. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.-State long-term care 
coordination agencies shall provide services 

in accordance with the following require­
ments: 

(A) SETTING AND LEVEL OF CARE.-The set­
ting and level of care to be provided to per­
sons needing long-term care services shall be 
based on an assessment of the severity of 
cognitive impairment, inability to perform 
specified activities of daily living (as well as 
certain functional tasks), the level of dis­
ability, the need for regular ongoing care, 
behavioral and emotional problems, and the 
ability of family caregivers to care for per­
sons in need. 

(B) COORDINATION.-Long-term care serv­
ices shall be coordinated with the provision 
of acute health care and other health care 
and mental health services if needed. 

(C) REQUESTS.-All requests for services 
shall be processed in a timely manner. 

(D) INTENSITY.-The intensity of care co­
ordination provided under this subsection 
shall depend on the severity of need and the 
level of services required to meet the needs. 

(E) OUTPATIENT EMPHASIS.-The agency 
shall place priority on maintaining consum­
ers in their homes (with the necessary sup­
ports) or in community-based residential 
programs rather than inpatient facilities and 
nursing homes. 

(F) EMERGENCY SITUATIONS.-The agency 
shall make provisions to respond to emer­
gency situations, including first-time re­
quests and consumers who are receiving on­
going services and who have a sudden change 
of status or condition. 

(G) COST-EFFICIENT APPROACHES.-States 
shall have the flexibility to develop cost-effi­
cient approaches to respond to requests for 
limited home and community-based services. 

(H) COORDINATION.-State long-term care 
coordination agencies shall ensure coordina­
tion and continuity of care between service 
levels and different settings if applicable, 
which includes the ability to respond to cri­
sis situations. 

(I) QUALIFICATION STANDARDS.-Care co­
ordination provided under this subsection 
shall meet defined qualification standards. 

(J) OTHER HEALTH CARE DISCIPLINES.-Care 
coordinators shall utilize the services of 
other health care disciplines, and inter­
disciplinary teams if appropriate. 

(K) CONSUMER INVOLVEMENT.-Consumers 
shall, to the extent the consumers are able, 
be involved in all decisions regarding long­
term care services. Family or caregiver in­
volvement shall occur if appropriate. 

(3) CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-State long-term care co­

ordination agencies shall, with respect to the 
geographic area served by the agencies-

(i) enter into contracts or agreements with 
providers of long-term care services; and 

(ii) authorize and disburse all funds for 
long-term care services. 

(B) CRITERIA.-The contracts or agree­
ments shall require performance criteria in 
accordance with Federal guidelines. Criteria 
shall address such issues as certification and 
licensure of the health care provider, ex­
pected level of service, staff qualifications, 
supervision, role of the long-term care co­
ordination agency, rights of the consumer 
and health care providers, and provisions for 
necessary changes in level of care. 

(4) INDEPENDENCE.-State long-term care 
coordination agencies shall be independent 
from any providers of long-term care serv­
ices. 
SEC. 214. INCORPORATION OF MISCELLANEOUS 

MEDICARE·RELATED PROVISIONS. 
(a) PROVISIONS IN TITLE XVIII.-Except as 

otherwise specifically provided in this Act, 
the following provisions of the Social Secu-

rity Act shall apply to this Act in the same 
manner as the provisions applied to title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act as of the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act: 

(1) Section 1819 (relating to requirements 
for, and assuring quality of care in, skilled 
nursing facilities), except that any reference 
in the section to a "skilled nursing facility" 
is deemed a reference to a "nursing facility". 

(2) Section 1846 (relating to intermediate 
sanctions for providers of clinical diagnostic 
laboratory tests). 

(3) Sections 1863 through 1865 (relating to 
consultation with State agencies and other 
organizations to develop conditions of par­
ticipation for providers of services, use of 
State agencies to determine compliance by 
providers of services with conditions of par­
ticipation, and effect of accreditation). 

(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), section 
1866 (relating to agreements with providers 
of services). 

(B)(i) The provisions of section 1866(a)(l)(N) 
shall not apply. 

(ii) Under section 1866(a)(2), a health care 
provider may not impose any charge for cov­
ered services under this Act. 

(iii) In the case of a hospital, the provider 
agreement under section 1866 shall prohibit a 
hospital from denying care to any eligible 
individual on any ground other than the hos­
pital 's inability to provide the care required. 

(5) Section 1867 (relating to examination 
and treatment for emergency medical condi­
tions and women in labor). 

(6) Section 1869 (relating to determinations 
and appeals). 

(7) Section 1870 (relating to overpayment 
on behalf of individuals and settlement of 
claims for covered services on behalf of de­
ceased individuals). 

(8) Sections 1871 through 1874 (relating to 
regulations, application of certain provisions 
of title II of the Social Security Act, des­
ignation of organization or publication by 
name, and administration). 

(9)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), section 
1876 (relating to payments to health mainte­
nance organizations and competitive medical 
plans) shall apply to eligible individuals 
under this Act in the same manner as it ap­
plies to individuals entitled to benefits under 
part A, and enrolled under part B, of title 
XVID of the Social Security Act. 

(B) In applying section 1876 under this 
Act-

(i) the provisions of such section relating 
only to individuals enrolled under part B of 
title XVID of the Social Security Act shall 
not apply; 

(ii) subject to subparagraph (C), any ref­
erence to a Trust Fund established under 
title XVID of such Act and to benefits under 
such title is deemed a reference to the Na­
tional Health Care Trust Fund and to cov­
ered services under this Act; 

(iii) subject to subparagraph (C), the ad­
justed average per capita cost and adjusted 
community rate shall be determined on the 
basis of covered services under this Act; and 

(iv) subsection (f) shall not apply. 
(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B), cov­

ered services under this Act may, at the op­
tion of an eligible organization, not include 
benefits for nursing facility services that are 
not post-hospital extended care services and 
benefits for home and community-based 
services. 

(10) Section 1877 (relating to limitation on 
certain physician referrals). 

(11) Section 1878 (relating to the provider 
reimbursement review board), except that 
the hearings pursuant to such section shall 
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be on the approval of budgets under section 
312 rather than the determination of pay­
ment amounts under title xvm of the So­
cial Security Act. 

(12) Section 1891 (relating to conditions of 
participation for home health agencies; 
home health quality). 

(13) Section 1892 (relating to offset of pay­
ments to individuals to collect past-due obli­
gations arising from breach of scholarship 
and loan contract). 

(b) TITLE XI PROVISIONS.-The following 
provisions of the Social Security Act shall 
apply to this Act in the same manner as they 
applied to title XVIII of the Social Security 
Act: 

(1) Sections 1124, 1126, and 1128 through 
1128B (relating to fraud and abuse). 

(2) Section 1134 (relating to nonprofit hos­
pital philanthropy). 

(3) Section 1138 (relating to hospital proto­
cols for organ procurement and standards for 
organ procurement agencies). 

(4) Section 1142 (relating to research on 
outcomes of health care services and proce­
dures), except that any reference in such sec: 
tion to a Trust Fund is deemed a reference to 
the National Health Care Trust Fund. 

(5) Part B of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (relating to peer review of the utiliza­
tion and quality of health care services). 
SEC. 215. NONDISCRIMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-No individual with re­
sponsibility for the administration of a State 
plan that receives assistance under this Act 
shall discriminate in the provision of cov­
ered services to eligible individuals on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, national or­
igin, age, health condition, sexual pref­
erence, income, language, or geographic resi­
dence in an urban or rural area within the 
State. 

(b) RULES AND REGULATIONS.-The Admin­
istrator shall promulgate rules and regula­
tions to provide for the enforcement of this 
section, including provisions for summary 
suspension of assistance for not more than 30 
days, on an emergency basis, until the Ad­
ministration can provide notice and an op­
portunity to be heard. 

TITLE III-REVENUE 
Subtitle A-Budget Process 

SEC. 301. NATIONAL AND STATE HEALTH BUDG­
ETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES.-For each 

calendar year the Administrator shall estab­
lish a national health budget and, for each 
State, a State health budget that specifies-

(A) the level and application of expendi­
tures to be made under this Act in the year 
in the United States and in the State, re­
spectively; and 

(B) the amount in and source of revenues 
of the Trust Fund in such year. 

(2) BASIS.-Each State health budget estab­
lished by the Administrator under this sub­
section shall-

(A) be based on-
(i) the population of the State; 
(ii) reasonable differences in the prices for 

goods and services; 
(iii) any special social, environmental, or 

other condition affecting health conditions 
or the need for health care services; and 

(iv) the geographic distribution of the pop­
ulation of the State population, including 
the proportion of the population residing in 
rural or health professional shortage areas; 

(B) be adjusted to account for States­
(i) with large populations; 
(ii) with substantial numbers of residents 

in age categories that make disproportion­
ately greater use of covered services; 
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(iii) with substantial numbers of residents 
below the income official poverty line, as de­
fined by the Office of Management and Budg­
et, and revised annually in accordance with 
section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Rec­
onciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)); and 

(iv) whose residents exhibit a high inci­
dence of certain health conditions, such as a 
high incidence of Acquired Immune Defi­
ciency Syndrome or infant mortality; and 

(C) not disproportionately discriminate 
against States with substantial rural popu­
lations. 

(b) EXPENDITURE LEVEL.-The total level of 
expenditures to be specified in the national 
health budget under subsection (a) for a year 
may not exceed the level of expenditures for 
covered services under this Act made in the 
year preceding the effective date of this Act 
increased in a compounded manner for each 
succeeding year (up to the year involved) by 
the annual percentage increase in the gross 
national product for the preceding year. 

(c) INSTITUTIONAL CAPITAL BUDGET.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each national health 

budget established under subsection (a) shall 
include an amount for total expenditures for 
capital-related items, provide for State cap­
ital budgets and specify the general manner 
in which such expenditures for capital-relat­
ed items are to be distributed among the dif­
ferent types of health care facilities. 

(2) F ACTORS.-Each State capital budget 
under this section shall be established based 
solely on-

(A) the factors described in subparagraphs 
(A) and (C) through of subsection (a)(2); and 

(B) reasonable differences in the prices for 
goods and services, as such differences affect 
the prices of the appropriate capital goods. 

(d) HEALTH TRAINING BUDGET.-Each na­
tional health budget established under sub­
section (a) shall include an amount for total 
expenditures for direct medical education ex­
penses for institutions receiving payments 
under section 312. Such budgets shall specify 
the general manner in which such expendi­
tures are to be taken into account, shall be 
based on a national plan for training of med­
ical personnel developed by the Adminis­
trator that shall emphasize training for pri­
mary and preventive care, and shall provide 
for State budgets for direct medical edu­
cation expenses. Payments under such budg­
ets for such expenditures shall take into ac­
count the method for payment for direct 
medical education expenses as described in 
section 1886(h) of the Social Security Act. 
SEC. 302. PAYMENTS TO STATES. 

The Administrator shall make payments 
from amounts in the Trust Fund to States 
with approved State programs. 
SEC. 303. ESTABLISHMENT OF EXCHANGE PRO­

GRAM. 
The Administration shall establish a pro­

gram under which a State that furnishes 
covered services to residents of another 
State receives credit for payments for the 
services against the amounts to which the 
other State is otherwise entitled to receive. 

Subtitle B-Payments to Health Care 
Providers 

SEC. 311. PAYMENTS TO HEALTH CARE PROVID­
ERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each State program shall 
provide for a timely and administratively 
simple mechanism for the payment and re­
imbursement of health care providers in a 
manner consistent with this subtitle and in 
accordance with regulations prescribed 
under section 401(e)(l)(E). 

(b) MANDATORY ASSIGNMENT.-
(1) ACCEPTANCE OF PAYMENTS.-Each health 

care provider that receives funding under the 

national health care program shall accept 
the payment amount recognized under the 
State program for covered services as pay­
ment in full for such services, provided to 
consumers, or to individuals entering into an 
arrangement described in section 205(c). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL CHARGES.­
Heal th care providers shall only impose 
charges on consumers-

(A) as provided in section 323; or 
(B) with respect to services that are not 

covered services. 
(C) CONTINUUM OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES.­

State programs, in order to avoid frag­
mented care and promote a continuum of 
health care services, shall develop financial 
incentives in the payment and reimburse­
ment mechanisms provided under this sub­
title. 

(d) EQUIPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION.-
(!) LIMITATIONS.-A State program shall, in 

accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Administrator-

(A) limit acquisition of highly specialized 
or expensive medical equipment, which shall 
be carefully regulated to ensure appropriate 
and equitable utilization and distribution; 
and 

(B) eliminate acquisition of expensive, 
highly specialized equipment by individual 
physicians and group practices, although the 
State program may make exceptions in rural 
health professional shortage areas. 

(2) APPROVAL.-Approval for construction 
and renovation funds shall only be consid­
ered on the basis of utilization data and 
within the context of the State planning 
process under section 412. 

(e) RURAL AND HEALTH PROFESSIONAL 
SHORTAGE AREAS.-ln establishing the mech­
anism for payment and reimbursement of 
health care providers under this subtitle, the 
State program shall establish schedules and 
incentives in a manner that will encourage 
health care providers to practice or locate in 
rural and heal th professional shortage areas. 
SEC. 312. PAYMENTS TO INSTITIJTIONAL HEALTH 

CARE PROVIDERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (c), payment for institutional 
care, including hospital services, shall be 
made in each State on the basis of an annual 
prospective budgeting system, established by 
the State consistent with the State health 
budget established under section 301 and 
after negotiations with institutional health 
care providers. 

(b) HOSPITALS.­
(!) BUDGET.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Each hospital shall re­

ceive prospectively a global budget. The 
budget will be developed through annual ne­
gotiations between the State agency and the 
hospital. 

(B) F ACTORS.-ln developing the budget, 
the State agency shall consider the health 
needs of the area, the past expenditures of 
the hospital, inflation, previous financial 
and clinical performance (based on utiliza­
tion data collected through the national 
health care data base), projected levels of 
services, technological advances or changes, 
wages and other costs, proposed new pro­
grams, type of hospital, and costs associated 
with meeting Federal and State regulations. 

(C) ADJUSTMENTS.-End-of-the-year adjust­
ments may be made to hospital budgets 
based on unforeseen factors, such as an in­
crease or decrease in consumer load. 

(2) OPERATING EXPENSES.--Global hospital 
budgets shall be used for operating expenses. 
Operating expenses shall include replace­
ment of standard equipment and funds to 
promote innovation in health services. None 
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of the operating budget may be used for 
physical expansion, profit, marketing, or the 
purchase of expensive, highly specialized 
equipment. 

(3) CAPITAL EXPANSION AND EQUIPMENT.­
Separate funds for capital expansion and 
purchase of expensive equipment shall be 
subject to approval by the State agency, and 
consistent with the State capital budgets de­
scribed in section 301(c)(l). 

(4) FUNDRAISING.-Under Federal guide­
lines, hospitals may raise funds from private 
sources to pay for special services. Such ad­
ditional funds may not change the operating 
budget. Any anticipated changes in the oper­
ating budget as a result of special services 
shall be negotiated with the State agency. 

(5) HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE 
AREAS.-State programs shall provide sub­
sidies to rural and urban hospitals in health 
professional shortage areas, including teach­
ing hospitals, to ensure the viability of the 
health care facilities. 

(c) OTHER HEALTH CARE FACILITIES.-
(1) DEFINITION.-As used in this subsection, 

the term "other health care facilities" shall 
include community clinics, migrant health 
centers, nursing homes, community-based 
programs, home health agencies, rehabilita­
tion facilities, renal dialysis facilities, birth­
ing centers, and health facilities operated by 
public health departments. 

(2) PAYMENT.-States may determine 
whether other health care facilities shall be 
paid on the basis of a prospective global 
budget or per capita fee. Certain services, 
such as day health care centers, may be re­
imbursed on a per diem basis. The Adminis­
tration shall determine whether the States 
may determine the per capita fee rates, or 
whether the rates shall be set by the Admin­
istration with regional variations. 

(3) LIMITATIONS.-The same limitations de­
scribed in subsection (b) regarding capital 
expenditures and operating expenses for hos­
pitals shall apply to other health care facili­
ties. 

(4) HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS.-Health care 
providers employed in other health care fa­
cilities shall be salaried. Contractual ar­
rangements shall be permitted for specialists 
that are not on the staff of such a facility. 

(5) RURAL FACILITIES.-State programs 
shall provide special State subsidies for 
other health care facilities that are essential 
facilities in rural areas, to ensure the viabil­
ity of the facilities. 
SEC. 313. PAYMENTS FOR SERVICES BY INDIVID· 

UAL HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS. 
(a) FEE SCHEDULES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro­

vided in this section, payment for services by 
individual health care providers shall be on a 
fee-for-service basis and based on payment 
schedules established by each State program 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
under section 401(e)(l)(E). 

(2) SCHEDULES.-Such schedules-
(A) shall be established after negotiations 

with organizations representing physicians 
and other health care providers; 

(B) shall be based on a national relative 
value scale, developed by the Administration 
taking into account the relative value scale 
developed under section 1848 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w-4), as in effect 
on the day before the date of the enactment 
of this Act; 

(C) shall take into consideration regional 
variations; and 

(D) shall be in amounts consistent with the 
State health budget adopted under section 
301. 

(3) TARGETS.-Expenditure targets on the 
annual State allocation of fee-for-service 

payments for each category of health care 
provider shall be established under the State 
programs. If a group of health care providers 
exceeds the annual expenditure target, State 
agencies shall have the flexibility to nego­
tiate with the Administration and the health 
care provider group to modify the fee sched­
ule for the following year to correct for over­
spending in the previous budget year. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE PAYMENT MECHANISMS.­
Payment for services by individual health 
care providers may be based on alternative 
payment methodologies, including capita­
tion methods, annual salary and hourly pay­
ments, so long as the amount of payments 
under such methodology do not exceed, in 
the aggregate, the amount of payments that 
would otherwise be made under the meth­
odology described in subsection (a). 

(c) BILLING.-Individual health care provid­
ers shall submit bills to the State agency. 

(d) COVERED ExPENSES.-Payment to indi­
vidual health care providers shall cover 
health care provider earnings and basic oper­
ating expenses, and shall not include reim­
bursement for expensive, highly specialized 
equipment. Operating expenses shall include 
administrative overhead, employee wages, 
and replacement of standard equipment. 

(e) GROUP PRACTICES.-Group practices 
may elect to be paid prospectively on a per 
capita basis rather than on a fee-for-service 
basis. 
SEC. 314. PAYMENTS TO INTEGRATED HEALTH 

SERVICE PLANS. 
(a) PAYMENT.-Integrated Health Service 

Plans shall be paid prospectively on a per 
capita basis or by means of a negotiated 
global budget, as determined by the State 
agency. 

(b) INPATIENT CARE.-Such payment shall 
not cover inpatient care services. Inpatient 
facilities operated by the Integrated Health 
Service Plans will be paid for covered serv­
ices on the same basis as all other inpatient 
facilities. 

(c) HOSPITALS.-Integrated Health Service 
Plan-operated hospitals shall be paid for cov­
ered services on the same basis as all other 
hospitals under section 312. 

(d) HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS.-All health 
care providers employed by the Integrated 
Health Service Plans shall be salaried. An 
Integrated Health Service Plan may enter 
into contractual arrangements with spe­
cialty health care providers not available on 
staff. 

(e) DEVELOPMENT.-State programs shall 
provide incentives for the development of In­
tegrated Health Service Plans. 
SEC. 315. PAYMENTS FOR PRESCRIPI'ION DRUGS 

AND BIOLOGICALS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF LIST.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

establish a list of approved prescription 
drugs and biologicals that the Administrator 
determines are necessary for the mainte­
nance or restoration of health or of employ­
ability or self-management and eligible to be 
provided as covered services. 

(2) EXCLUSIONS.-The Administrator may 
exclude from the list described in paragraph 
(1) ineffective, unsafe, or overpriced drugs or 
biologicals if better alternatives are deter­
mined to be available. 

(b) PRICES.-For each such listed prescrip­
tion drug or biological that may be provided 
as a covered service under this Act, the Ad­
ministrator shall from time to time, by regu­
lation promulgated under section 
401(e)(l)(F), determine a product price or 
prices that shall constitute the maximum to 
be recognized under this Act as the cost of 
the drug or biological to a health care pro-

vider. The Administrator may conduct nego­
tiations, on behalf of State programs, with 
manufacturers and distributors of drugs or 
biologicals in determining the applicable 
product price or prices. 

(C) CHARGES BY INDEPENDENT PHAR­
MACIES.-Each State program shall provide 
for payment for such a listed prescription 
drug or biological furnished by an independ­
ent pharmacy based on the cost of the drug 
or biological to the pharmacy (not in excess 
of the applicable product price established 
under subsection (b)) plus a dispensing fee. In 
accordance with standards established by the 
Administrator under section 401(e)(l)(F), 
each State program, after consultation with 
representatives of the pharmaceutical pro­
fession, shall establish schedules of dispens­
ing fees, designed to afford reasonable com­
pensation to independent pharmacies after 
taking into account variations in their cost 
of operation resulting from regional dif­
ferences, differences in the volume of pre­
scription drugs and biologicals dispensed, 
differences in services provided, and other 
relevant factors. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section, 
the terms "prescription drug" and "biologi­
cal" mean a drug and a biological, respec­
tively, described in section 1861(t) of the So­
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(t)). 
SEC. 318. APPROVED DEVICES AND EQUIPMENT. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF LIST.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

establish a list of approved durable medical 
equipment and therapeutic devices and 
equipment (including eyeglasses, hearing 
aids, and prosthetic appliances), that the Ad­
ministrator determines are necessary for the 
maintenance or restoration of health or of 
employability or self-management and eligi­
ble to be provided as covered services. 

(2) EXCLUSIONS.-The Administrator may 
exclude from the list described in paragraph 
(1) ineffective, unsafe, or overpriced equip­
ment or devices if better alternatives are de­
termined to be available. 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS AND CONDITIONS.-In es­
tablishing the list under subsection (a), the 
Administrator shall take into consideration 
the efficacy, safety, and cost of each item 
contained on such list, and shall attach to 
any i tern such conditions as the Adminis­
trator determines to be appropriate with re­
spect to the circumstances under which, or 
the frequency with which, the item may be 
prescribed. 

(c) PRICES.-For each such listed item that 
may be provided as a covered service under 
this Act, the Administrator shall from time 
to time, by regulation promulgated under 
section 401(e)(l)(F), determine a product 
price or prices that shall constitute the max­
imum to be recognized under this Act as the 
cost of the item to a health care provider. 
The Administrator may conduct negotia­
tions, on behalf of State programs, with 
manufacturers and distributors of the equip­
ment or devices described in subsection (a) 
in determining the applicable product price 
or prices. 

(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the terms "durable medical equipment" . has 
the meaning given the term in section 
1861(n) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(n)). 
SEC. 317. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE. 

(a) BOARD.-The head of each State agency 
shall establish a State Payment Grievance 
Board. In selecting members of the State 
Payment Grievance Board, the head of the 
State agency shall ensure that members 
shall not perform duties inconsistent with 
their duties and responsibilities as members, 
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and shall ensure that an employee or agent 
engaged in the performance of investigative 
or prosecuting functions for the State agen­
cy in a case shall not, in the case or a factu­
ally related case, participate or advise in the 
decision, recommended decision, or State 
agency review of the decision, except as wit­
ness or counsel in public proceedings. 

(b) APPEALS.-
(1) HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS.-A health care 

provider who is denied payment by an em­
ployee of a State agency, or a State long­
term care coordination agency, for covered 
services may appeal the decision of the State 
agency, not later than 30 days after the deci­
sion, to a State Payment Grievance Board. 

(2) PATIENTS.-ln any case in which a 
health care provider determines that a re­
quested service is not medically necessary 
with respect to a consumer, the health care 
provider shall inform the consumer of the 
opportunity to appeal the decision of the 
health care provider, not later than 30 days 
after the decision, to a State Payment Griev­
ance Board. 

(C) PROCEDURES.-Each State agency shall 
provide for effective procedures for the State 
Payment Grievance Board for hearing and 
resolving appeals brought under subsection 
(b) and for State agency review of the ap­
peals. 

Subtitle C-Sources of Revenue 
SEC. 321. FEDERAL SOURCES OF REVENUE. 

(a) PERSONAL INCOME TAX RATE IN­
CREASE.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsections (a) through 
(e) of section 1 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to tax imposed) are each 
amended by striking "15% " , "28% ", and 
" 31 % " each place they appear and inserting 
"20% '', "31 % ", and "39% " , respectively. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Subsection (f) of section 1 of such Code 

is amended-
(i) by striking "1990" in paragraph (1) and 

inserting "1994", and 
(ii) by striking "1989" in paragraph (3)(B) 

and inserting "1993". 
(B) Subparagraph (B) of section 32(1)(1) of 

such Code is amended by striking "1989" and 
inserting "1993". 

(C) Subparagraph (C) of section 41(e)(5) of 
such Code is amended by striking "1989" 
each place it appears and inserting "1993". 

(D) Subparagraph (B) of section 63(c)(4) of 
such Code is amended by striking "1989" and 
inserting "1993". 

(E) Clause (ii) of section 135(b)(2)(B) of such 
Code is amended by striking "1989" and in­
serting "1993". 

(F) Subparagraphs (A)(ii) and (B)(ii) of sec­
tion 151(d)(4) of such Code are each amended 
by striking "1989" and inserting "1993" . 

(G) Clause (ii) of section 513(h)(2)(C) of such 
Code is amended by striking "1989" each 
place it appears and inserting "1993" . 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax­
able years beginning after December 31, 1993. 

(b) CORPORATE INCOME TAX RATE IN­
CREASE.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (b) of section 
11 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re­
lating to tax imposed on corporations) is 
amended by striking "34 percent" each place 
it appears and inserting "39 percent". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 852(b)(3)(D)(iii) of such Code is 

amended by striking " 66 percent" and insert­
ing "61 percent". 

(B) Section 1201(a) of such Code is amended 
by striking "34 percent" each place it ap­
pears and inserting "39 percent". 

(C) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 1445(e) 
of such Code are each amended by striking 
" 34 percent" and inserting " 39 percent" . 

(D) Section 7518(g)(6)(A) of such Code and 
section 607(h)(6)(A) of the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936 are each amended by striking "34 
percent" and inserting "39 percent". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax­
able years beginning after December 31, 1993. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX INCREASE.­
(!) GENERAL RULE.-Subparagraph (A) of 

section 55(b)(l) (relating to tentative mini-
mum tax) is amended by striking "20 percent 
(24 percent" and inserting " 23 percent (27 
percent". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Paragraph 
(2) of section 897(a) is amended by striking 
"21" in the heading of such paragraph and in 
subparagraph (A) and inserting "27". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax­
able years beginning after December 31, 1993. 

(d) INCREASE IN TAX ON CIGARETTES.-
(!) RATE OF TAX.-Subsection (b) of section 

5701 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re­
lating to rate of tax on cigarettes) is amend­
ed-

(A) by striking "$12 per thousand ($10 per 
thousand on cigarettes removed during 1991 
or 1992)" in paragraph (1) and inserting " $20 
per thousand"; and 

(B) by striking "$25.20 per thousand ($21 
per thousand on cigarettes removed during 
1991 or 1992)" in paragraph (2) and inserting 
"$42 per thousand". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re­
spect to articles removed after December 31, 
1993. 

(3) FLOOR STOCKS.-
(A) IMPOSITION OF TAX.-On cigarettes man­

ufactured in or imported into the United 
States which are removed before January 1, 
1994, and held on such date for sale by any 
person, there shall be imposed the following 
taxes: 

(i) SMALL CIGARETTES.-On cigarettes, 
weighing not more than 3 pounds per thou­
sand, $10 per thousand; 

(ii) LARGE CIGARETTES.-On cigarettes, 
weighing more than 3 pounds per thousand, 
$21 per thousand; except that, if more than 
61h inches in length, they shall be taxable at 
the rate prescribed for cigarettes weighing 
not more than 3 pounds per thousand, count­
ing each 2% inches, or fraction thereof, of 
the length of each as one cigarette. 

(B) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY­
MENT.-

(i) LIABILITY FOR TAX.-A person holding 
cigarettes on January 1, 1994, to which any 
tax imposed by subparagraph (A) applies 
shall be liable for such tax. 

(ii) METHOD OF PAYMENT.-The tax imposed 
by subparagraph (A) shall be treated as a tax 
imposed under section 5701 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 and shall be due and 
payable on February 15, 1994, in the same 
manner as the tax imposed under such sec­
tion is payable with respect to cigarettes re­
moved on January 1, 1994. 

(C) CIGARETTE.- For purposes of this para­
graph, the term "cigarette" shall have the 
meaning given to such term by subsection 
(b) of section 5702 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

(D) ExCEPTION FOR RETAIL STOCKS.-The 
taxes imposed by subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to cigarettes in retail stocks held on 
January l, 1994, at the place where intended 
to be sold at retail. 

(E) FOREIGN TRADE ZONES.-Notwithstand­
ing the Act of June 18, 1934 (19 U.S.C. 81a et 
seq.) or any other provision of law-

(i) cigarette&-
(!) on which taxes imposed by Federal law 

are determined, or customs duties · are liq­
uidated, by a customs officer pursuant to a 
request made under the first proviso of sec­
tion 3(a) of the Act of June 18, 1934 (19 U.S.C. 
81c(a)) before January l, 1994, and 

(II) which are entered into the customs ter­
ritory of the United States on or after Janu­
ary l, 1994, from a foreign trade zone, and 

(ii) cigarettes which-
(!) are placed under the supervision of a 

customs officer pursuant to the provisions of 
the second proviso of section 3(a) of the Act 
of June 18, 1934 (19 U.S.C. 81c(a)) before Janu­
ary 1, 1994, and 

(II) are entered into the customs territory 
of the United States on or after January l, 
1994, from a foreign trade zone, · 
shall be subject to the tax imposed by sub­
paragraph (A) and such cigarettes shall, for 
purposes of subparagraph (A), be treated as 
being held on January 1, 1994, for sale. 

(e) INCREASE IN ExCISE TAXES ON DISTILLED 
SPIRITS, WINE, AND BEER.-

(1) DISTILLED SPIRITS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Paragraphs (1) and (3) of 

section 5001(a) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to rate of tax on distilled 
spirits) are each amended by striking 
"$13.50" and inserting "$29.00". 

(B) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of section 5010(a) of such Code (relat­
ing to credit for wine content and for flavors 
content) are each amended by striking 
"$13.50" and inserting "$29.00". 

(2) WINE.-
(A) WINES CONTAINING NOT MORE THAN 14 

PERCENT ALCOHOL.-Paragraph (1) of section 
5041(b) of such Code (relating to rates of tax 
on wines) is amended by striking "$1.07'' and 
inserting • '$6.00' '. 

(B) WINES CONTAINING MORE THAN 14 (BUT 
NOT MORE THAN 21) PERCENT ALCOHOL.-Para­
graph (2) of section 5041(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking "$1.57" and inserting 
"$8.50" . 

(C) WINES CONTAINING MORE THAN 21 (BUT 
NOT MORE THAN 24) PERCENT ALCOHOL.-Para­
graph (3) of section 5041(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking "$3.15" and inserting 
"$11.00". 

(D) ARTIFICIALLY CARBONATED WINES.­
Paragraph (5) of section 5041(b) of such Code 
is amended by striking " $3.30" and inserting 
"$11.00". 

(3) BEER.-
CA) IN GENERAL.-Paragraph (1) of section 

505l(a) of such Code (relating to imposition 
and rate of tax on beer) is amended by strik­
ing "$18" and inserting "$81". 

(B) SMALL BREWERS.-Subparagraph (A) of 
section 5051(a)(2) of such Code (relating to re­
duced rate for certain domestic production) 
is amended by striking "$7" each place it ap­
pears and inserting " $31.50". 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
January 1, 1994. 

(5) FLOOR STOCKS TAXES.­
(A) IMPOSITION OF TAX.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-In the case of any tax-in­

creased article-
(!) on which tax was determined under part 

I of subchapter A of chapter 51 of the Inter­
nal Revenue Code of 1986 or section 7652 of 
such Code before January 1, 1994, and 

(II) which is held on such date for sale by 
any person, 
there shall be imposed a tax at the applica­
ble rate on each such article. 

(ii) APPLICABLE RATE.-For purposes of 
clause (i), the applicable rate i&-
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(1) $15.50 per proof gallon in the case of dis­

tilled spirits, 
(II) $4.93 per wine gallon in the case of wine 

described in paragraph (1) of section 5041(b) 
of such Code, and 

(III) $6.93 per wine gallon in the case of 
wine described in paragraph (2) of section 
5041(b) of such Code, and 

(IV) $7.85 per wine gallon in the case of 
wine described in paragraph (3) of section 
5041(b) of such Code, and 

(V) $7. 70 per wine gallon in the case of wine 
described in paragraph (5) of section 5041(b) 
of such Code, 

(VI) $63 per barrel in the case of beer de­
scribed in paragraph (1) of section 5051(a) of 
such Code, and 

(VII) $13.50 per barrel in the case of beer 
described in subparagraph (A) of section 
5051(a)(2) of such Code. 
In the case of a fraction of a gallon or barrel, 
the tax imposed by clause (i) shall be the 
same fraction as the amount of such tax im­
posed on a whole gallon or barrel. 

(iii) TAX-INCREASED ARTICLE.-For purposes 
of this paragraph, the term "tax-increased 
article" means distilled spirits, wine de­
scribed in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (5) of sec­
tion 5041(b) of such Code, and beer. 

(B) ExCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SMALL WHOLE­
SALE OR RETAIL DEALERS.-No tax shall be 
imposed by subparagraph (A) on tax-in­
creased articles held on January 1, 1994, by 
any dealer if-

(i) the aggregate liquid volume of tax-in­
creased articles held by such dealer on such 
date does not exceed 500 wine gallons, and 

(ii) such dealer submits to the Secretary 
(at the time and in the manner required by 
the Secretary) such information as the Sec­
retary shall require for purposes of this sub­
paragraph. 

(C) LIABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY­
MENT.-

(i) LIABILITY FOR TAX.-A person holding 
any tax-increased article on January 1, 1994, 
to which the tax imposed by subparagraph 
(A) applies shall be liable for such tax. 

(ii) METHOD OF PAYMENT.-The tax imposed 
by subparagraph (A) shall be paid in such 
manner as the Secretary shall prescribe by 
regulations. 

(iii) TIME FOR PAYMENT.-The tax imposed 
by subparagraph (A) shall be paid on or be­
fore June 30, 1994. 

(D) CONTROLLED GROUPS.-
(i) CORPORATIONS.-ln the case of a con­

trolled group the 500 wine gallon amount 
specified in subparagraph (B), shall be appor­
tioned among the dealers who are component 
members of such group in such manner as 
the Secretary shall by regulations prescribe. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the 
term "controlled group" has the meaning 
given to such term by subsection (a) of sec­
tion 1563 of such Code; except that for such 
purposes the phrase "more than 50 percent" 
shall be substituted for the phrase "at least 
80 percent" each place it appears in such sub­
section. 

(ii) NONINCORPORATED DEALERS UNDER COM­
MON CONTROL.-Under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, principles similar to the 
principles of clause (i) shall apply to a group 
of dealers under common control where 1 or 
more of such dealers is not a corporation. 

(E) OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-All provisions of law, in­

cluding penalties, applicable to the com­
parable excise tax with respect to any tax-in­
creased article shall, insofar as applicable 
and not inconsistent with the provisions of 
this paragraph, apply to the floor stocks 
taxes imposed by subparagraph (A) to the 

same extent as if such taxes were imposed by 
the comparable excise tax. 

(ii) COMPARABLE EXCISE TAX.-For purposes 
of clause (i), the term "comparable excise 
tax" means-

(!) the tax imposed by section 5001 of such 
Code in the case of distilled spirits, 

(II) the tax imposed by section 5041 of such 
Code in the case of wine, and 

(III) the tax imposed by section 5051 of 
such Code in the case of beer. 

(F) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
paragraph-

(i) IN GENERAL.-Terms used in this para­
graph which are also used in subchapter A of 
chapter 51 of such Code shall have the re­
spective meanings such terms have in such 
part. 

(ii) PERSON.-The term " person" includes 
any State or political subdivision thereof, or 
any agency or instrumentality of a State or 
political subdivision thereof. 

(iii) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate. 

(G) TREATMENT OF IMPORTED PERFUMES 
CONTAINING DISTILLED SPIRITS.-For purposes 
of this paragraph, any article described in 
section 5001(a)(3) of such Code shall be treat­
ed as distilled spirits; except that the tax im­
posed by subparagraph (A) shall be imposed 
on a wine gallon basis in lieu of a proof gal­
lon basis. To the extent provided by regula­
tions prescribed by the Secretary, the pre­
ceding sentence shall not apply to any arti­
cle held on January 1, 1994, on the premises 
of a retail establishment. 

(f) PAYROLL TAXES.-
(1) TAX ON EMPLOYEES.-Section 3101 of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to 
rate of tax on employees) is amended by re­
designating subsections (c) and (d) as sub­
sections (d) and (e) and by inserting after 
subsection (b) the following new subsection: 

"(c) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-ln 
addition to the taxes imposed by the preced­
ing subsections, there is hereby imposed on 
the income of every individual a tax equal to 
1.45 percent of the wages (as defined in sec­
tion 3121(a)) received by such individual after 
December 31, 1994, with respect to employ­
ment (as defined in section 3121(b)).". 

(2) TAX ON EMPLOYERS.-Section 3111 of 
such CoG.e (relating to rate of tax on employ­
ers) is amended by redesignating subsection 
(c) as subsection (d) and by inserting after 
subsection (b) the following new subsection: 

"(C) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-ln 
addition to the taxes imposed by the preced­
ing subsections, there is hereby imposed on 
every employer an excise tax, with respect to 
having individuals in such employer's em­
ploy, equal to 7.45 percent of the wages (as 
defined in section 3121(a)) paid by such em­
ployer during each calendar year beginning 
after December 31, 1994, with respect to em­
ployment (as defined in section 3121(b)). ". 

(3) TAX ON SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.-Sec­
tion 1401 of such Code (relating to rate of tax 
on self-employment income for hospital in­
surance) is amended by redesignating sub­
section (c) as subsection (d) and by inserting 
after subsection (b) the following new sub­
section: 

"(c) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-ln 
addition to the taxes imposed by the preced­
ing subsections, there shall be imposed for 
each taxable year, on the self-employment 
income of every individual, a tax equal to 
the sum of-

"(1) 1.45 percent, plus 
"(2) 7.45 percent 

of the amount of the self-employment in­
come for such taxable year. " . 

(4) RAILROAD RETIREMENT TAXES.-Sections 
3201(a), 3211(a), and 3221(a) of such Code (re­
lating to tier 1 taxes) are each amended by 
striking "subsections (a) and (b)" each place 
it appears and inserting "subsections (a), (b), 
and (c)". 

(5) ELIMINATION OF LIMIT ON EMPLOYER-POR­
TION OF WAGES OR SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME 
SUBJECT TO NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM 
TAX.-

(A) WAGES.-Subsection (x) of section 3121 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat­
ing to applicable contribution base) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"(3) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-For 
purposes of the taxes imposed by section 
3111(c), the applicable contribution base for 
any calendar year is equal to the remunera­
tion for employment paid to an individual 
for such calendar year.". 

(B) SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.-Subsection 
(k) of section 1402 of such Code (relating to 
applicable contribution base) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-For 
purposes of the tax imposed by section 
1401(c)(2), the applicable contribution base 
for any calendar year is equal to the individ­
ual's net earnings from self-employment for 
such calendar year.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(i) Paragraph (2) of section 3121(x) of such 

Code is amended-
(!) by striking "section 3101(b) and 3111(b)" 

and inserting "sections 3101(b), 3111(b), and 
3101(c)", and 

(II) by striking "HOSPITAL INSURANCE" in 
the heading and inserting "HEALTH CARE". 

(ii) Paragraph (2) of section 1402(k) of such 
Code is amended-

(!) by striking " section 1401(b)" and insert­
ing "sections 1401(b) and 1401(c)(l)", and 

(II) by striking "HOSPITAL INSURANCE" in 
the heading and inserting "HEALTH CARE". 

(iii) Clause (i) of section 3231(e)(2)(B) of 
such Code is amended-

(!) by striking "subclause (II)" in sub­
clause (1) and inserting "subclauses (II) and 
(III)", and 

(II) by adding at the end thereof the follow­
ing new subclauses: 

"(III) EMPLOYER-PORTION OF NATIONAL 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-For purposes of ap­
plying so much of the rate applicable under 
section 3221(a) as does not exceed the rate of 
tax in effect under section 3111(c), and for 
purposes of applying so much of the rate of 
tax applicable under section 3211(a)(l) as 
does not exceed the rate of tax in effect 
under section 1401(c)(2), the term 'applicable 
base' :rr..eans for any calendar year the appli­
cable contribution base determined under 
section 3121(x)(3) or 1401(k)(3) (as the case 
may be) for such calendar year. 

"(IV) EMPLOYEE-PORTION OF NATIONAL 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.-For purposes of ap­
plying so much of the rate applicable under 
section 3201(a) as does not exceed the rate of 
tax in effect under section 3101(c), and for 
purposes of applying so much of the rate of 
tax applicable under section 3211(a)(l) as 
does not exceed the rate of tax in effect 
under section 1401(c)(l), the term 'applicable 
base' means for any calendar year the appli­
cable contribution base determined under 
section 3121(x)(2) or 1401(k)(2) (as the case 
may be) for such calendar year.". 

(iv) Subsection (c) of section 6413 of such 
Code is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

"(4) SEPARATE APPLICATION FOR NATIONAL 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAM TAXES.-ln applying 
this subsection with respect to-
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"(A) the tax imposed by section 310l(c) (or 

any amount equivalent to such tax), and 
"(B) so much of the tax imposed by section 

3201 as is determined at a rate not greater 
than the rate in effect under section 310l(c), 
the applicable contribution base determined 
under section 312l(x)(3) for any calendar year 
shall be substituted for 'contribution and 
benefit base (as determined under section 230 
of the Social Security Act\' each place it ap­
pears.". 

(6) ADDITIONAL STATE AND LOCAL EMPLOY­
EES SUBJECT TO NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PRO­
GRAM TAXES.-Paragraph (2) of section 
312l(u) of such Code is amended by striking 
subparagraphs (C) and (D). 

(7) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re­
spect to remuneration paid after December 
31, 1994, and with respect to earnings from 
self-employment attributable to taxable 
years beginning after such date. 

(g) TERMINATION OF HOSPITAL INSURANCE 
PAYROLL TAXES.-

(1) TAX ON EMPLOYEES.-Section 310l(b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating 
to rate of tax on employees for hospital in­
surance) is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of para­
graph (5), and 

(B) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(6) with respect to wages received during 
the calendar years 1986 through 1994, the rate 
shall be 1.45 percent; and 

"(7) with respect to wages received after 
December 31, 1994, the rate shall be 0 per­
cent.". 

(2) TAX ON EMPLOYERS.-Section 3111(b) of 
such Code (relating to rate of tax on employ­
ers for hospital insurance) is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of para­
graph (5), and 

(B) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(6) with respect to wages received during 
the calendar years 1986 through 1994, the rate 
shall be 1.45 percent; 

"(7) with respect to wages received after 
December 31, 1994, the rate shall be O per­
cent.". 

(3) TAX ON SELF-EMPLOYMENT INCOME.-Sec­
tion 1401(b) of such Code (relating to rate of 
tax on self-employment income for hospital 
insurance) is amended by striking the table 
and inserting the following new table: 
"In the case of a taxable 

year 
. . Beginning after: 

December 31, 
1985 

December 31, 
1994 

And before: 
January 1, 1995 

Percent: 
2.90 

O.". 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re­
spect to remuneration paid after December 
31, 1994, and with respect to earnings from 
self-employment attributable to taxable 
years beginning after such date. 

(i) EMPLOYERS' MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 
FOR RETIREES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter A of chapter 1 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat­
ing to normal taxes and surtaxes) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new part: 

"PART VIII-HEALTH CARE TAXES 
"Sec. 59B. Employers health care tax. 
"SEC. 59B. EMPWYERS HEALTH CARE TAX. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In the case of an em­
ployer, there is imposed (in addition to any 
other tax imposed by this subtitle) a tax 
equal to the actuarially equivalent aggre-

gate amount which would have been paid or 
incurred by the employer (or predecessor em­
ployer) during the taxable year for individ­
ual or family coverage of retired employees 
with respect to whom such employer had a 
contractual obligation on December 31, 1993, 
under group health plans (as defined in sec­
tion 5000(b)(l)) in existence on such date. 

"(b) TERMINATION.-This section shall not 
apply in any taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 2012.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
parts of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new item: 

"Part VIII. Health care taxes.". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax­
able years beginning after December 31, 1993. 

(j) TREATMENT OF HEALTH CARE DEDUC­
TIONS, EXCLUSIONS, AND CREDITS.-

(1) LIMITATION ON EXCLUSION OF COMPENSA­
TION FOR INJURIES OR SICKNESS.-Subsection 
(a) of section 104 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to compensation for in­
juries or sickness) is amended-

(A) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) amounts received through the national 
heal th care program for personal injuries or 
sickness;'', and 

(B) by striking the second sentence there­
of. 

(2) TERMINATION OF EXCLUSION FOR AMOUNTS 
RECEIVED UNDER ACCIDENT AND HEALTH 
PLANS.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Section 105 of such Code 
(relating to amounts received under accident 
and health plans) is amended-

(i) by striking "income" and all that fol­
lows in subsection (a) and inserting "in­
come.", 

(ii) by striking subsections (b), (e), (f), (g), 
and (h), and 

(iii) by redesignating subsections (c) and (i) 
as subsections (b) and (c), respectively. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Paragraph 
(6) of section 7871(a)(6) of such Code is 
amended by striking subparagraph (A) and 
by redesignating subparagraphs (B), (C), and 
(D) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec­
tively. 

. (3) TERMINATION OF EXCLUSION FOR CON­
TRIBUTIONS BY EMPLOYER TO ACCIDENT AND 
HEALTH PLANS.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Section 106 of such Code 
(relating to contributions by employer to ac­
cident and health plans) is repealed. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(i) Subsection (c) of section 104 of such 

Code is amended to read as follows: 
"(c) CROSS REFERENCE.-
"For exclusion of part of disability retire­

ment pay from the application of subsection 
(a)(4) of this section, see section 1403 of title 
10, United States Code (relating to career 
compensation laws).". 

(ii) Sections 414(n)(3)(C), 414(t)(2), and 
6039D(d)(l) of such Code are each amended by 
striking "106,". 

(4) LIMITATION ON CAFETERIA PLANS.-Sub­
section (g) of section 125 of such Code (relat­
ing to cafeteria plans) is amended by strik­
ing paragraph (2) and by redesignating para­
graphs (3) and (4) as paragraphs (2) and (3), 
respectively. 

(5) BUSINESS EXPENSE DEDUCTION FOR EM­
PLOYER-PROVIDED FIRST AID ASSISTANCE.­
Subsection (1) of section 162 of such Code (re­
lating to trade or business expenses) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(l) FIRST AID ASSISTANCE.-The expenses 
paid or incurred by an employer for on-site 

first aid assistance provided to the employ­
ees of such employer shall be allowed as a de­
duction under this section.". 

(6) TERMINATION OF DEDUCTION FOR MEDICAL 
EXPENSES.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Section 213 of such Code 
(relating to medical, dental, etc., expenses) 
is repealed. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(i) Paragraph (1) of section 56 of such Code 

is amended by striking subparagraph (B) and 
by redesignating subparagraph (C), (D), (E), 
and (F) as subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), and 
(E), respectively. 

(ii) Subsection (b) of section 67 of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (5) 
and by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(13) as paragraphs (5) through (12), respec­
tively. 

(iii) Subsection (t) of section 72 of such 
Code is amended-

(!) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara­
graph (B) and by redesignating subparagraph 
(C) as subparagraph (B), and 

(II) by striking "(B), and (C)" in paragraph 
(3)(A) and inserting "and (B)''. 

(iv) Subsection (e) of section 152 of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (6). 

(7) TERMINATION OF PENSION PAYMENT OF 
MEDICAL BENEFITS.-Subsection (h) of section 
401 of such Code (relating to qualified pen­
sion, profit-sharing, and stock bonus plans) 
is repealed. 

(8) TERMINATION OF CHILD HEALTH INSUR­
ANCE CREDIT.-Clause (i) of section 32(b)(2)(A) 
of such Code (relating to health insurance 
credit) is amended by inserting "(0 percent 
for taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1993)" after "6 percent". 

(9) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re­
spect to taxable years beginning after De­
cember 31, 1993. 

(k) INCREAS:'i: IN INCOME TAXES ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY BENEFITS.-

(!) INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF BENEFITS TAKEN 
INTO ACCOUNT.-Subsections (a) and (b) of 
section 86 of such Code (relating to social se­
curity and tier 1 railroad retirement bene­
fits) are each amended by striking "one­
half' each place it appears and inserting "85 
percent". 

(2) INCOME THRESHOLDS REDUCED.-Sub­
section (c) of section 86 of such Code (defin­
ing base amount) is amended-

(A) by striking "$25,000" in paragraph (1) 
and inserting "$8,000", and 

(B) by striking "$32,000" in paragraph (2) 
and inserting "$16,000". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax­
able years beginning after December 31, 1993. 

(1) SECTION 15 NOT To APPLY.-No amend­
ment made by · this section shall be treated 
as a change in a rate of tax for purposes of 
section 15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. 

(m) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM PRE­
MIUM FOR THE ELDERLY.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), each individual who at any 
time in a month beginning after December 
31, 1994, is 65 years of age or older and is eli­
gible for benefits under this Act in the 
month shall pay a national health care pro­
gram premium equal to the sum of: 

(A) the amount of the premium for such 
month determined under section 1839 of the 
Social Security Act, determined as if such 
section had not been repealed under this Act, 
plus 

(B) $25. 
(2) REDUCTION FOR LOW-INCOME ELDERLY.­

Individuals with an adjusted gross income 
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(as defined in section 62 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1986) which does not exceed 120 
percent of the income official poverty line 
(as defined by the Office of Management and 
Budget, and revised annually in accordance 
with section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981) are not liable for 
the premium imposed under paragraph 
(l)(B). 

(3) COLLECTION OF PREMIUM.-The premium 
imposed under this subsection shall be col­
lected in the same manner (including deduc­
tion from Social Security checks) as the pre­
mium imposed under part B of title xvm of 
the Social Security Act was collected under 
section 1840 of such Act as of the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 322. STATE SOURCES OF REVENUE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Each State shall be re­
sponsible for establishing a financing pro­
gram for the implementation of the State 
program in the State. Such financing pro­
gram may include State funding from gen­
eral revenues, earmarked taxes, sales taxes, 
and such other measures consistent with this 
Act, including regulations prescribed under 
section 401(e)(l)(D), as the State may pro­
vide. 

(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-
(1) CONDITION OF COVERAGE.-Notwithstand­

ing any other provision of this Act, no indi­
vidual who is a resident of a State is eligible 
for covered services under this Act for a 
month in a calendar year, unless the State 
makes available under the financing pro­
gram (in a manner and at a time specified by 
the Administrator). in addition to funds 
made available under subsection (c), in the 
month of the sum of-

(A) the product of $7 .083 and the number of 
residents who are residents of the State and 
otherwise eligible for covered services under 
this Act in the month; and 

(B) 85 percent of 1/i2 of the amount specified 
in paragraph (2) for the year; 
or, if less, 1/12 of the limiting amount speci­
fied in paragraph (3). 

(2) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AMOUNT.-The 
amount of payment specified in this para­
graph for a State for a year is equal to the 
amount of payment (net of Federal pay­
ments) made by a State under its State plan 
under title XIX of the Social Security Act 
for the year preceding the effective date of 
this Act, increased for the year involved by 
the compounded sum of the percentage in­
crease in the gross national product of the 
State for each year after that year and up to 
the year before the year involved. 

(3) LIMITING AMOUNT.-For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the limiting amount specified 
in this paragraph-

(A) for 1995, is the total amount of pay­
ment made by a State (net of any Federal 
payments made to the State) for health care 
services in 1994; or 

(B) for any subsequent year, is the amount 
specified in this paragraph for the State for 
the previous year increased for the year in­
volved by the compounded sum of the per­
centage increase in the gross national prod­
uct of the State for each year after 1992 and 
up to the year before the year involved. 
SEC. 323. COST·SHARING. 

(a) MINIMUM COST-SHARING REQUIRE­
MENTS.-Except as provided in subsection (b), 
each State program shall impose cost-shar­
ing for payment to a health care facility of 
a portion (not to exceed 25 percent) of the 
cost of room and board for consumers receiv­
ing-

(1) the long-term care services described in 
section 20l(b)(6)(C); 

(2) the mental health services described in 
section 20l(b)(7)(E); 

(3) the rehabilitation services described in 
subparagraphs (D) and (E) of section 
201(b)(13); and 

(4) the substance abuse treatment and re­
habilitation services described in section 
20l(b)(l4)(F). 

(b) W AIVER.-Each State agency shall 
waive the cost-sharing requirements de­
scribed in subsection (a) for consumers below 
the income official poverty line, as defined 
by the Office of Management and Budget, 
and revised annually in accordance with sec­
tion 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili­
ation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)). 
SEC. 324. NATIONAL HEALTH CARE TRUST FUND. 

(a) TRUST FUND ESTABLISHED.-
(1) IN GENERAL.~There is hereby created on 

the books of the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the "Na­
tional Health Care Trust Fund". The Trust 
Fund shall consist of such gifts and bequests 
as may be made and such amounts as may be 
deposited in, or appropriated to, such Trust 
Fund as provided in this Act. 

(2) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS EQUIVALENT TO 
CERTAIN TAXES AND PREMIUMS.-

(A) TAX AND PREMIUM REVENUES.-There 
are hereby appropriated to the Trust Fund 
amounts equivalent to the additional reve­
nues received in the Treasury as the result of 
the provisions of, and amendments made by, 
section 321. 

(B) TRANSFERS BASED ON ESTIMATES.-The 
amounts appropriated by subparagraph (A) 
shall be transferred from time to time (not 
less frequently than monthly) from the gen­
eral fund in the Treasury to the Trust Fund, 
such amounts to be determined on the basis 
of estimates by the Secretary of the Treas­
ury of the taxes and premiums, specified in 
such subparagraph, paid to or deposited into 
the Treasury; and proper adjustments shall 
be made in amounts subsequently trans­
ferred to the extent prior estimates were in 
excess of or were less than the taxes and pre­
miums specified in such subparagraph. 

(3) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.-All amounts, not 
otherwise obligated, that remain in the Fed­
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Supplemental Medical Insurance 
Trust Fund on January l, 1995 shall be trans­
ferred to the Trust Fund. 

(4) INCORPORATION OF TRUST FUND PROVI­
SIONS.-The provisions of subsections (b) 
through (i) of section 1841 of the Social Secu­
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395t), as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, shall apply to the Trust Fund in the 
same manner as such provisions apply to the 
Federal Supplemental Medical Insurance 
Trust Fund, except that any reference to the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services or 
the Administrator of the Health Care Fi­
nancing Administration shall be deemed a 
reference to the Administration. 

(5) APPROPRIATION OF ADDITIONAL SUMS.­
There are hereby authorized to be appro­
priated to the Trust Fund such additional 
sums as may be required to make expendi­
tures referred to in subsection (b). 

(b) EXPENDITURES.-
(!) To STATES.-Payments in each calendar 

year to each State from the Trust Fund 
under section 302 are hereby authorized and 
appropriated. 

(2) OTHER GRANT PROGRAMS.-Amounts in 
the Trust Fund shall be available, as pro­
vided by appropriation Acts, for grant pro­
grams relating to heal th care services. 

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-There are 
hereby authorized and appropriated such 
sums as are necessary for the administrative 
expenses of the Administration for each fis­
cal year, not to exceed 3 percent of the total 

payments made to the States for such fiscal 
year under section 302. 

(C) TRUST FUND OFF-BUDGET.-The receipts 
and disbursements of the Trust Fund and the 
taxes described in subsection (a)(2) shall not 
be included in the totals of the budget of the 
United States Government as submitted by 
the President or of the congressional budget 
and shall be exempt from any general budget 
limitation imposM by statute on expendi­
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of the 
United States Government. 

TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATION 
Subtitle A-Federal Administration 

SEC. 401. NATIONAL HEALTH CARE ADMINISTRA­
TION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 
National Health Care Administration that 
shall administer the programs established 
under this Act. The Administration shall be 
an independent establishment, as defined in 
section 104 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF HEALTH CARE.-
(1) APPOINTMENT.-There shall be in the 

Administration an Administrator of Health 
Care who shall be appointed by the Presi­
dent, with the advice and consent of the Sen­
ate. 

(2) COMPENSATION.-The Administrator 
shall be compensated at the rate provided for 
level I of the Executive Schedule. 

(3) TERM.-The Administrator shall be ap­
pointed for a term of 4 years coincident with 
the term of the President, or until the ap­
pointment of a qualified successor. 

(4) QUALIFICATIONS.-The Administrator 
shall be selected on the basis of proven com­
petence as a manager. 

(5) POWERS.-The Administrator shall be 
responsible for the exercise of all powers and 
the discharge of all duties of the Administra­
tion, and shall have authority and control 
over all personnel and activities of the Ad­
ministration. 

(6) DELEGATION.-The Administrator may, 
with respect to the administration of the na­
tional health care program, assign duties, 
and delegate, or authorize successive redele­
gations of, authority to act and to render de­
cisions, to such officers and employees as the 
Administrator may find necessary. Within 
the limitations of such delegations, redelega­
tions, or assignments, all official acts and 
decisions of such officers and employees 
shall have the same force and effect as 
though performed or rendered by the Admin­
istrator. 

(7) COORDINATION.-The Administrator and 
the Secretary of Heal th and Human Services 
shall consult, on an ongoing basis, to ensure 
the coordination of the programs adminis­
tered by the Administrator under this Act 
with the programs administered by the Sec­
retary under the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 301 et seq.) and the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201 et seq.). 

(C) PERSONNEL.-The Administrator shall 
appoint such additional officers and employ­
ees as the Administrator considers necessary 
to carry out the functions of the Administra­
tion under this Act. Except as otherwise pro­
vided in any other provision of law, such offi­
cers and employees shall be appointed, and 
their compensation shall be fixed, in accord­
ance with title 5, United States Code. 

(d) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Ad­
ministrator may procure the services of ex­
perts and consultants in accordance with the 
provisions of section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(e) REGULATIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator may 

prescribe such policies and regulations re­
garding the national health care program as 
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the Administrator determines to be nec­
essary or appropriate, including policies and 
regulations relating to-

(A) eligibility; 
(B) enrollment; 
(C) covered services; 
(D) State funding levels; 
(E) payment of heal th care providers, in­

cluding fee schedules for health care provid- ' 
ers; 

(F)(i) standards for dispensing fees for pre­
scription drugs and biologicals (as defined in 
section 315); and 

(11) prices for such prescription drugs and 
biologicals, for durable medical equipment 
(as defined in section 316), and for thera­
peutic devices and equipment (including eye­
glasses, hearing aids, and prosthetic appli­
ances); 

(G) quality assurance standards for health 
care facilities, other health care providers, 
and covered services; 

(H) certification and licensing of health 
care providers; 

(I) consumer protection standards; 
(J) cost-sharing, as described in section 

323; 
(K) health care goals and priorities in con­

sultation with the Public Health Service; 
and 

(L) education and training programs for 
heal th care providers. 

(2) QUALITY ASSURANCE, CERTIFICATION, AND 
LICENSING.-

(A) BASIS.-
(i) INFORMATION.-ln developing regula­

tions under paragraph (l)(G), the Adminis­
trator shall take into consideration informa­
tion from the national health care data base. 

(ii) PROFESSIONAL OPINIONS.-ln developing 
regulations under subparagraphs (G) and (H) 
of paragraph (1), the Administrator shall 
consider the opinions of all appropriate pro­
fessional organizations. 

(iii) PEER REVIEW ORGANIZATIONS.-ln de­
veloping regulations under paragraph (l)(G), 
the Administrator shall consider the rec­
ommendations of utilization and quality 
control peer review organizations estab­
lished under section 1152 of the Social Secu­
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-1). 

(iv) COUNCIL.-ln developing regulations 
under subparagraphs (G) and (I) of paragraph 
(1), the Administrator shall consider the rec­
ommendations of the National Council on 
Quality Assurance and Consumer Protection. 

(B) F AGILITIES AND SERVICES.-The Admin­
istrator shall prescribe regulations under 
paragraph (l)(G) covering all covered serv­
ices and all health care facilities and other 
health care providers participating in the na­
tional health care program, including indi­
vidual and group practitioners, hospitals, 
other inpatient and outpatient facilities, 
ambulatory facilities and services, home 
health agencies, care coordination services, 
and hospital discharge planning services. 

(f) PLANNING FUNCTIONS.-The Administra­
tion shall-

(1) ensure that State health budgets under 
section 301 reflect the goals and priorities 
recommended by State and local planning 
boards; and · 

(2) meet at least biannually with rep­
resentatives of State and local planning 
boards to-

(A) assess implementation; 
(B) assist the boards in determining the 

goals and priorities for meeting health care 
needs; and 

(C) assist the boards in planning, on the 
basis of cost and utilization data available 
through the national health care data base, 
for the efficient and effective use of existing 
heal th resources, 

within each State and local planning area. 
(g) PROGRAMS.-The Administration shall 

establish and carry out, directly or through 
grants or contracts, Federal-

(1) ombudsman programs; 
(2) hotlines for complaints; and 
(3) consumer and health care provider in­

formation and education programs designed 
to increase public understanding of the na­
tional health care program, including pro­
grams to distribute information from the na­
tional health care data base. 

(h) NATIONAL HEALTH CARE DATA BASE.­
The Ad.ministration shall establish and 
maintain a national health care data base, 
which shall include information regarding 
the quality, effectiveness, utilization, and 
cost of all covered services. 
SEC. 402. NATIONAL HEALTH BOARD. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.-There shall 
be established in the Administration a Na­
tional Health Board: 

(b) FUNCTIONS OF THE BOARD.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Board shall advise the 

Administrator on policies related to the na­
tional health care program established under 
this Act. 

(2) SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS.-Specific functions 
of the Board shall include-

(A) studying and making recommendations 
regarding implementation of this Act and 
the most effective methods of providing cov­
ered services under this Act; 

(B) studying and making recommendations 
relating to the coordination of other pro­
grams that provide health care services; 

(C) reviewing and assessing the quality of 
service that the Administration provides to 
the public; 

(D) reviewing and assessing the progress of 
the Administration in developing needed im­
provements in the management of programs; 

(E) in consultation with the Adminis­
trator, reviewing the development and im­
plementation of a long-range research and 
program evaluation plan for the Administra­
tion; 

(F) reviewing and assessing any major 
studies of health care services as may come 
to the attention of the Board; 

(G) assessing, for each region of the coun­
try, the information described in section 
412(b)(l); and 

(H) conducting such other reviews and as­
sessments as the Board determines to be ap­
propriate. 

(C) STRUCTURE AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE 
BOARD.-The Board shall be composed of 25 
members who shall be appointed by the 
President, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, including-

(1) 4 members representing consumers; 
(2) 4 members representing health care pro­

viders, each of whom shall represent a dif­
ferent provider group; 

(3) 4 representatives of Federal depart­
ments and agencies, including at least one 
individual representing a public health agen­
cy; 

(4) 4 representatives of State and local gov­
ernments, including at least one individual 
representing a public health agency; 

(5) 1 member of the National Council on 
Quality Assurance and Consumer Protection; 

(6) 1 member representing the business 
community; and 

(7) 1 member representing organized labor. 
(d) TERMS OF APPOINTMENT.-Each member 

of the Board shall serve for a term of 5 years, 
except that-

(1) a member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which a predecessor was appointed, shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term; 
and 

(2) the terms of service of the members ini­
tially appointed shall be (as specified by the 
President) for such fewer number of years as 
will provide for the expiration of terms on a 
staggered basis. 

(e) V ACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Board shall be filled 
in the same manner as the original appoint­
ment. The vacancy shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the du­
ties of the Board. 

(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The Board shall select a 
Chairperson from among its members. 

(g) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.-
(1) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the 

Board who is not an employee of the Federal 
Government shall receive compensation at 
the daily equivalent of 120 percent of the 
rate specified for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Board, including attendance at meetings and 
conferences of the Board, and travel to con­
duct the duties of the Board. 

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of the 
Board shall receive travel expenses, includ­
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates 
authorized for employees of agencies under 
subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member. 

(h) PERSONNEL.-
(1) STAFF DIRECTOR.-The Chairperson of 

the Board shall, without regard to title 5, 
United States Code, appoint a staff director 
who shall be paid at a rate equivalent to the 
rate for the Senior Executive Service. 

(2) ADDITIONAL STAFF.-The Chairperson of 
the Board is authorized, without regard to 
title 5, United States Code, to appoint and 
fix the compensation of such staff as the 
Board determines to be necessary to carry 
out the functions of the Board. 

(3) LIMITATIONS.-The rate of compensation 
for each staff member appointed under para­
graph (2) shall not exceed the daily equiva­
lent of 120 percent of the rate specified for 
GS-15 of the General Schedule under section 
5332 of title 5, United States Code, for each 
day the staff member is engaged in the per­
formance of duties for the Board. The Board 
may otherwise appoint and determine the 
compensation of staff without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
that govern appointments in the competitive 
service, and the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter m of chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, that relate to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates. 

(i) TERMINATION.-Section 14 of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply with respect to the Commis­
sion. 
SEC. 4-03. NATIONAL COUNCIL ON QUALITY AS­

SURANCE AND CONSUMER PROTEC­
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL._:The Administrator shall 
establish a National Council on Quality As­
surance and Consumer Protection (referred 
to in this section as the "Council"), to con­
duct studies and oversight, and prepare rec­
ommendations concerning quality assurance 
and consumer protection procedures. 

(b) DUTIES.-
(1) STUDY AND REPORT.-The Council shall 

conduct a study of quality assurance and 
consumer protection procedures. The Council 
shall submit a report to the Administrator 
containing the results of the study, includ­
ing recommendations for regulations pre­
scribed under subparagraphs (G) and (I) of 
section 401(e)(l). 
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(2) OVERSIGHT.-The Council shall collect 

information regarding the implementation 
of the regulations on a regular basis. The 
Council shall submit a report to the Admin-

. istrator containing the information and rec­
ommendations for reform. 

(C) MEMBERSHIP.-The Council shall be 
composed of 18 members appointed by the 
Administrator, including-

(1) 6 individuals with expertise regarding 
quality assurance in medical and mental 
health fields; 

(2) 6 individuals representing consumers; 
and 

(3) 4 individuals representing health care 
providers. 

(d) TERM OF OFFICE.-Each member of the 
Council shall serve for a term of 5 years, ex­
cept that-

(1) a member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which a predecessor was appointed, shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term; 
and 

(2) the term of service of the members ini­
tially appointed shall be (as specified by the 
Administrator) for such fewer number of 
years as will provide for the expiration of 
terms on a staggered basis. 

(e) VACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Council shall be filled 
in the same manner as the original appoint­
ment for the position being vacated. The va­
cancy shall not affect the power of the re­
maining members to execute the duties of 
the Council. 

(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The Council shall select 
a Chairperson from among its members. 

(g) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.-
(1) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the 

Council who is not an employee of the Fed­
eral Government shall receive compensation 
at the daily equivalent of 120 percent of the 
rate specified for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Council, including attendance at meetings 
and conferences of the Council, and travel to 
conduct the duties of the Council. 

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of the 
Council shall receive travel expenses, includ­
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates 
authorized for employees of agencies under 
subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member. 

(h) POWERS.-The Council is authorized 
to-

( l) hold such hearings and sit and act at 
such times; 

(2) take such testimony; 
(3) have such printing and binding done; 
(4) enter into such contracts and other ar­

rangements; 
(5) make such expenditures; and 
(6) take such other actions, 

as the Council may determine to be nec­
essary to carry out the duties of the Council. 

(i) OATHS.-Any member of the Council 
may administer oaths or affirmations to wit­
nesses appearing before the Council. 

(j) OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.-The Chairperson of the Council 
may secure directly from any Federal agen­
cy, information necessary to enable the 
Council to carry out the duties of the Coun­
cil, if the information may be disclosed 
under section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code. Subject to the previous sentence, on 
the request of the Chairperson, the head of 
the agency shall furnish the information to 
the Council. 

(k) VOLUNTARY SERVICE.-Notwithstanding 
section 1342 of title 31, United States Code, 
the Chairperson of the Council may accept 
for the Council voluntary services provided 
by a member of the Council. 

(1) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.-The Council 
may accept, use, and dispose of gifts or dona­
tions of property in order to carry out the 
duties of the Council. 

(m) USE OF MAIL.-The Council may use 
the United States mails in the same manner 
and under the same conditions as Federal 
agencies. 

(n) STAFF.-
(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.-The 

Council may appoint and determine the com­
pensation of such staff as the Council deter­
mines to be necessary to carry out the duties 
of the Council. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-The rate of compensation 
for each staff member shall not exceed the 
daily equivalent of 120 percent of the rate 
specified for GS-15 of the General Schedule 
under section 5332 of title 5, United States 
Code, for each day the staff member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Council. The Council may otherwise appoint 
and determine the compensation of staff 
without regard to the provisions of title 5, 
United States Code, that govern appoint­
ments in the competitive service, and the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter ID of 
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, that 
relate to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(0) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Chair­
person of the Council may obtain such tem­
porary and intermittent services of experts 
and consultants and compensate the experts 
and consultants in accordance with section 
3109{b) of title 5, United States Code, as the 
Council determines to be necessary to carry 
out the duties of the Council. 

{p) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-On 
the request of the Chairperson of the Coun­
cil, the head of any Federal agency shall de­
tail, without reimbursement, any of the per­
sonnel of the agency to the Council to assist 
the Council in carrying out its duties. Any 
detail shall not interrupt or otherwise affect 
the civil service status or privileges of the 
Federal employee. 

(q) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-On the request 
of the Chairperson of the Council, the head 
of a Federal agency shall provide such tech­
nical assistance to the Council as the Coun­
cil determines to be necessary to carry out 
its duties. 

(r) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Council such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this subtitle. 
The sums shall remain available until ex­
pended, without fiscal year limitation. 

(S) TERMINATION.-Section 14 of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply with respect to the Council. 
SEC. 404. MEDICAL MALPRACTICE COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 
establish a Medical Malpractice Commission 
(referred to in this section as the "Commis­
sion"), to conduct a study and prepare rec­
ommendations concerning medical mal­
practice. 

(b) MALPRACTICE STUDY.-
(1) STUDY.-The Commission shall conduct 

a study of medical malpractice. In conduct­
ing the study, the Commission shall examine 
methods for-

(A) reducing costs associated with mal­
practice insurance; 

(B) reducing the basis for malpractice 
claims; 

(C) targeting physicians and other health 
care providers who are incompetent; and 

(D) developing mechanisms that will pro­
tect consumers who are victims of mal­
practice. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sub­
title, the Commission shall prepare and sub­
mit to the President and the appropriate 
committees of Congress a written report con­
taining-

(A) the findings and conclusions of the 
Commission resulting from the study con­
ducted under paragraph (l); and 

(B) recommendations for medical mal­
practice reform, based on the findings and 
conclusions described in subparagraph (A). 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.-The Commission shall be 
composed of 18 members appointed by the 
Administrator, including-

(1) 3 individuals with expertise regarding 
heal th care services; 

(2) 3 individuals representing persons re­
ceiving heal th care services; 

(3) 3 individuals representing public pay­
ers; 

(4) 3 jndividuals representing private pay­
ers; and 

(5) 3 individuals representing providers of 
heal th care services. 

(d) TERM OF OFFICE.-Members shall be ap­
pointed for the life of the Commission. 

(e) V ACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Commission shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap­
pointment for the position being vacated. 
The vacancy shall not affect the power of the 
remaining members to execute the duties of 
the Commission. 

(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The Commission shall 
select a Chairperson from among its mem­
bers. 

(g) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.-
(1) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the 

Commission who is not an employee of the 
Federal Government shall receive compensa­
tion at the daily equivalent of 120 percent of 
the rate specified for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Commission, including attendance at meet­
ings and conferences of the Commission, and 
travel to conduct the duties of the Commis­
sion. 

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of the 
Commission shall receive travel expenses, in­
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for employees of agencies 
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, for each day the member 
is engaged in the performance of duties away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member. 

(h) POWERS.-The Commission is author­
ized to---

(1) hold such hearings and sit and act at 
such times; 

(2) take such testimony; 
(3) have such printing and binding done; 
(4) enter into such contracts and other ar­

rangements; 
(5) make such expenditures; and 
(6) take such other actions, 

as the Commission may determine to be nec­
essary to carry out the duties of the Com­
mission. 

(i) OATHS.-Any member of the Commis­
sion may administer oaths or affirmations to 
witnesses appearing before the Commission. 

(j) OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.-The Chairperson of the Commis­
sion may secure directly from any Federal 
agency, information necessary to enable the 
Commission to carry out the duties of the 
Commission, if the information may be dis-
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closed under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code. Subject to the previous sen­
tence, on the request of the Chairperson, the 
head of the agency shall furnish the informa­
tion to the Commission. 

(k) VOLUNTARY SERVICE.-Notwithstanding 
section 1342 of title 31, United States Code, 
the Chairperson of the Commission may ac­
cept for the Commission voluntary services 
provided by a member of the Commission. 

(1) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.-The Commission 
may accept, use, and dispose of gifts or dona­
tions of property in order to carry out the 
duties of the Commission. 

(m) USE OF MAIL.-The Commission may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
Federal agencies. 

(n) STAFF.-
(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.-The 

Commission may appoint and determine the 
compensation of such staff as the Commis­
sion determines to be necessary to carry out 
the duties of the Commission. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-The rate of compensation 
for each staff member shall not exceed the 
daily equivalent of 120 percent of the rate 
specified for GS-15 of the General Schedule 
under section 5332 of title 5, United States 
Code for each day the staff member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Commission. The Commission may otherwise 
appoint and determine the compensation of 
staff without regard to the provisions of title 
5, United States Code, that govern appoint­
ments in the competitive service, and the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter ill of 
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, that 
relate to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(0) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Chair­
person of the Commission may obtain such 
temporary and intermittent services of ex­
perts and consultants and compensate the 
experts ·and consultants in accordance with 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
as the Commission determines to be nec­
essary to carry out the duties of the Com­
mission. 

(p) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.--On 
the request of the Chairperson of the Com­
mission, the head of any Federal agency 
shall detail, without reimbursement, any of 
the personnel of the agency to the Commis­
sion to assist the Commission in carrying 
out its duties. Any detail shall not interrupt 
or otherwise affect the civil service status or 
privileges of the Federal employee. 

(q) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.--On the request 
of the Chairperson of the Commission, the 
head of a Federal agency shall provide such 
technical assistance to the Commission as 
the Commission determines to be necessary 
to carry out its duties. 

(r) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission such sums as may be nec­
essary to carry out the provisions of this 
subtitle. The sums shall remain available 
until expended, without fiscal year limita­
tion. 

(S) TERMINATION.-Notwithstanding section 
14 of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App.), the Commission shall termi­
nate 3 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 405. UTILIZATION AND QUALITY CONTROL 

PEER REVIEW ORGANIZATIONS. 
(a) ORGANIZATION.-Section 1152 of the So­

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C 1320c-1) is amend­
ed by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

"(l)(A) is composed of a substantial num­
ber of licensed health care providers who 
are-

"(i) engaged in the practice of providing 
covered services under the National Health 
Care Act of 1993; 

"(ii) representative of the practicing 
health care providers in the area, designated 
by the Secretary under section 1153, with re­
spect to which the entity shall perform serv­
ices under this part; and 

"(iii) representative of the groups of health 
care providers providing services under the 
Act, with no group providing a majority of 
the membership of the organization; or 

"(B) has available to it, by arrangement or 
otherwise, the services of a sufficient num­
ber of the licensed health care providers de­
scribed in subparagraph (A) to ensure ade­
quate peer review of the services provided by 
the various medical specialties and sub­
specialties of health care providers under the 
Act;" . 

(b) FUNCTIONS.-Section 1154(a) of the So­
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-2(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraphs: 

"(17) The organization shall make rec­
ommendations to the Administrator of the 
National Health Care Administration regard­
ing establishment and revision of regulations 
prescribed under section 401(e)(l)(G) of the 
National Health Care Act of 1993. 

"(18) The organization shall submit such 
reports to a Consumer Board established 
under section 1165(a) as the Secretary may 
by regulation require.". 

(C) CONSUMER BOARDS.-Part B of title XI 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol­
lowing new section: 
"SEC. 1165. CONSUMER BOARDS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Administrator 
shall establish Peer Review Organization 
Consumer Boards (referred to individually 
within this section as a 'Board') within geo­
graphic regions specified by the Adminis­
trator. 

"(b) DUTIES.-
"(!) STUDY AND REPORT.-A Board shall 

conduct annual evaluations of the organiza­
tions described in section 1152 within the ge­
ographic region served by the Board. The 
Board shall submit a report to the Adminis­
trator of the National Health Care Adminis­
tration (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the 'Administrator'), the National Board 
on Quall ty Assurance and Consumer Protec­
tion, and each Governor of a State within 
the region, containing the results of the 
evaluation, including recommendations for 
awards of contracts under this part. 

"(2) EDUCATION PROGRAMS.-A Board shall 
establish and carry out education programs 
for consumers to provide information related 
to-

"(A) implementation of the quality assur­
ance regulations prescribed under section 
401(e)(l)"(G) of the National Health Care Act 
of 1993; and 

"(B) availability of assistance for consum­
ers. 

"(c) MEMBERSHIP.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Board shall be com­

posed of 5 to 11 members, depending on the 
size of the region, appointed by the Adminis­
trator. 

"(2) REPRESENTATION.-ln appointing mem­
bers to the Board, the Administrator shall 
ensure that the members are representative 
of the racial and ethnic composition of the 
geographic region served by the Board. 

"(3) ORGANIZATION REPRESENTATIVES.-The 
Administrator shall appoint to each Board 
not fewer than two members who shall serve 
on the Board of Directors of an organization 
described in section 1152 within the region 
and who shall not be health care providers. 

"(d) TERM OF OFFICE.-Each member of the 
Board shall serve for a term of 3 years, ex­
cept that-

"(1) a member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which a predecessor was appointed, shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term; 
and 

"(2) the terms of service of the members 
initially appointed shall be (as specified by 
the Administrator) for such fewer number of 
years as will provide for the expiration of 
terms on a staggered basis. 

"(e) VACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Board shall be filled 
in the same manner as the original appoint­
ment for the position being vacated. The va­
cancy shall not affect the power of the re­
maining members to execute the duties of 
the Board. 

"(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The Board shall select 
a Chairperson from among its members. 

"(g) COMPENSATION AND ExPENSES.-
"(l) COMPENSATION.-Each member of the 

Board who is not an employee of the Federal 
Government shall receive compensation at 
the daily equivalent of 120 percent of the 
rate specified for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Board, including attendance at meetings and 
conferences of the Board, and travel to con­
duct the duties of the Board. 

"(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of 
the Board shall receive travel expenses, in­
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for employees of agencies 
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, for each day the member 
is engaged in the performance of duties away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member. 

"(h) POWERS.-The Board is authorized to­
"(1) hold such hearings and sit and act at 

such times; 
"(2) take such testimony; 
"(3) have such printing and binding done; 
"(4) enter into such contracts and other ar-

rangements; 
"(5) make such expenditures; and 
"(6) take such other actions, 

as the Board may determine to be necessary 
to carry out the duties of the Board. 

"(i) OATHS.-Any member of the Board 
may administer oaths or affirmations to wit­
nesses appearing before the Board. 

"(j) OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.-The Chairperson of the Board 
may secure directly from any Federal agen­
cy, information necessary to enable the 
Board to carry out the duties of the Board, if 
the information may be disclosed under sec­
tion 552 of title 5, United States Code. Sub­
ject to the previous sentence, on the request 
of the Chairperson, the head of the agency 
shall furnish the information to the Board. 

"(k) VOLUNTARY SERVICE.-Notwithstand­
ing section 1342 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Chairperson of the Board may ac­
cept for the Board voluntary services pro­
vided by a member of the Board. 

"(l) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.-The Board may 
accept, use, and dispose of gifts or donations 
of property in order to carry out the duties 
of the Board. 

"(m) USE OF MAIL.-The Board may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as Federal agen­
cies. 

"(n) STAFF.-
"(l) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.-The 

Board may appoint and determine the com­
pensation of such staff as the Board deter-
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mines to be necessary to carry out the duties 
of the Board. 

"(2) LIMITATIONS.-The rate of compensa­
tion for each staff member shall not exceed 
the daily equivalent of 120 percent of the 
rate specified for GS-15 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day the staff member is 
engaged in the performance of duties for the 
Board. The Board may otherwise appoint and 
determine the compensation of staff without 
regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, that govern appointments in 
the competitive service, and the provisions 
of chapter 51 and subchapter m of chapter 53 
of title 5, United States Code, that relate to 
classification and General Schedule pay 
rates. 

"(o) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The 
Chairperson of the Board may obtain such 
temporary and intermittent services of ex­
perts and consultants and compensate the 
experts and consultants in accordance with 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
as the Board determines to be necessary to 
carry out the duties of the Board. 

"(p) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-On 
the request of the Chairperson of the Board, 
the head of any Federal agency shall detail, 
without reimbursement, any of the personnel 
of the agency to the Board to assist the 
Board in carrying out its duties. Any detail 
shall not interrupt or otherwise affect the 
civil service status or privileges of the Fed­
eral employee. 

"(q) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-On the re­
quest of the Chairperson of the Board, the 
head of a Federal agency shall provide such 
technical assistance to the Board as the 
Board determines to be necessary to carry 
out its duties. 

"(r) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Board such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this subtitle. The 
sums shall remain available until expended, 
without fiscal year limitation. 

"(s) TERMINATION.-Section 14 of the Fed­
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply with respect to the Board.". 

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND­
MENTS.-

(1) Except as otherwise specifically pro­
vided in this subsection, sections 1153, 1154, 
1155, 1160, and 1164 of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1320c-2, 1320c-3, 1320c-4, 1320c-9, 
and 1320c-13) are amended by striking "title 
XVIII" each place the term appears and in­
serting "the National Health Care Act of 
1993". 

(2) Section 1153(a)(2)(B) of the Social Secu­
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-2(a)(2)(B)) is amend­
ed by striking "title XIX" and inserting "the 
National Health Care Act of 1993". 

(3) Section 1154(a)(3)(A) of the Social Secu­
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-3(a)(3)(A)) is amend­
ed by striking "title xvm of this Act" and 
inserting "the National Health Care Act of 
1993". 

(4) Section 1154(a)(14) of the Social Secu­
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-3(a)(14)) is amended 
by striking "under such title" and inserting 
"under the National Health Care Act of 
1993". 

(5) Section 1156 of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1320c-5) is amended by striking 
"under this Act" each place the term ap­
pears and inserting "under the National 
Heal th Care Act of 1993' '. 

(6) Section 1158(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-7(a)) is amended by 
striking "title XIX of this Act" and insert­
ing "the National Health Care Act of 1993". 

(7) Section 1161(5) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-12(5)) is amended by 

striking "title xvm and XIX of this Act" 
and inserting "the National Health Care Act 
of 1993". 

(8) Section 1164(c)(2) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320c-13(c)(2)) is amended by 
striking "part A or part B of title XVIII" 
and inserting "the National Health Care Act 
of 1993". 
SEC. 406. PUBLIC HEALTII FUNCTIONS AND AC· 

TIVITIES COMMISSION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

establish a Public Health Functions and Ac­
tivities Commission (referred to in this sec­
tion as the "Commission"). 

(b) DUTIES.-
(!) STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS.-Not 

later than 6 months after the members of the 
Commission are appointed under subsection 
(c), the Commission shall conduct studies 
and prepare recommendations concerning-

(A) public health functions and activities 
that should remain separate from the na­
tional health care program; 

(B) the integration of public health pro­
grams, including any appropriate programs 
funded through the maternal and child 
health block grant funds made available 
under title V of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 701 et seq.), into the national health 
care program; 

(C) increased program and funding needs 
for the training of health and allied health 
professionals, including professionals trained 
through the National Health Service Corps 
Scholarship Program, and the National 
Health Service Corps Loan Repayment Pro­
gram, authorized under subpart ill of part D 
of title m of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 2541 et seq.) and the education and 
training programs authorized under titles 
VII and vm of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 292 et seq. and 296k et seq.); 

(D) increased funding needs for-
(i) payments to States under the maternal 

and child health block grants under title V 
of the Social Security Act; 

(ii) preventive health block grants under 
part A of title XIX of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300w et seq.); 

(iii) grants to States for community men­
tal health services under subpart I of part B 
of title XIX of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300x-1 et seq.); 

(iv) grants to States for prevention and 
treatment of substance abuse under subpart 
II of part B of title XIX of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-21 et seq.); and 

(v) grants for HIV health care services 
under parts A, B, and C of title XXVI of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300ff-11 
et seq., 300ff-21 et seq., and 300ff-41 et seq.); 
and 

(E) the continued need for programs and 
activities operated by local and State public 
health departments. 

(2) REPORT.-The Commission shall prepare 
and submit to the Administrator a report 
containing the recommendations described 
in paragraph (1). 

(C) MEMBERSHIP.-The Commission shall be 
composed of 9 members appointed by the Ad­
ministrator, including-

(!) 4 individuals representing public health 
agencies at the Federal, State, and local lev­
els; 

(2) 1 health economist; and 
(3) 3 other health professionals. 
(d) TERM OF OFFICE.-Each member of the 

Commission shall serve for the life of the 
Commission. 

(e) VACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the membership of the Commission shall be 
filled in the same manner as the original ap­
pointment for the position being vacated. 

The vacancy shall not affect the power of the 
remaining members to execute the duties of 
the Commission. 

(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The Commission shall 
select a Chairperson from among its mem­
bers. 

(g) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.-
(1) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Com­

mission shall not receive compensation for 
service on the Commission. 

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member of the 
Commission shall receive travel expenses, in­
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for employees of agencies 
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, for each day the member 
is engaged in the performance of duties away 
from the home or regular place of business of 
the member. 

(h) POWERS.-The Commission is author­
ized to-

(1) hold such hearings and sit and act at 
such times; 

(2) take such testimony; 
(3) have such printing and binding done; 
(4) enter into such contracts and other ar­

rangements; 
(5) make such expenditures; and 
(6) take such other actions, 

as the Commission may determine to be nec­
essary to carry out the duties of the Com­
mission. 

(i) OATHS.-Any member of the Commis­
sion may administer oaths or affirmations to 
witnesses appearing before the Commission. 

(j) OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL 
AGENCIES.-The Chairperson of the Commis­
sion may secure directly from any Federal 
agency, information necessary to enable the 
Commission to carry out the duties of the 
Commission, if the information may be dis­
closed under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code. Subject to the previous sen­
tence, on the request of the Chairperson, the 
head of the agency shall furnish the informa­
tion to the Commission. 

(k) VOLUNTARY SERVICE.-Notwithstanding 
section 1342 of title 31, United States Code, 
the Chairperson of the Commission may ac­
cept for the Commission voluntary services 
provided by a member of the Commission. 

(1) GIFTS AND DONATIONS.-The Commission 
may accept, use, and dispose of gifts or dona­
tions of property in order to carry out the 
duties of the Commission. 

(m) USE OF MAIL.-The Commission may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
Federal agencies. 

(n) STAFF.-
(!) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.-The 

Commission may appoint and determine the 
compensation of such staff as the Commis­
sion determines to be necessary to carry out 
the duties of the Commission. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.-The rate of compensation 
for each staff member shall not exceed the 
daily equivalent of 120 percent of the rate 
specified for GS-15 of the General Schedule 
under section 5332 of title 5, United States 
Code for each day the staff member is en­
gaged in the performance of duties for the 
Commission. The Commission may otherwise 
appoint and determine the compensation of 
staff without regard to the provisions of title 
5, United States Code, that govern appoint­
ments in the competitive service, and the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter m of 
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, that 
relate to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(0) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Chair­
person of the Commission may obtain such 
temporary and intermittent services of ex-
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perts and consultants and co:rnpensate the 
experts and consultants in accordance with 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
as the Co:rn:rnission determines to be nec­
essary to carry out the duties of the Co:rn­
:rnission. 

(p) DETAIL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.-On 
the request of the Chairperson of the Co:rn­
:rnission, the head of any Federal agency 
shall detail, without rei:rnburse:rnent, any of 
the personnel of the agency to the Co:rn:rnis­
sion to assist the Co:rn:rnission in carrying 
out its duties. Any detail shall not interrupt 
or otherwise affect the civil service status or 
privileges of the Federal e:rnployee. 

(q) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-On the request 
of the Chairperson of the Co:rn:rnission, the 
head of a Federal agency shall provide such 
technical assistance to the Co:rn:rnission as 
the Co:rn:rnission deter:rnines to be necessary 
to carry out its duties. 

(r) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Co:rn:rnission such su:rns as :may be nec­
essary to carry out the provisions of this 
subtitle. The su:rns shall re:rnain available 
until expended, without fiscal year li:rnita­
tion. 

(s) TERMINATION.-The Co:rn:rnission shall 
terminate on sub:rnission of the report de­
scribed in subsection (b)(2). 
SEC. 407. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CENTERS. 

(a) CENTERS.-The Ad:rninistration shall 
provide on a regional basis (either directly or 
through contracts with nonprofit organiza­
tions) technical assistance centers for States 
and localities in-

(1) health progra:rn planning, develop:rnent, 
and i:rnple:rnentation; 

(2) training; 
(3) quality assurance, :monitoring, and 

evaluation; 
(4) budgeting; 
(5) pay:rnent procedures; and 
(6) develop:rnent of integrated auto:rnated 

data processing systems. 
(b) STATES WITH LIMITED CAPACITY.-The 

technical assistance centers shall provide re­
sources to assist States that lack the capac­
ity to implement certain aspects of the na­
tional health care progra:rn. 

Subtitle B-State and Local Administration 
SEC. 411. STATE AGENCY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-ln order for a State to be 
eligible to receive pay:rnents under section 
302, the State shall, in accordance with regu­
lations established by the Administration, 
designate a State agency to be the sole State 
agency to carry out a State progra:rn under 
this Act. 

(b) PLANNING FUNCTIONS.-The State agen­
cy shall develop, on the basis of rec­
o:rnmenda tions made by State and local plan­
ning boards under section 412(c}---

(1) goals and priorities for developing 
health policy and programs; 

(2) a plan for the equitable distribution of 
health resources, including the development 
of specialty health centers that-

(A) concentrate highly specialized :medical 
procedures, equip:rnent, and trained special­
ists; and 

(B) avoid duplication of services; 
(3) a plan for the integration of health 

services with appropriate social and hu:rnan 
services; and 

(4) a plan to ensure that quality discharge 
planning and social services are available to 
consumers in all inpatient facilities to pro­
vide for care coordination and continuity of 
care. 
SEC. 412. STATE AND LOCAL PLANNING BOARDS. 

(a) PLANNING BOARDS.-

(1) STATE BOARD.-Each State agency shall 
establish, in accordance with regulations es­
tablished by the Ad:rninistration, a State 
planning board, which shall be co:rnposed of 
12 :members who shall be appointed by the 
head of the State program, including-

(A) 4 :rne:rnbers representing consumers, 
who shall be representative of the population 
of the State; 

(B) 3 members representing health care 
providers; 

(C) 1 :member representing the business 
co:rn:rnunity; 

(D) 1 member representing organized labor; 
and 

(E) 2 representatives of appropriate State 
agencies, including health, public health, so­
cial services, education, public welfare, and 
e:rnploy:rnent agencies. 

(2) LOCAL BOARDS.-Each State shall estab­
lish, in accordance with regulations estab­
lished by the Ad:rninistration, local planning 
boards, which shall be co:rnposed of 7 :rne:rn­
bers who shall be appointed by the head of 
the State program, including-

(A) 2 :members representing consumers, 
who shall be representative of the population 
of the local planning area; 

(B) 2 :rne:rnbers representing health care 
providers; and 

(C) 2 representatives of appropriate local 
agencies, including health, public health, so­
cial services, education, public welfare, and 
employment agencies. 

(3) TERMS OF APPOINTMENT.-Each :member 
of a State or local planning board shall serve 
for a ter:rn of 3 years, except that a :member 
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to 
the expiration of the term for which a prede­
cessor was appointed, shall be appointed for 
the remainder of such ter:rn. 

(4) VACANCIES.-Any vacancy occurring in 
the :membership of a State or local planning 
board shall be filled in the same :manner as 
the original appoint:rnent. The vacancy shall 
not affect the power of the remaining :mem­
bers to execute the duties of the board. 

(b) ASSESSMENT.-
(!) INFORMATION.-The State and local 

planning boards shall assess, for each State 
or local planning area, respectively-

(A) the demand for, and quality, supply, 
and distribution of, health resources, includ­
ing-

(i) acute care hospitals; 
(ii) specialized inpatient facilities; 
(iii) outpatient facilities; 
(iv) health care providers; 
(v) specialized :medical equipment; and 
(vi) home and co:rnmunity-based health 

progra:rns; and 
(B) the :medical, mental, and psychosocial 

health needs. 
(2) EMPHASIS.-ln conducting the assess­

ment described in paragraph (1), the State 
and local planning boards shall give special 
attention to health professional shortage 
areas and special populations of consu:rners. 

(3) DATA.-The Ad:rninistration shall make 
available all appropriate data from the na­
tional health care data base, and each State 
with a State progra:rn shall make available 
all appropriate data fro:rn any State health 
care data base, for use by State and local 
planning boards in conducting the assess­
ment. In conducting the assessment, the 
State and local planning boards shall con­
sider such data. 

(C) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The State and 
local planning boards shall make rec­
o:rnmenda tions to the State agency regarding 
the goals, priorities, and plans described in 
section 411(b), and shall make recommenda­
tions to the Ad:rninistration regarding the 
State budget described in section 301. 

TITLE V-TRANSITION AND 
RELATIONSmP TO OTHER PROGRAMS 

SEC. 501. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The national health care progra:rn shall 

first apply to covered services furnished 
after January 1, 1995. 
SEC. 502. REPEALS AND INCORPORATIONS. 

(a) REPEAL OF MEDICARE AND MEDICAID.­
(1) REPEAL.-Titles XVIII and XIX of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq. 
and 1396 et seq.) are repealed. 

(b) REPEAL OF CHAMPUS PROVISIONS.­
(1) IN GENERAL.-
(A) AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 55 OF TITLE 

10.-Sections 1079 through 1083, 1086, and 1097 
through 1100 of title 10, United States Code, 
are repealed. 

(B) TABLE OF SECTIONS.-The table of sec­
tions at the beginning of chapter 55 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik­
ing the items relating to the sections re­
ferred to in subparagraph (A). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Chapter 55 
of title 10, United States Code, is a:rnended as 
follows: 

(A) DEFINITION.-Section 1072 is amended 
by striking paragraph (4). 

(B) REIMBURSEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS.-Section 1104(b) is 
amended-

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
"fro:rn CHAMPUS funds"; and 

(ii) by striking " from funds" and all that 
follows and inserting "for :medical care pro­
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs 
pursuant to such agreement.". 

(3) lMPLEMENTATION.-
(A) TERMINATION OF HEALTH CARE.-No 

health care may be provided under a 
CHAMPUS contract on or after the effective 
date of this section. 

(B) SAVINGS PROVISION.-Payments for 
health care provided pursuant to a 
CHAMPUS contract before such date shall be 
:made in accordance with such contract and 
the provisions of law referred to in para­
graphs (l)(A) and (2), as such provisions of 
law were in effect on the day before such ef­
fective date. 

{C) DEFINITION.-As used in this subsection, 
the term "CHAMPUS contract" means-

(i) a contract for an insurance, medical 
service, or health care plan entered into pur­
suant to section 1079{a) of title 10, United 
States Code; 

(ii) a contract for health benefits under 
such a plan entered into pursuant to section 
1086(a) of such title; and 

(iii) a contract for the delivery of health 
care entered into pursuant to section 1097 of 
such title. 

(C) REPEAL OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS MEDICAL CARE PROVISIONS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Title 38, United States 
Code, is a:rnended as follows: 

(A) CHAPTER 17.-Chapter 17 is repealed. 
(B) CHAPTER 73.-Chapter 73 is repealed. 
(C) CHAPTER 81.-Chapter 81 is repealed. 
(D) CHAPTER 82.-Chapter 82 is repealed. 
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) RELATING TO CHAPTER 17.-The table of 

chapters at the beginning of title 38, United 
States Code, and part II of such title are 
amended by striking out the item relating to 
chapter 17. 

(B) RELATING TO CHAPTER 73.-The table of 
chapters at the beginning of such title and 
part V of such title are amended by striking 
out the ite:rn relating to chapter 73. 

(C) RELATING TO CHAPTERS 81 AND 82.-The 
table of chapters at the beginning of such 
title and part VI of such title are amended 
by striking out the items relating to chapter 
81and82. 
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(3) lMPLEMENTATION.-
(A) TERMINATION OF HEALTH CARE AND 

OTHER ASSISTANCE.-No health care, nursing 
home care, domiciliary care, other medical 
care, or financial or other assistance related 
to such care may be provided by contract or 
otherwise under chapter 17, 73, 81, or 82 of 
title 38, United States Code, on or after the 
effective date of this section. 

(B) SAVINGS PROVISION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Payments pursuant to 

contracts and agreements referred to in 
clause (ii) before such date shall be made in 
accordance with such contracts and agree­
ments and the provisions of law referred to 
in paragraph (1) as such provisions were in 
effect on the day before such effective date. 

(ii) CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS.-Con­
tracts and agreements referred to in clause 
(i) are contracts and agreements under title 
38, United States Code that are: 

(I) contracts for hospital care and medical 
services in non-Department of Veterans Af­
fairs facilities under section 603; 

(II) contracts with organizations for emer­
gency medical services under section 611; 

(III) contracts for medical treatment in 
such facilities under section 612(a)(6); 

(IV) contracts for counseling and related 
medical health services under section 
612A(e); 

(V) contracts for prosthetic appliances 
under section 614(a); 

(VI) contracts for therapeutic and rehabili­
tative services under section 618(b); 

(VII) contracts for nursing home care and 
adult day health care under section 620(d)(l); 

(VIII) contracts for treatment of alcohol, 
drug abuse, or abuse disabilities under sec­
tion 620A(a)(l); 

(IX) contracts for hospital care, medical 
services and nursing home care abroad under 
section 624(c); 

(X) contracts to provide care and treat­
ment by the Veterans Memorial Medical 
Center of the Philippines under section 
632(a); 

(XI) contracts for activities conducted by 
employees of the Federal Government other 
than employees of the Department of Veter­
ans Affairs under section 5010(c); 

(XII) sharing agreements with the Depart­
ment of Defense under section 5011(d); 

(XIII) contracts for furnishing health-care 
services to members of the Armed Forces 
under section 5011(b); 

(XIV) contracts for prosthetic appliances 
under section 5023; 

(XV) contracts for procurement of health­
care items under section 5025(b); and 

(XVI) contracts for securing specialized 
medical resources under section 5053(a). 

(d) REPEAL OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES HEALTH 
BENEFITS PROGRAM.-Chapter 89 of title 5, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(e) PROVISION OF SERVICES BY INDIAN 
HEALTH SERVICE.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall provide 
covered services to eligible individuals not 
enrolled in the Program through the Indian 
Health Service in lieu of health services pro­
vided by the Service on the date of the en­
actment of this Act, including services pro­
vided under sections 201 through 204 of the 
Indian Health Care Improvement Act (25 
U.S.C. 1621 et seq.). 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except as provided in 
section 503(b), this section and the amend­
ments made by this section shall take effect 
on January 1, 1995. 
SEC. 503. TRANSITION. 

(a) STATE PROGRAM GRANTS.-

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Administrator 
shall award grants to States to enable the 
States-

(A) to plan and develop State programs; 
and 

(B) to award grants and make loans to non­
profit organizations t;o assist the organiza­
tions in establishing Integrated Health Serv­
ice Plans. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY.-To be eligible to receive a 
grant under paragraph (1), a State shall sub­
mit an application to the Administrator at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Administrator may 
require. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.­
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection such sums as may 
be necessary for each of the 1993 through 1995 
fiscal years. 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.-
(!) STUDY.-The Administrator shall, in 

consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, the Secretary of De­
fense, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man­
agement examine possible strategies for ac­
complishing the transition and provision of 
services described in section 502. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than January 1, 
1993, the Administrator shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a report 
containing-

(A) the recommendations of the Public 
Health Functions and Activities Commission 
set forth in the report described in section 
406(b)(2); 

(B) the findings and conclusions of the Ad­
ministrator, based on the study described in 
paragraph (1); and 

(C) recommendations for legislative reform 
to accomplish the transition and provision of 
services described in section 502. 

(3) MODIFICATION.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act and to the extent 
the Administration determines it is appro­
priate and fiscally responsible, the Adminis­
tration may include in the report rec­
ommendations to reduce the period between 
the date of the enactment of this Act and the 
effective dates otherwise provided in this 
Act. 

(4) EFFECT OF RECOMMENDATIONS.-Unless 
the Congress enacts a disapproval resolution 
under the procedures described in section 504 
not later than the date that is 60 days after 
the submission of the report described in 
paragraph (2), on such date-

(A) the recommendations contained within 
the report shall have the force of law; and 

(B) the Secretary shall, in accordance with 
this Act, provide covered services to all indi­
viduals that received the services under the 
provisions of law specified in section 502. 

(c) REGULATIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

issue such regulations as are necessary to 
provide for a transition to the national 
health care program from the programs that 
are repealed under subsections (a) through 
(c) of section 502, and the provisions of serv­
ices by the Indian Health Service under sec­
tion 502(d). 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.-ln promulgating the 
regulations described in paragraph (1) the 
Administrator shall take into consideration 
the findings and conclusions of the study de­
scribed in subsection (b)(l). 
SEC. 504. RULES GOVERNING CONGRESSIONAL 

CONSIDERATION. 
(a) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

AND SENATE.-This section is enacted by the 
Congress-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-

ate, respectively, and as such is deemed a 
part of the rules of each House, respectively, 
but applicable only with respect to the pro­
cedure to be followed in that House in the 
case of disapproval resolutions described in 
subsection (b), and supersedes other rules 
only to the extent that such rules are incon­
sistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu­
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same manner 
and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 

(b) TERMS OF THE RESOLUTION.-For pur­
poses of this Act, the term "disapproval res­
olution" means only a joint resolution of the 
two Houses of the Congress, providing in-

(1) the matter after the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: "That the Congress dis­
approves the action of the National Health 
Care Administration as submitted by the Ad­
ministration on ", 
the blank space being filled in with the ap­
propriate date; and 

(2) the title of which is as follows: "Joint 
Resolution disapproving the action of the 
National Health Care Administration". 

(c) INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL.---On the 
day on which the action of the Administra­
tion is transmitted to the House of Rep­
resenta ti ves and the Senate, a disapproval 
resolution with respect to such action shall 
be introduced (by request) in the House of 
Representatives by the Majority Leader of 
the House, for himself and the Minority 
Leader of the House, or by Members of the 
House designated by the Majority Leader of 
the House, for himself and the Minority 
Leader of the House, or by Members of the 
House designated by the Majority Leader 
and Minority Leader of the House; and shall 
be introduced (by request) in the Senate by 
the Majority Leader of the Senate, for him­
self and the Minority Leader of the Senate, 
or by Members of the Senate designated by 
the Majority Leader and Minority Leader of 
the Senate. If either House is not in session 
on the day on which such an action is trans­
mitted, the disapproval resolution with re­
spect to such action shall be introduced in 
the House, as provided in the preceding sen­
tence, on the first day thereafter on which 
the House is in session. The disapproval reso-
1 ution introduced in the House of Represent­
atives and the Senate shall be referred to the 
appropriate committees of each House. 

(d) AMENDMENTS PROHIBITED.-No amend­
ment to a disapproval resolution shall be in 
order in either the House of Representatives 
or the Senate; and no motion to suspend the 
application of this subsection shall be in 
order in either House, nor shall it be in order 
in either House for the Presiding Officer to 
entertain a request to suspend the applica­
tion of this subsection by unanimous con­
sent. 

(e) PERIOD FOR COMMITTEE AND FLOOR CON­
SIDERATION.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), if the committee or commit­
tees of either House to which a disapproval 
resolution has been referred have not re­
ported it at the close of the 45th day after its 
introduction, such committee or committees 
shall be automatically discharged from fur­
ther consideration of the disapproval resolu­
tion and it shall be placed on the appropria­
tion calendar. A vote on final passage of the 
disapproval resolution shall be taken in each 
House on or before the close of the 45th day 
after the disapproval resolution is reported 
by the committees or committee of that 
House to which it was referred, or after such 
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committee or committees have been dis­
charged from further consideration of the 
disapproval resolution. If prior to the pas­
sage by one House of a disapproval resolu­
tion of that House, that House receives the 
same disapproval resolution from the other 
House then-

(A) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no disapproval resolution had 
been received from the other House; but 

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the disapproval resolution of the other 
House. 

(2) COMPUTATION OF DAYS.-For purposes of 
paragraph (1), in computing a number of 
days in either House, there shall be excluded 
any day on which the House is not in session. 

(f) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES.-

(!) MOTION TO PROCEED.-A motion in the 
House of Representatives to proceed to the 
consideration of a disapproval resolution 
shall be highly privileged and not debatable. 
An amendment to the motion shall not be in 
order, nor shall it be in order to move to re­
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) DEBATE.-Debate in the House of Rep­
resentatives on a disapproval resolution 
shall be limited to not more than 20 hours, 
which shall be divided equally between those 
favoring and those opposing the disapproval 
resolution. A motion further to limit debate 
shall not be debatable. It shall not be in 
order to move to recommit a disapproval res­
olution or to move to reconsider the vote by 
which a disapproval resolution is agreed to 
or disagreed to. 

(3) MOTION TO POSTPONE.-Motions to post­
pone, made in the House of Representatives 
with respect to the consideration of a dis­
approval resolution, and motions to proceed 
to the consideration of other business, shall 
be decided without debate. 

(4) APPEALS.-All appeals from the deci­
sions of the Chair relating to the application 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives 
to the procedure relating to a disapproval 
resolution shall be decided without debate. 

(5) GENERAL RULES APPLY.-Except to the 
extent specifically provided in the preceding 
provisions of this subsection, consideration 
of a disapproval resolution shall be governed 
by the Rules of the House of Representatives 
applicable to other bills and resolutions in 
similar circumstances. 

(g) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.­
(!) MOTION TO PROCEED.-A motion in the 

Senate to proceed to the consideration of a 
disapproval resolution shall be privileged 
and not debatable. An amendment to the mo­
tion shall not be in order, nor shall it be in 
order to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion is agreed to or disagreed 
to. 

(2) GENERAL DEBATE.-Debate in the Senate 
on a disapproval resolution, and all debat­
able motions and appeals in connection 
therewith, shall be limited to not more than 
20 hours. The time shall be equally divided 
between, and controlled by, the Majority 
Leader and the Minority Leader or their des­
ignees. 

(3) DEBATE OF MOTIONS AND APPEALS.-De­
bate in the Senate on any debatable motion 
or appeal in connection with a disapproval 
resolution shall be limited to not more than 
1 hour, to be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the mover and the manager of 
the disapproval resolution, except that in 
the event the manager of the disapproval 
resolution is in favor of any such motion or 
appeal, the time in opposition thereto, shall 
be controlled by the Minority Leader or his 

designee. Such leaders, or either of them, 
may, from time under their control on the 
passage of a disapproval resolution, allot ad­
ditional time to any Senator during the con­
sideration of any debatable motion or ap­
peal. 

(4) OTHER MOTIONS.-A motion in the Sen­
ate to further limit debate is not debatable. 
A motion to recommit a disapproval resolu­
tion is not in order. 

(h) POINT OF ORDER REQUIRING SUPER 
MAJORITY FOR MODIFICATIONS TO ACTIONS 
ONCE APPROVED.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-It shall not be in order in 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
to consider any amendment to the actions of 
the National Health Care Administration ex­
cept as provided in paragraph (2). 

(2) WAIVER.-The point of order described 
in paragraph (1) may be waived or suspended 
in the House of Representatives or the Sen­
ate only, by the affirmative vote of three­
fifths of the Members duly chosen and sworn. 
SEC. 505. RELATION TO EMPWYEE RETIREMENT 

INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974. 
The provisions of the Employee Retire­

ment Income Security Act (29 U.S.C. 1001 et 
seq.) are superseded to the extent inconsist­
ent with the requirements of this Act. 
TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 601. BILL OF RIGHTS. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 

Congress that consumers in the national 
health care program shall have the rights 
specified in the bill of rights set forth in sub­
section (b). 

(b) BILL OF RIGHTS.-
(!) Consumers shall have the right to-
(A) receive timely health-related informa­

tion; and 
(B) be involved in decisions affecting their 

health; 
(C) receive prompt evaluation, humane 

care, and professional treatment; 
(D) receive services without regard to race, 

color, religion, sex, national origin, age, 
health condition, sexual preference, income, 
language, or geographic residence in an 
urban or rural area; 

(E) refuse treatment or prescribed services 
and know the consequences of such refusal; 

(F) be treated with dignity and respect; 
(G) maintain privacy and confidentiality; 
(H) maintain confidentiality of financial 

and health records; 
(I) obtain access to medical records; 
(J) obtain treatment in the least restric­

tive setting; 
(K) express or file grievances; 
(L) be informed if treatment or services 

are denied, reduced, or terminated; 
(M) obtain information and forms that are 

easily understood and that are written in a 
language understood by the consumer or 
heal th care provider; 

(N) obtain health care services that are 
sensitive to the cultural attitudes of the 
consumer population being served; and 

(0) receive quality health care services in 
any penal institution. 
SEC. 602. RESEARCH AND SERVICE DELIVERY IM· 

PROVEMENT PROGRAM GRANTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator shall 

make grants to eligible entities to conduct 
research that will examine, or carry out pro­
grams that will develoi>-

(l)(A) ways of better providing covered 
services through the national health care 
program to consumers residing in rural, 
central city, and other health professional 
shortage areas; and 

(B) alternative models for delivering pri­
mary health and mental health services to 
medically underserved populations, includ-

ing the use of outreach mobile services, 
transportation, home visiting, and systems 
to promote linkages with essential health 
and other human services; 

(2) the effectiveness of the national health 
care program in enabling access to health 
care services for minorities, women, and 
other special populations who have tradi­
tionally had problems with access to health 
care (to be initiated 2 years from the date of 
implementation); 

(3) the relationship between­
(A) psychosocial well-being; and 
(B) prevention of illness and disease; 
(4) successful health education and treat­

ment approaches in avoiding preventable ill­
nesses and diseases; 

(5) innovative prevention, treatment, and 
service delivery approaches to health and 
mental health care delivery to mentally im­
paired persons; 

(6) innovative prevention, treatment, and 
service delivery approaches to improve the 
mental health and psychosocial well-being of 
the elderly; 

(7) the impact of interprofessional collabo­
ration on the effectiveness of care coordina­
tion in inpatient and outpatient health care 
settings, including long-term care settings; 

(8) quality assurance and program effec­
tiveness with respect to mental health care 
services; 

(9) quality indicators for measuring treat­
ment effectiveness; 

(10) the effectiveness of, and reductions of 
cost in, selective, widely used diagnostic and 
treatment procedures; 

(11) alternative approaches to continuing 
education programs for health care person­
nel in rural areas; and 

(12) innovations in service delivery that en­
hance continuity of care, care coordination, 
and service efficiency and effectiveness. 

(b) APPLICATION.-To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an entity shall 
submit an application to the Administrator 
at such time, in such manner, and contain­
ing such information as the Administrator 
may require, including an assurance that the 
entity shall submit to the Administrator 
such information as the Administrator may 
require to comply with subsection (c). 

(C) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Administrator 
shall prepare and submit a report to Con­
gress by not later than April 1 of each year 
(beginning with 1995) concerning the progress 
of the research and demonstration projects 
conducted under this section. 
SEC. 603. PREVENTION, HEALTH PROMOTION, 

AND HEALTH AWARENESS PROGRAM 
GRANTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Administrator 
shall make grants to eligible entities to es­
tablish-

(1) innovative statewide or local preven­
tion and health promotion programs, such as 
community-based wellness and outreach pro­
grams and school-based programs; 

(2) health awareness programs in schools, 
workplaces, health and social agencies; and 

(3) community-based programs to prevent 
community health problems, such as adoles­
cent pregnancy, drug abuse, family violence, 
and violence in the schools. 

(b) APPLICATION.-To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an entity shall 
submit an application to the Administrator 
at such time, in such manner, and contain­
ing such information as the Administrator 
may require. 
SEC. 604. DISPLACED WORKERS. 

Section 30l(a)(l)(B) of the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1651(a)(l)(B)) is 
amended by adding before the semicolon the 
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following: ", or as a result of reductions in 
health insurance industry jobs due to the es­
tablishment of the national health care pro­
gram under the National Health Care Act of 
1993, as determined in accordance with regu­
lations of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services". 

SUMMARY OF THE NATIONAL HEALTH CARE ACT 
OF 1993 

The National Health Care Act of 1993 fun­
damentally restructures the current health 
care system. This bill would offer full cov­
erage for high quality, cost-efficient, and eq­
uitably financed health and mental health 
care to all Americans. The national health 
plan proposes a federally administered, sin­
gle-payer system with state responsibility to 
ensure delivery of health services, payment 
to all providers, and planning in accordance 
with Federal guidelines. The plan provides 
coverage of comprehensive benefits, includ­
ing long-term care. Enrollees have the free­
dom to choose among a full range of public 
and private providers, including alternative 
delivery plans. 

The national health care plan is financed 
primarily through a progressive Federal 
dedicated tax on personal income and em­
ployer-paid payroll and corporate income 
taxes. States are expected to pay their fair 
share through a formula-based contribution. 

While it's anticipated that the plan's costs 
may initially come close to the current level 
of health care expenditures, the unique de­
livery system improvements and the cost 
containment features built into the proposal 
are expected to decrease health care expendi­
tures over time. The national health plan ex­
pands coverage to the 37 million uninsured, 
as well as the millions who are underinsured, 
and eliminates the inequities in paying for 
health care that characterize our current 
system. 

COVERAGE AND ENROLLMENT 

All persons residing in the United States 
are covered through the national health 
plan. Each person has the freedom to choose 
from among any of the participating public 
and private providers, facilities or care deliv­
ery options. Individuals will enroll in the na­
tional health plan in the State in which they 
reside. 

Coverage through employers or other pri­
vately purchased health insurance is discon­
tinued, although private insurance plans 
may provide coverage for services not cov­
ered under the national health plan. 

BENEFITS 

Care Coordination services. 
Primary prevention and health promotion 

services, including comprehensive well-child 
care for everyone 0-21; diagnosis and evalua­
tion of suspected health, mental health or 
developmental problems; perinatal and in­
fant health care; parent and caregiver train­
ing to support child health and developmen­
tal services for high-risk children; routine, 
age-appropriate, clinical heal th maintenance 
examinations for everyone over 21; family 
planning services; and school-based primary 
prevention programs. 

Outpatient primary care services. 
Mental health services. 
Substance abuse treatment and rehabilita­

tion programs. 
Inpatient and outpatient hospital services, 

including discharge planning, social services, 
and emergency and trauma services. 

Inpatient and outpatient professional serv­
ices. 

Laboratory and radiology services. 
Long-term care, including home and com­

munity-based services. 

Hospice care. 
Prescription drugs, medical supplies, and 

durable medical equipment. 
Dental services, including preventive and 

curative care. 
Hearing and speech services. 
Vision care. 

EXCLUSIONS 

Health services excluded from coverage in­
clude cosmetic surgery, except medically 
necessary reconstructive surgery; and cer­
tain amenities in inpatient facilities, such as 
private rooms, unless medically necessary. 

COST-SHARING 

There are no copayments or deductibles for 
health care services. However, residents of 
nursing homes and other residential facili­
ties are required to pay a modes room and 
board fee. These fees may be waived for those 
below the poverty line. 

IMPROVED SERVICE DELIVERY PROVISIONS 

The National Health Care Act provides 
unique and improved prevention and health 
promotion services; promotes comprehen­
sive, coordinated, and continuous care that 
addresses the total health needs of every per­
son through the use of primary care provid­
ers, care coordination services, and the pro­
motion of comprehensive, integrated health 
delivery plans; provides access to health 
services to underserved populations; pro­
motes the expansion of community-based 
health and mental health services; and es­
tablishes screening and care coordination 
systems for the delivery of long-term care. 

ADMINISTRATION 

A new independent Federal agency is es­
tablished to administer the national health 
care plan. The new agency will receive policy 
direction from an appointed national health 
care board representing health experts and 
consumers. All responsibilities of the Health 
Care Financing Administration are trans­
ferred to the new agency. Medicare, Medic­
aid, CHAMPUS, the Federal Employee 
Health Benefits Program, and the Depart­
ment of Veterans Affairs' health programs 
are folded into the national health care plan. 

The agency provides the States with an an­
nual global budget for all covered health 
care expenditures. The global budget for 
each State is based on a formula that consid­
ers size of population, age distribution, the 
cost of delivering care, socio-economic fac­
tors, and a number of key health status indi­
cators. State global budgets will include all 
state health block grant funds. 

The States, in accordance with Federal 
guidelines, will ensure the implementation 
of all State health services, determine the 
distribution of health care funding, develop 
and administer a mechanism to pay and re­
imburse health care providers, work with lo­
calities in undertaking heal th planning and 
coordination with appropriate social and 
human services, implement a quality assur­
ance program, administer a consumer advo­
cacy and information program, and license 
and regulate all health care providers and fa­
cilities. 

PAYMENT TO PROVIDERS 

Hospitals will receive a prospective global 
budget, to be developed through annual ne­
gotiations with the designated State agency. 
Global budgets will only be used for operat­
ing expenses. Separate funds for capital ex­
pansion and purchase of expensive, highly 
specialized equipment will be subject to ap­
proval by the State. Other health care facili­
ties will be paid either on the basis of a pro­
spective global budget or capitation as deter­
mined by the State. 

Funds would be available to continue to 
develop quality indicators for measuring 
treatment effectiveness in all types of health 
care settings, and to develop practice guide­
lines for physicians and other heal th care 
practitioners. Research will also be directed 
at reducing the number of unnecessary medi­
cal and diagnostic procedures. 

Additionally, special Federal grants would 
be available for innovative statewide or local 
prevention and health promotion programs. 

PUBLIC HEALTH FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES 

A public health commission would be es­
tablished to make recommendations on the 
integration of public health functions and 
activities into the national health care pro­
gram. Additionally, the commission would 
make recommendations on the need for in­
creased funding and program needs for public 
primary care programs. 

DISPLACED WORKERS 

The bill amends the Job Training Partner­
ship Act to address the need for retraining 
and placement of individuals in the health 
insurance industry who are displaced due to 
the establishment of the national health 
care program. 

MEDICAL MALPRACTICE REFORMS 

A special commission would be established 
to develop recommendations for medical 
malpractice reform. The goals of such re­
forms are to reduce the costs associated with 
malpractice insurance, reduce the basis for 
malpractice claims, target physicians and 
other health care providers who are incom­
petent, and develop mechanisms that will 
protect consumers who are victims of mal­
practice.• 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
S. 685. A bill to authorize appropria­

tions for the American Folklife Center 
for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997; 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin­
istration. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE FOLKLIFE CENTER 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, today in 
my capacity as vice chairman of the 
Joint Committee on the Library, I in­
troduce by request legislation to reau­
thorize the American Folklife Center 
in the Library of Congress for a period 
of 4 years, fiscal years 1994 through 
1997. 

The American Folklife Center was 
created at the Library by the American 
Folklife Preservation Act of 1976. It in­
corporates the Archive of Folk Culture, 
the Nation's principal public collection 
of f olklif e materials, which has been a 
valuable part of the Library since 1928. 

In the past 17 years the Center has 
carried out an ambitious schedule of 
continuing activities and special 
projects to fulfill its legislated man­
date to preserve and present American 
folklife. It has served a broad constitu­
ency of cultural communities by assist­
ing their efforts to preserve and en­
courage their own grassroots traditions 
and heritage. It has provided consult­
ant services and loans of its documen­
tary equipment to all 50 States. Its ar­
chive, the national center for research 
in American folk traditions, each year 
serves thousands of cultural special­
ists, tribal elders, Members of Con­
gress, scholars, and individuals and 
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families seeking to understand their 
own cultural heritage. 

The Center has conducted field re­
search projects, exhibitions, con­
ferences, and other projects across the 
country. It works regularly with local, 
State, and Federal agencies in the 
common and continuing effort to con­
serve our Nation's regional, occupa­
tional, and ethnic heritage. For in­
stance, the Center conducted the 
Rhode Island Folklife Survey in my 
home State in 1979, documenting folk 
music, craft, art, narrative, and cele­
brations throughout the State. This 
survey led to continued work in the 
State by local organizations. 

The proposed ceilings for the Center's 
annual operations provide for continu­
ance of its mission and activities, but 
represent no growth for fiscal year 1994 
and increase in the following 3 fiscal 
years are limited to mandatory salary 
increases and inflationary costs. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
the people of this country understand 
and appreciate their own cultural roots 
as well as those of their neighbors. 
American folklife has always been a 
means for Americans to express their 
grassroot traditions with dignity and 
creativity. The legislation which cre­
ated the American Folklife Center 
stated that "building a strong nation 
does not require the sacrifice of cul­
tural differences." In fact, as the legis­
lation also reads, the diversity of 
American folklife "has contributed 
greatly to the cultural richness of the 
nation and has fostered a sense of indi­
viduality and identity among the 
American people." 

For the past 17 years the American 
Folklife Center has admirably carried 
out an appropriate Federal role in pre­
serving and presenting American 
folklife and in serving individuals and 
communities in every State of the 
Union. I hope my colleagues will sup­
port this legislation to continue the 
Center's work. 

By Mr. KRUEGER (for himself, 
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. GRAHAM, and 
Mr. JOHNSTON): 

S. 686. A bill to establish a Gulf of 
Mexico Commission and a Gulf of Mex­
ico Program Office within the Environ­
mental Protection Agency, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

GULF OF MEXICO ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation which 
will promote economic development 
and environmental protection in one of 
this Nation's most significant estu­
aries-the Gulf of Mexico. My legisla­
tion establishes a framework for the 
comprehensive management of the 
Gulf of Mexico that will rival the man­
agement systems already functioning 
in other regions such as the Great 
Lakes, Chesapeake Bay, and the Gulf of 

. Maine. The management system that I 

am proposing today will promote sus­
tainable economic development in the 
gulf region. I want to take this oppor­
tunity to thank my distinguished col­
leagues from Louisiana and Florida, 
Senators BREAUX, GRAHAM, and JOHN­
STON, for joining me in introducing this 
most important legislation. 

Much of what makes the Gulf of Mex­
ico such a valuable commercial re­
source is its bountiful natural re­
sources. In order for the gulf to con­
tinue to be a highly productive eco­
nomic resource, we must ensure that 
we protect its waters, wetlands, and 
beaches. For too long, we have been 
told that economic development and 
environmental protection are irrecon­
cilable. This legislation makes clear 
that these interests can and must work 
together. 

The Gulf of Mexico is a vital eco­
nomic resource. The gulf supplies over 
30 percent of the domestic fish and sea­
food market, making it one of the 
world's most significant fisheries. More 
than 90 percent of United States and 
Mexican oil production is derived from 
offshore oil wells located in the gulf. 
The gulf also serves as the United 
States's gateway to Central and South 
America; 45 percent of the domestic 
import and export tonnage passes 
through ports located in the gulf. Fur­
thermore, the rapidly growing beach 
resort and recreation industry along 
the gulf coastline generates approxi­
mately $10 billion per year in revenues. 

But the gulf is much more than just 
an economic resource. The gulf is a 
unique and vital ecosystem that needs 
to be protected. Wetlands in the gulf 
region provide habitat for more than 75 
percent of the migratory waterfowl of 
North America and a breeding ground 
for a variety of sport and commercial 
fish and shellfish. It is time we recog­
nized that protection of this beautiful 
water body-America's Sea-is impor­
tant not only so our children and 
grandchildren can enjoy the gulf much 
as we do today, but also so that the 
gulf region economy can continue to 
grow-creating new jobs and new in­
dustries. 

This legislation comes at a crucial 
time for the gulf. The gulf ecosystem is 
in need of protection. Excessively low 
levels of oxygen have caused up to 3,000 
square miles of bottom waters known 
as the dead zone to be documented off 
of the Louisiana and Texas coasts. Con­
cerns about human health have re­
sulted in the permanent or conditional 
closure of 3,400,000 acres of shellfish 
growing areas along the gulf coast. The 
gulf region is experiencing an alarming 
loss of inland and coastal wetlands. 
And finally, what is an astounding sta­
tistic to me, three-fourths of the North 
American landmass drains into the 
gulf. Urban and agricultural runoff in­
cluding pesticides, animal waste, 
motor oil, industrial and chemical 
waste, and solid waste from this huge 
land area drain directly into the gulf . 

Though these statistics are disturb­
ing, they are not irreversible. That is 
where the Gulf of Mexico Act can help. 
This legislation will foster sustainable 
development in the gulf region at the 
same time that it provides for ex­
panded means to address the gulf's pol­
lution problems. 

Last year, my Senate predecessor 
and now Secretary of the Treasury 
Lloyd Bentsen introduced legislation 
which would establish a Gulf of Mexico 
Commission. This Commission would 
become the focal point for the bal­
anced, comprehensive, and environ­
mentally-sensitive development of the 
valuable resources found in the gulf re­
gion. The legislation which I am intro­
ducing today captures former Senator 
Bentsen's intentions and proposes the 
establishment of such a Commission. 

Currently, the Gulf of Mexico does 
not have an umbrella organization that 
is able to effectively balance and co­
ordinate the wide and often divergent 
interests in the Gulf of Mexico's re­
sources, as do other areas like the 
Great Lakes, Chesapeake Bay, and Gulf 
of Maine. The Gulf of Mexico Commis­
sion will take on this responsibility 
and play a crucial role in the overall 
management of the Gulf of Mexico and 
its environs. The Commission will 
serve as the entity whose mission is to 
facilitate and coordinate the wide vari­
ety of Federal, State, local, and private 
sector activities aimed at protecting 
and developing the Gulf of Mexico. I 
also hope that the Commission's activi­
ties will be supported by the Govern­
ment of Mexico to the greatest extent 
allowable by Federal law. 

The legislation also formally estab­
lishes a Gulf of Mexico program in the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The 
program will be overseen by an office 
to be located in a gulf State. The EPA 
Gulf of Mexico program will serve to 
coordinate environmental protection 
efforts in the gulf. It will work closely 
with the Commission in setting envi­
ronmental policy in the gulf region. 
The EPA program will be responsible 
for day-to-day environmental manage­
ment of the gulf. 

The bill requires a first-ever gulf­
wide survey and study of environ­
mental quality. The EPA program of­
fice will perform an in-depth study 
under this legislation which will look 
at everything from the condition of 
wetlands on the gulf coast to the pres­
ence of toxics in gulf waters. This 
study will provide a comprehensive 
snapshot of the state of the gulf and 
will enable Federal and State agencies 
to identify and prioritize their environ­
mental protection efforts in the gulf. 

In addition to this study, the legisla­
tion also requires the EPA program of­
fice to set up a gulf-wide monitoring 
network. This network will be made up 
of local, State, and Federal agencies 
who will monitor environmental qual­
ity in the gulf and share results 
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amongst themselves and with the EPA 
program office. The EPA program of­
fice will maintain a database of the in­
formation produced by this monitoring 
network so that, over time, we will be 
able_ to chart improvement of environ­
mental quality in the gulf. 

The EPA program office and the 
Commission together will foster coop­
erati ve efforts between governments, 
industry, and environmentalists to en­
sure that the gulf region pursues eco­
nomic development in harmony with 
environmental protection. We stand at 
the gateway to a new era in economic 
development and environmental pro­
tection. I am confident that this legis­
lation will ensure that the Gulf of Mex­
ico is at the forefront of sustainable de­
velopment as we enter this new era. 

I firmly believe that this legislation 
will go a long way toward promoting 
the long-term best interests of the Gulf 
of Mexico. I look forward to working 
closely with my Senate and House col­
leagues, as well as the Gulf State Gov­
ernors, State legislators, local offi­
cials, and the private sector to ensure 
that this legislation accomplishes its 
mission. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 686 
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 " Gulf of Mex­
ico Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

(a) ECONOMIC IMPACT FINDINGS.-Congress 
makes the following findings concerning eco­
nomic activities in the Gulf of Mexico re­
gion: 

(1) The Gulf of Mexico supplies over 30 per­
cent of the domestic fish and seafood mar­
ket, making it one of the world's most sig­
nificant fisheries. 

(2) Forty-five percent of the domestic im­
port and export tonnage passes through ports 
located in the Gulf of Mexico. 

(3) Over 90 percent of United States and 
Mexican oil production is derived from off­
shore oil wells located in the Gulf of Mexico. 
Payments to the United States Treasury 
under Outer Continental Shelf production 
leases have totaled more than $80,000,000,000 
over the past 30 years, which is only ex­
ceeded by Federal income tax revenue. 

(4) Offshore oil and gas exploration in the 
Gulf of Mexico utilizes a fleet of approxi­
mately 200 mobile rigs that is supported by a 
multibillion dollar marine service and sup­
ply industry. 

(5) The rapidly growing beach resort and 
recreation industry along the Gulf of Mexico 
coastlines generates approximately 
$10,000,000,000 per year in revenues. 

(6) Wetlands in the Gulf of Mexico region 
provide habitat for more than 75 percent of 
the migratory waterfowl of North America 
and a breeding ground for a wide variety of 
sport and commercial fish and shellfish. 

(b) FINDINGS RELATING TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
THREATS.-Congress makes the following 

findings concerning environmental threats 
to the ecological system of the Gulf of Mex­
ico: 

(1) Excessively low levels of oxygen have 
caused up to 3,000 square miles of bottom wa­
ters known as the dead zone to be docu­
mented off the Louisiana and Texas coasts. 
This phenomenon is caused by nutrient run­
off and other forms of water pollution that 
drain into the Gulf. 

(2) Three-fourths of the North American 
land mass drains into the Gulf. Urban and 
agricultural runoff, including pesticides, ani­
mal waste, motor oil, industrial and chemi­
cal waste, fertilizers, and solid waste from 
this enormous area drain directly into the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

(3) Concerns about human health have re­
sulted in the permanent or conditional clo­
sure of 3,400,000 acres of shellfish-growing 
areas along the Gulf of Mexico coast. 

(4) The entire Gulf of Mexico region is ex­
periencing a gradual and significant loss of 
inland and coastal wetlands. In conjunction 
with coastal erosion, the loss of inland and 
coastal wetlands reduces hurricane protec­
tion and jeopardizes intercoastal and intra­
coastal waterways. 

(5) The continued rapid loss of wetland and 
seagrass habitats in estuaries threatens the 
continued productivity of commercial fish­
ery stocks because between 92 and 98 percent 
of the commercial fish and shellfish of the 
Gulf of Mexico rely on the estuarine habitats 
for at least a part of their life cycles. 

(6) The huge volume of marine debris that 
is accumulating on the beaches of the Gulf of 
Mexico is in a concentration of approxi­
mately 1 ton per mile in many areas and is 
largely attributable to the lack of adequate 
disposal practices and facilities on resale and 
in ports throughout the Wider Caribbean Re­
gion. 

(7) Spillage of crude oil and other petro­
leum and chemical products transported on 
the waters of the G·u.lf of Mexico continues to 
harm environmental resources and resources 
related to tourism, and the risk of a major 
calamity increases with the increase of ma­
rine traffic. 

(c) MANAGEMENT FINDINGS.-Congress 
makes the following findings concerning the 
management of the Gulf of Mexico: 

(1) The Gulf States, by virtue of their prox­
imity to the Gulf of Mexico and their knowl­
edge of the local conditions affecting the en­
vironmental integrity of the Gulf of Mexico, 
must continue to play an essential role in 
planning for the management, protection, 
and restoration of the natural resources of 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

(2) The existing efforts of citizens groups, 
local agencies, State governments, institu­
tions of higher education, private industries, 
nonprofit research organizations, the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency (including the 
Gulf of Mexico Program and the Inter­
national Division of the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency), the Department of Com­
merce (including the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration and the Na­
tional Marine Fisheries Service), the Depart­
ment of Agriculture (including the Soil Con­
servation Service), the Department of the In­
terior (including the Minerals Management 
Service, the National Park Service, the Geo­
logical Survey, and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service), the Department of the Army (in­
cluding the Corps of Engineers), the Depart­
ment of Transportation (including the Coast 
Guard), and other Federal agencies should be 
utilized to carry out this Act. 

(3) Oceanic and atmospheric circulation 
patterns around the Gulf of Mexico inher-

ently render the marine environment of the 
Gulf of Mexico an integral component of the 
environment of the Wider Caribbean Region, 
and life cycles of marine species, the quality 
of water and the cleanliness of beaches in the 
Gulf are dependent on the Wider Caribbean 
Region and its environment as a whole. 
SEC. S. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.-The term "Federal 

agency" means the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency (including the Gulf of Mexico 
Program and the International Division of 
the Environmental Protection Agency), the 
Department of Commerce (including the Na­
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra­
tion and the National Marine Fisheries Serv­
ice), the Department of Agriculture (includ­
ing the Soil Conservation Service), the De­
partment of the Interior (including the Min­
erals Management Service, the National 
Park Service, the Geological Survey, and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service) the Department of 
the Army (including the Corps of Engineers), 
and the Department of Transportation (in­
cluding the Coast Guard). 

(2) COMMISSION.-The term " Commission" 
means the Gulf of Mexico Commission estab­
lished under section 4. 

(3) GULF STATES.-The term "Gulf States" 
means Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mis­
sissippi, and Texas. 

(4) WIDER CARIBBEAN REGION.-The term 
"Wider Caribbean Region" means the Carib­
bean Sea, including the Gulf of Mexico, and 
areas of the Atlantic Ocean adjacent to the 
Caribbean Se~, south of 30 degrees north lati­
tude and within 200 nautical miles of the At­
lantic coast of the States that are signato­
ries to the Convention for the Protection and 
Development of the Marine Environment of 
the Wider Caribbean Region, with Annex, 
done at Cartagena on March 24, 1983 (TIAS 
11085). 
SEC. 4. GULF OF MEXICO COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-On receiving the writ­
ten agreement of the Governor of each Gulf 
State, the President shall establish a Gulf of 
Mexico Commission for the purpose of pro­
moting the environmental and economic in­
terests of the Gulf of Mexico by coordinating 
the variety of public authorities and private 
organizations that are engaged in evaluating 
and responding to problems relating to the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

(b) FIRST MEETING.-The Commission shall 
hold its first meeting within 90 days after 
the President receives the written agreement 
referreq to in subsection (a). 

(C) MEMBERSHIP.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall be 

composed of-
(A) the Governor of each Gulf State, or a 

representative of the Governor; 
(B) the President of the Senate of each 

Gulf State legislature (or the equivalent offi­
cial of the State), or a designee of the Presi­
dent of the Senate of the State (or the equiv­
alent official of the State); 

(C) the Speaker of the House of Represent­
atives of each Gulf State legislature (or the 
equivalent official of the State), or a des­
ignee of the Speaker (or the equivalent offi­
cial of the State); 

(D) two individuals from each Gulf State 
who shall not be members, officers, or em­
ployees of either the executive or legislative 
branch of that State and who shall be ap­
pointed by the Governor of the State; and 

(E) one official each from the Department 
of Commerce, the Department of the Inte­
rior, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Coast Guard, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Army Corps of Engineers. 
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(2) TERM.-Each Commission member shall 

serve for a term of 4 years, except that-
(A) a Commission member described in 

subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (1) 
shall not serve after the date of termination 
of the executive or legislative term of office 
of the member; 

(B) a Commission member described in 
paragraph (l)(D) shall not serve after the 
date of termination of the term of office of 
the Governor who appoints the member; and 

(C) a Commission member described in 
paragraph (l)(E) shall not serve after the 
date of termination of the term of office of 
the President who appoints the member. 

(3) REAPPOINTMENT.-Any member of the 
Commission may be reappointed, if the mem­
ber is eligible for membership under para­
graphs (1) and (2). 

(4) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.­
The Commission shall annually elect a 
Chairperson and Vice Chairperson from 
among its members. 

(d) FUNCTIONS.-
(!) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The Commission 

shall make recommendations to the Presi­
dent, the Gulf States, Congress, the heads of 
Federal agencies, and other appropriate par­
ties regarding-

(A) the orderly, sustainable, and com­
prehensive use and conservation of the re­
sources of the Gulf of Mexico; 

(B) the balancing among agriculture, com­
mercial, environmental, industrial, transpor­
tation, and recreational interests in the use 
and protection of the resources of the Gulf of 
Mexico; 

(C) necessary improvements in the man­
agement system of the Gulf of Mexico exist­
ing on the date of enactment of this Act to 
maximize the public benefits of the resources 
of the Gulf of Mexico; 

(D) the appropriate role for the Federal 
Government in the management and protec­
tion of the national resources found in the 
Gulf of Mexico; 

(E) cooperation between the Gulf States, 
the Federal Government, and the Govern­
ment of Mexico, as well as other govern­
ments and intergovernmental bodies having 
interests in, or jurisdiction sufficient to af­
fect, conditions in the Gulf of Mexico and its 
environs; 

(F) cooperation among private groups and 
organizations in the Gulf of Mexico region on 
matters affecting the Gulf of Mexico; 

(G) uniform laws, or other laws (including 
ordinances or regulations) relating to the de­
velopment, use, and conservation of the re­
sources of the Gulf of Mexico by each of the 
respective Gulf States, the Federal Govern­
ment, and the Government of Mexico, as well 
as other governments and intergovernmental 
bodies having interests in, or jurisdiction 
sufficient to affect, conditions in the Gulf of 
Mexico and its environs; 

(H) agreements between the United States 
and Mexico that would positively affect the 
development, use, and conservation of the re­
sources of the Gulf of Mexico; 

(I) mutual arrangements to be embodied in 
concurrent or reciprocal legislation promul­
gated by Cbngress and the legislature of the 
Government of Mexico; 

(J) improvements to the overall transpor­
tation infrastructure in the Gulf of Mexico 
and its environs; 

(K) means of improving and maintaining 
the productivity of the various industries 
doing ousiness in the Gulf of Mexico; and 

(L) the adequacy of current and projected 
funding for the activities described in sub­
paragraphs (A) through (K). 

(2) REVIEW BY COMMISSION.-The Commis­
sion shall review and comment on plans de­
veloped pursuant to section 5(d). 

(3) ASSISTANCE IN NEGOTIATIONS.-The Com­
mission may, at the request of the President, 
assist in the negotiation and formulation of 
any treaty or mutual agreement between the 
United States and Mexico that relates to the 
Gulf of Mexico and its environs. 

(e) POWERS OF COMMISSION.-The Commis­
sion shall have the power to-

(1) compile, analyze, and report on tech­
nical and other data relating to the re­
sources of the Gulf of Mexico and its envi­
rons; 

(2) conduct studies (directly or through 
contracts, grants, or other indirect means) 
regarding existing or potential problems 
within the Gulf of Mexico and its environs; 

(3) pursue and administer such grants and 
other financial assistance as may be pro­
vided by public and private sources to facili­
tate any purpose of this Act; 

(4) prepare, publish, and disseminate infor­
mation relating to the activities and rec­
ommendations of the Commission; and 

(5) make recommendations and take all ac­
tions necessary and proper to execute the 
powers conferred on the Commission by this 
Act, except that no recommendation or ac­
tion shall have the force of law in, or be 
binding on, any Gulf State, the United 
States Government, or the Government of 
Mexico. 

(f) ADMINISTRATION.-
(!) AUTHORITY OF COMMISSION.-For the 

purpose of carrying out this Act, the Com­
mission may-

(A) adopt bylaws governing the conduct of 
the activities and meetings of the Commis­
sion; 

(B) hold such hearings, sit and act at such 
times and places, take such testimony, re­
ceive such evidence, and publish and distrib­
ute such reports as the Commission consid­
ers appropriate to carry out this Act; 

(C) acquire, furnish, and equip such office 
space as may be necessary; 

(D) employ and compensate an executive 
director and such other personnel as the 
Commission determines appropriate, includ­
ing consultants, at rates not to exceed the 
daily equivalent of the rate prescribed for 
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec­
tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code, and 
retain and compensate by contract such pro­
fessional or technical service firms as the 
Commission determines appropriate; 

(E) arrange for the services of personnel 
from any Gulf State, the Federal Govern­
ment, the Government of Mexico, or any 
intergovernmental agency; and 

(F) incur such necessary expenses and exer­
cise such powers as are reasonably required 
to perform the functions of the Commission 
under this Act. 

(2) ASSISTANCE.- At the request of the 
Commission, the heads of Federal and State 
departments and agencies may furnish infor­
mation, personnel, and other assistance in 
support of the functions of the Commission. 

(3) COMPENSATION .-Members of the Com­
mission shall serve without compensation, 
but shall be reimbursed for travel or trans­
portation expenses under subchapter I of 
chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code, 
while away from their homes or regular 
places of business in performance of services 
for the Commission. 

(4) FUNDs.-In addition to appropriations 
authorized under this Act, the Commission 
may accept and use appropriations, grants, 
and donations (including in-kind gifts) from 
a Gulf State, the Federal Government, the 

Government of Mexico, an individual, a pri­
vate institution, or any other government or 
intergovernmental body having interests in, 
or jurisdiction sufficient to affect, condi­
tions in the Gulf of Mexico and its environs. 

(5) RECORDS.-The Commission shall keep 
accurate records of all receipts and disburse­
ments. The accounts shall be audited at least 
annually in accordance with generally ac­
cepted auditing standards by independent 
certified or licensed public accountants. A 
report of the audit shall be included in, and 
become a part of, the annual report of the 
Commission, which shall be submitted to 
each Gulf State, the President, and Congress. 

(6) REVIEW.-The records of the Commis­
sion referred to in paragraph (5) shall be 
open at all reasonable times for inspection 
by representatives of the jurisdictions and 
agencies that make appropriations, dona­
tions, or grants to the Commission. 

(7) TERMINATION.-The President shall ter­
minate the Commission after receipt of a 
written request signed by the Governor of 
each Gulf State. 
SEC. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

PROGRAM. 
(a) GULF OF MEXICO NATIONAL PROGRAM OF­

FICE.-The Gulf of Mexico National Program 
Office (referred to in this section as the 
"Program Office") is established within the 
Environmental Protection Agency, to be lo­
cated in one of the Gulf States and headed by 
a Director to be selected by the Adminis­
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency from candidates nominated by the 
Commission. The Director shall have exper­
tise in technical and management issues re­
lated to environmental quality in the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

(b) GULF OF MEXICO ENVIRONMENTAL MAN­
AGEMENT.-

(1) FUNCTIONS OF PROGRAM OFFICE.-The Di­
rector of the Program Office shall-

(A) gather and create a database of re­
search on Gulf of Mexico environmental 
quality issues for use by universities, gov­
ernments, and private institutions; 

(B) establish a Gulf-wide network com­
prised of Federal, State, and local authori­
ties and private institutions to monitor envi­
ronmental quality in the Gulf of Mexico; 

(C) develop and implement policies in con­
junction with Federal, State, and local au­
thorities and private institutions designed to 
improve environmental quality in the Gulf; 

(D) coordinate activities within the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency, including 
those of regional and headquarters offices 
with responsibilities for the Gulf of Mexico, 
aimed at improving environmental quality 
in the Gulf of Mexico; and 

(E) coordinate activities of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency with the actions 
of the Commission, other Federal agencies, 
and State and local authorities, to ensure 
their participation in the development and 
implementation of policies to improve envi­
ronmental quality in the Gulf of Mexico. 

(2) GULF OF MEXICO RESEARCH.-
(A) INvENTORY.-The Director of the Pro­

gram Office shall establish a Gulf of M.exico 
research inventory and database to provide a 
comprehensive source of environmental 
studies, data, and other information related 
to environmental quality in the Gulf of Mex­
ico. 

(B) UPDATES.-The Director of the Pro­
gram Office shall update the inventory every 
5 years. 

(C) MONITORING NETWORK.-
(i) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Administrator of 

the Environmental Protection Agency shall , 
establish a Gulf-wide monitoring network 
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not later than May 1, 1994, in consultation 
with the Commission and Federal, State, and 
local agencies, to develop data that can be 
used to gauge the effectiveness of Environ­
mental Protection Agency policies related to 
the Gulf. 

(ii) COORDINATION.-The Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall 
review, and, to the extent feasible, incor­
porate into the network monitoring efforts 
in the Gulf at the Federal, State, and local 
levels, existing on the date of enactment of 
this Act 

(iii) PuRPOSES.-The network shall be 
structured to produce data to support the de­
velopment of the Gulf of Mexico Manage­
ment Plan and describe the environmental 
quality of the Gulf of Mexico, with particu­
lar attention given to areas of concentrated 
industrial activity and other sources of point 
and nonpoint source pollution. 

(3) GULF OF MEXICO MANAGEMENT PLAN.­
(A) PUBLICATION OF THE PROPOSED PLAN.­

Not later than May 1, 1995, the Adminis­
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, after consultation with the Commis­
sion and representatives of other Federal, 
State, and local agencies, shall publish for 
public comment a proposed Gulf of Mexico 
Management Plan. The Plan shall-

(i) summarize existing data describing the 
environmental quality of the Gulf of Mexico, 
including information pertaining to the sta­
tus of fisheries, shellfish growing areas, wet­
lands, and beaches; 

(ii) describe the monitoring network and 
the Program Office Research Inventory; 

(iii) describe significant sources of pollu­
tion and assess associated environmental 
risks; 

(iv) describe on-going and planned activi­
ties intended to identify, evaluate, and pre­
serve wetlands and other critical habitats; 

(v) report on pollution prevention and 
other abatement and remedial measures un­
derway on the date the report is prepared; 

(vi) recommend measures to be undertaken 
by Federal, State, and local agencies and pri­
vate interests to ensure the protection and 
restoration of the Gulf of Mexico ecosystem; 

(vii) address the economic impact of any 
additional measures on development in the 
Gulf of Mexico region, particularly measures 
affecting agriculture, fishing, recreational 
activities, and oil and gas activities; and 

(viii) recommend the Federal, State, and 
local agencies to be charged with implement­
ing the Plan. 

(B) PUBLIC COMMENT AND PUBLICATION OF 
FINAL PLAN.-The Administrator of the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency shall provide a 
period of 60 days for public comment. The 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency shall publish the final Gulf of 
Mexico Management Plan not later than 180 
days after the expiration of the public com­
ment period. 

(C) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Begin­
ning with fiscal year 1995, within 90 days 
after the end of each fiscal year, the Admin­
istrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, after consultation with the Commis­
sion, and Federal, State, and local agencies, 
shall submit a comprehensive report to Con­
gress that-

(i) updates the status of environmental 
quality in the Gulf of Mexico; 

(ii) describes any modifications in the 
monitoring network of Research Inventory; 

(iii) describes the achievements in the pre­
ceding year in implementing measures un­
dertaken in the Gulf of Mexico Management 
Plan; 

(iv) describes the designation of any criti­
cal habitats in the previous year; and 

(v) describes the long-term prospects for 
improving the environmental quality in the 
Gulf. 

(4) GRANT PROGRAM.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency may, 
upon approval of an application submitted 
by a Gulf State or a group of States, make a 
grant to the State or group of States for the 
purpose of furthering the development or im­
plementation of the monitoring network or 
Plan. 

(B) PURPOSES.-A State or group of States 
receiving a grant under this paragraph may 
provide funds to other State and local agen­
cies, universities, institutions, organiza­
tions, and individuals for the purpose of as­
sisting the State or States in developing or 
implementing the monitoring network or 
Plan. 

(C) SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAL.-A proposal 
submitted under this paragraph shall de­
scribe in detail the activities the grant will 
fund and, in the case of a grant to be used for 
implementation measures. the proposed 
abatement or conservation action and the re­
sult the proposed action is expected to 
achieve. 

(D) FEDERAL SHARE.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-The Federal share of a 

grant under this paragraph shall be 50 per­
cent of the amount of the grant award. 

(ii) W AIVER.-The Administrator of the En­
vironmental Protection Agency may waive 
the 50 percent limitation on the Federal 
share if the Administrator of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency determines in a 
particular case that overriding national, 
international, or regional interests justify a 
larger Federal share. The Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall 
report on the number of waivers issued under 
this subparagraph at the time the Adminis­
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency submits a budget proposal to the 
President for inclusion in the annual budget 
of the United States Government submitted 
by the President to Congress. 

(E) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Not more 
than 10 percent of the amount of any grant 
awarded under this paragraph may be used 
for administrative expenses. 

(F) REPORTS.-As a condition to receiving 
a grant under this paragraph, a State or 
group of States must agree to submit to the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency a report at the end of each fiscal 
year describing the progress the State has 
made in taking the actions proposed in the 
grant application and the amount of grant 
funds expended. 

(G) LIABILITY.-Grants made under this 
section may not be used for the purpose of 
relieving from liability any person who may 
otherwise be liable under Federal or State 
law for damages, response costs, natural re­
source damages, restitution, equitable relief, 
or any other relief. 

(c) BUDGET ITEM.-The Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency shall, 
in the annual budget submission of the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency to Congress. 
include a funding request for the Program 
Office as a separate line item. 

(d) MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTANDING WITH 
OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES.-

(1) AUTHORIZATION.-The Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency is au­
thorized to negotiate memoranda of under­
standing with other Federal agencies with 
jurisdiction over the Gulf of Mexico. 

(2) PURPOSES.-A memorandum shall set 
out the various responsibilities of each agen­
cy that is a party to it. A memorandum shall 

clearly delineate the jurisdiction and activi­
ties to be undertaken by each party. 
SEC. 7. RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING FEDERAL 

AND STATE LAWS AND INTER· 
NATIONAL TREATIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to affect the jurisdiction, pow­
ers, or prerogatives of any department, agen­
cy, officer, or program of the Federal Gov­
ernment, or of any State government or 
tribe. 

(b) INTERNATIONAL BODIES.-Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to affect the ju­
risdiction, powers, or prerogatives of any 
international body created by a treaty, to 
which the United States is a party, with au­
thority relating to the Gulf of Mexico. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO INTERNATIONAL LAW 
AND FOREIGN POLICY OF THE UNITED 
STATES.-Any action taken pursuant to this 
Act shall be consistent with relevant inter­
national law. Any action taken pursuant to 
this Act that relates to the waters under the 
jurisdiction of a foreign country shall be un­
dertaken only in cooperation with represent­
atives of the affected foreign country. 
SEC. 8. STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL ISSUES. 

The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency is authorized to conduct 
a study to assess the nature and extent of en­
vironmental problems in the Gulf of Mexico 
and Wider Caribbean Region, including areas 
beyond the Exclusive Economic Zone of the 
United States. 
SEC. 9. AUTIIORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AMOUNTS.-There are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as are necessary to 
carry out this Act. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-The amounts 
authorized to be appropriated under this sec­
tion shall remain available until expended. 

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS.-Funds made 
available under subsection (a) shall be used 
to supplement and not supplant any other 
funds made available to the Environmental 
Protection Agency.• 
•Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise to 
join my distinguished colleague, Sen­
ator KRUEGER, as a cosponsor of the 
Gulf of Mexico Commission Act of 1992. 
With this legislation we provide long".' 
overdue recognition of the importance 
of the Gulf of Mexico-America's sea­
to our economy and our environment. 
We are also taking the first step on a 
long road toward undoing some of the 
damage that has been done to the gulf 
by man's activities over the years. 

The Gulf of Mexico is unmatched as 
an environmental and commercial re­
source of the entire United States. We 
have overlooked its unique role in our 
lives for too long. Senator KRUEGER · 
has put forward a visionary proposal 
and I am proud to join him in this ef­
fort. 

Our bill will establish a Gulf of Mex­
ico Commission modeled on the suc­
cessful commissions that have done so 
much to resuscitate the Gr~at Lakes 
and the Chesapeake Bay. This Commis­
sion will work to coordinate the activi­
ties of all of the Federal agencies in­
volved in conserving, managing, and 
using the gulf's resources and will in­
clude representatives of State and 
local governments from all of the Gulf 
States. 

In the case of the Great Lakes and 
the Chesapeake Bay, similar commis-
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sions drafted interstate agreements, 
known as compacts, that guided and 
continue to guide the rational use of 
these resources with the support of 
Federal recognition and sanction. It is 
our hope in reintroducing this legisla­
tion today that a similar process will 
be borne out for the management of 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

More than 50 percent of our Nation's 
domestic fish and seafood are pulled 
out of the gulf each year. Seventy-five 
percent of North America's migratory 
waterfowl depend on the gulf's wet­
lands as habitat. 

More than 90 percent of the United 
States' and Mexico's oil production is 
derived from offshore drilling in the 
gulf. 

Twenty-four billion dollars' worth of 
domestic import-export shipments go 
through gulf ports every year. This is 
equal to almost half of such annual 
tonnage. 

The gulf's recreational and resort in­
dustries contribute $10 billion yearly to 
our Nation's economy and to the citi­
zens of the five States that make up 
the gulf coast. 

As a source of revenue to the Federal 
Government over the last 30 years the 
Gulf of Mexico has been second only to 
income tax revenue. Over $80 billion in 
payments to the Federal Treasury have 
come from Outer Continental Shelf oil 
production leases in the gulf. 

Despite the incredible value of this 
resource to our economy, our way of 
life, and the North American eco­
system, we have shown poor steward­
ship in protecting its value for current 
and future generations of Americans. 
The Mississippi River, which runs 
through Louisiana and empties into 
the gulf, carries with it vast amounts 
of agricultural, commercial, chemical, 
industrial, and municipal wastes from 
three-quarters of the land area of the 
lower 48 States. Biological dead zones 
have been discovered in the gulf's wa­
ters and the refuse of dozens of foreign 
nations have washed up on our shores. 
Millions of acres of shellfish beds have 
been closed for some period of time. 

Man's activity in the gulf and in 
coastal areas has led to erosion of one 
of our most precious environmental re­
sources-coastal wetlands. My State of 
Louisiana, which contains 40 percent of 
the Nation's coastal wetlands, is losing 
40--60 square miles of coastal wetlands 
every year. Loss in Louisiana alone ac­
counts for 80 percent of the coastal 
wetlands loss in the lower 48 States. 

Mr. President, I would again con­
gratulate Senator KRUEGER for this im­
portant step forward. I urge all of my 
colleague&-whose States all benefit 
from the resources of the gulf-to join 
us in this vital first step toward com­
prehensive, rational management of 
one of our Nation's most important 
natural resources.• 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self, Mr. GORTON' Mr. 

LIEBERMAN, Mr. DANFORTH, and 
Mr. DODD): 

S. 687. A bill to regulate interstate 
commerce by providing for a uniform 
product liability law, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com­
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

PRODUCT LIABILITY FAIRNESS ACT 

•Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
on September 8, 1992, 59 Senators went 
on record in favor of product liability 
reform legislation. Others expressed 
support for the concept but raised 
questions about some of the specific 
provisions. While the support was not 
enough to invoke cloture, it was a 
clear sign that a significant majority 
of the Senate understood the need for 
product liability reform. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
designed to achieve the same goals as 
last year's legislation but with changes 
intended to address the legitimate con­
cerns raised by some of my colleagues. 
This effort is a bipartisan one and, in 
that regard, I am delighted to be joined 
by Senators GoRTON, LIEBERMAN, DAN­
FORTH, and DODD as cosponsors of this 
important legislation. 

The bill we are introducing today is 
designed to produce a fairer legal sys­
tem for manufacturers and injured per­
sons alike. It will give manufacturers 
more certainty about the basic legal 
rules of the road and encourage the 
kind of innovation needed to make the 
United States strong at home and com­
petitive abroad as we enter the 21st 
century. And it will also move more 
dollars to injured parties in a more 
timely fashion. 

Let me first outline why this legisla­
tion is needed and then discuss how I 
believe the bill, as modified, addresses 
those needs in a fair and balanced way. 

As the many lawyers in this body 
who graduated from law school prior to 
1970 know, at that time not one law 
school in the country offered a course 
in product liability law. That was be­
cause the rules governing such cases 
were so narrow that few people could 
sue and recover. 

All of that changed in the early 
1970's, as the courts became more and 
more favorable toward injured persons. 
While I believe some liberalization of 
the law was warranted, I think the pen­
dulum swung too far in penalizing de­
fendants even when they had exercised 
all reasonable care. As the system 
moved away from a negligence stand­
ard, manufacturers who had taken all 
possible precautions to produce safe 
products were understandably angered 
when they were saddled with huge ver­
dicts. 

Moreover, however much it might 
have made sense for manufacturers to 
bear more of the risk of product inju­
ries, movement toward a compensation 
system with tort damages that typi­
cally paid injured persons a multiple of 
three to four times economic dam­
age&-wi th no requirement that the 

plaintiff establish fault-was surely an 
expensive way to compensate people. 
Not only were the damages out of line 
with the manufacturer's conduct, re­
solving these matters through the legal 
system entailed extraordinarily high 
transactions, that is, lawyers' costs. 
Studies of the tort system in general 
and of product liability cases in par­
ticular show that it takes roughly a 
dollar of attorneys' fees to deliver a 
dollar of compensation to victims. 
Surely, we can devise a more efficient 
system. 

A third major problem with the 
changes in the tort system is that they 
still left injured persons with a bad 
system-one in which often innocent 
victims could recover nothing and one 
in which those fortunate enough to re­
cover had to wait unconscionably long 
times. When they finally do recover, 
the pattern of recovery is grossly un­
fair, dramatically overpaying those 
with the smallest losses and cruelly 
underpaying those devastated by cata­
strophic losses. 

In sum, the present system is a hap­
hazard one that neither provides proper 
guidance to manufacturers as to what 
they must do to avoid lawsuits, nor es­
tablishes a fair and efficient system to 
compensate persons injured by defec­
tive products. 

Let me outline in some more detail 
the problems that this legislation is de­
signed to address. 

When manufacturers are exposed to 
randomly large judgments, both for 
compensatory damages and for puni­
tive damages, they become reluctant to 
introduce new products. When those 
products are shoddily made and dan­
gerous to consumers, that is exactly 
the result we want. 

However, when manufacturers are 
discouraged from introducing products 
that can benefit society, then some­
thing is amiss. Last year as the Senate 
was about to consider S. 640, the Prod­
uct Liability Fairness Act, there were 
two articles in Science magazine indi­
cating that that was exactly what was 
happening with respect to the intro­
duction of promising AIDS vaccines. 
The articles cited several examples of 
companies postponing AIDS vaccine re­
search or trials-or abandoning the 
field entirely-for fear of potential law­
suits. 

Similarly, Dr. Elizabeth B. Connell, 
Chair of the FDA's obstetrics and gyne­
cology devices panel in 1989, said the 
United States is losing its leadership 
role in the area of contraceptive tech­
nology, "with potentially disastrous 
consequences for women and men in 
this country and elsewhere. Only two 
major U.S. companies are conducting 
contraceptive research. 

The impact on U.S. industry is also 
apparent from the fact that in 1989, the 
median company engaged in machine 
tool building spent seven times more 
on product liability costs than it spent 
on basic research and development. 
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For all the adverse impact that 

changes in product liability law has 
had on manufacturers, it has had little 
positive impact on injured persons. A 
1989 GAO study found that plaintiffs 
were awarded compensatory damages 
in only 45 percent of the 305 cases they 
studied. Moreover, for those lucky 
enough to recover, it took an average 
of 21/2 years from filing to trial court 
verdict. That is a long time to wait for 
a seriously injured person with few 
other resources to keep a family to­
gether. 

But things are even worse for injured 
persons than those numbers suggest. 
Because claimants enjoy a great deal 
of leverage when their economic losses 
are small-because manufacturers 
know it will cost them a certain 
a.mount to go to court, win or lose-­
they are usually able to recover far 
more than their actual economic 
losses. Thus, for example, a comprehen­
sive study by the Insurance Services 
Office [ISO] found that the net recov­
ery-what injured persons got to keep 
after paying their attorneys-fdr peo­
ple with economic losses between $1 
and $1,000 was 482 percent of their eco­
nomic losses. That means that a person 
whose medical and work loss bills to­
talled $1,000 recovered $4,820. The dif­
ference between the economic loss and 
the total recovery was largely the 
value of threatening a lawsuit. 

On the other hand, every study of 
people with economic losses in excess 
of $1 million shows that their recovery 
is only a tiny percentage of their ac­
tual economic loss, with no study 
showing a recovery rate of more than 
39 percent. 

Thus, people with limited losses re­
cover far more than what is needed to 
put them back on their feet while peo­
ple who are grievously injured recover 
only a tiny fraction of what is needed 
to make them economically whole. 

Regardless of whether one supports 
this particular bill or not, such statis­
tics starkly reveal the need for reform. 
Anyone who is seriously concerned 
about injured people cannot defend the 
present system as doing even a halfway 
decent job of compensating seriously 
injured people. 

How does the Product Liability Fair­
ness Act address the problems I have 
outlined? Let me start with the 
changes designed to improve the sys­
tem for injured persons. The bill makes 
three key improvements in this area: 

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTIONS 

First, it contains incentives for man­
ufacturers to use existing State alter­
native dispute resolution [ADR] provi­
sions. If a manufacturer unreasonably 
refuses to utilize ADR when a claimant 
makes such a request, the manufac­
turer may be liable for not only a sub­
sequent verdict in favor of the plaintiff 
but for the plaintiff's reasonable 
attorneys's fees and court costs. This 
provision will create a strong incentive 

for manufacturers to use the faster and 
cheaper ADR systems. 

EXPEDITED SETTLEMENTS 

Second, the expedited settlement 
provisions also encourage the use of 
faster and less costly ways to resolve 
disputes. If a claimant makes an offer 
of judgment to settle the case and the 
manufacturer turns it down, the manu­
facturer will incur a penalty if the 
claimant recovers more in a subse­
quent court proceeding than the offer 
of judgment. Specifically, the defend­
ant will be required to pay the claim­
ant's reasonable attorney's fees and 
costs, up to $50,000. This penalty, which 
is far greater than that presently im­
posed for the rejection of a settlement 
off er under rule 68 of the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure, should provide a 
strong inducement for manufacturers 
to settle cases when they are culpable. 

Delays can also arise when claim­
ants, on their own or on advice of coun­
sel, choose to unduly prolong a case. 
Thus the bill provides for penalties on 
the claimant when the claimant turns 
down a settlement offer from the man­
ufacturer and then fares less well in 
the subsequent court proceeding. Be­
cause the claimant is normally not as 
well off as the manufacturer, the bill 
does not require the claimant to pay 
the defendant's attorney's fees. Clearly 
such a penalty would be so imposing 
that claimants would be forced to set­
tle for inadequate offers. Instead, the 
bill limits the claimant's penalty to 
the forfeiture of all collateral benefits 
the claimant receives or is entitled to 
receive for the same injury. Since col­
lateral benefits represent duplicate 
payment for the same injury-most 
typically from health or work loss in­
surance-the penalty will still leave 
the injured person with compensation 
for economic loss. Nevertheless, the 
penalty adds a risk factor for the in­
jured person that should encourage 
faster settlement of the claim. 

DISCOVERY 

Third, the bill establishes a uniform 
statute of limitations that permits an 
injured person to file a lawsuit for up 
to 2 years after that person discovers 
not only the harm but its cause. This 
provision will enable many people who 
are harmed by toxic products, such as 
asbestos, to recover when they discover 
the cause of their illness. 

The bill also contains several provi­
sions that will assist business, all of 
which I believe are fundamentally fair 
and, in some cases, will help injured 
persons as well. 

First, the bill establishes fair rules 
for the awarding of punitive damages. 
One of these provisions, the one that 
would require an injured person to 
prove the case by clear and convincing 
evidence, has been endorsed by both 
the American Bar Association and the 
American College of Trial Lawyers. 
The American College of Trial Lawyers 
has also endorsed the provision calling 
for the bifurcation of trials. 

Second, the bill does limit the right 
to recover punitive damages in two 
specific cases. It bars suits for punitive 
damages-but not for compensatory 
damages-against any manufacturer 
that complies with all Food and Drug 
Administration or Federal Aviation 
Administration rules for pre-approval 
of a product and with all ongoing obli­
gations to report any subsequent prob­
lems. The premise is that, given the 
comprehensive nature of the Federal 
regulatory schemes, such a manufac­
turer lacks the requisite malicious in­
tent to cause harm-a conscious, fla­
grant indifference to the safety of 
those who might be harmed by a prod­
uct-to warrant the imposition of puni­
tive damages. 

Let me repeat, however, that such a 
manufacturer would still be liable for 
all economic and noneconomic dam­
ages should a court determine that the 
manufacturer's conduct did not con­
form with the standard of care required 
by State law. I believe this provision 
will encourage the introduction of ben­
eficial new products in an area where 
the threat of punitive damages has in­
hibited the development of important 
new products. Moreover, it should cre­
ate a strong additional incentive for 
drug companies to fully comply with 
FDA rules, which should increase 
safety. 

Third, the bill would continue to hold 
manufacturers jointly liable for all 
economic damages; that is, regardless 
of the specific contribution of a manu­
facturer to a person's injury, the man­
ufacturer would be liable for the pay­
ment of all economic damages in the 
event another partially responsible 
manufacturer lacked the resources to 
pay a judgment. On the other hand, the 
bill limits a manufacturer's liability 
for noneconomic damages to the manu­
facturer's proportionate share. Thus a 
manufacturer that was only 10-percent 
liable for a person's injuries might 
have to pay all the economic losses but 
would have to pay for only 10 percent 
of the pain and suffering. 

There are other provisions in the bill 
but I believe these are the key ones. 
Once again, I believe each and every 
provision meets a fundamental test of 
fairness and that the bill is a balanced 
one that will encourage innovation and 
safety and enhance U.S. competitive­
ness, as well as improve the likelihood 
that injured persons will recover fair 
compensation in a far more timely 
fashion than under the present system. 

I would like to spend just a couple of 
minutes discussing the changes we 
have made in this year's bill. These 
changes were made in response to ei­
ther confusion about the intent of cer­
tain provisions or in response to what 
we believe were fair criticisms about 
the bill. 

First, I want to mention two key 
clarifications to the expedited product 
liability judgments section. S. 640 pro-
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vided that an injured person who turns 
down a settlement offer that was more 
favorable than a later court award had 
to pay a penalty of an amount equal to 
the defendant's reasonable attorney's 
fee and costs, "except that the amount 
of such reduction shall not exceed that 
portion of the verdict which is alloca­
ble to noneconomic loss and economic 
loss for which the claimant has re­
ceived or will receive collateral bene­
fits." 

I had always read that section to 
mean that the penalty was limited to 
only losses covered by collateral 
sources. However, others have con­
tended that the noneconomic loss lan­
guage should be read separately, which 
could dramatically increase an injured 
person's penalty. Therefore, the bill we 
are introducing today eliminates both 
the reference to attorney's fees and the 
words "noneconomic loss" so that it is 
crystal clear what an injured person's 
downside is-only collateral sources for 
economic loss, such as the Blue Cross 
health payments. The plaintiff would 
still be able to recover the amount of 
the verdict; he or she would simply 
have to forfeit any duplicate payment 
for the same injuries from other 
sources. 

The bill also places a limitation on 
the manufacturer's penalty if it turns 
down an offer of judgment from the 
claimant and fares worse thereafter in 
court. Under S. 640, such a manufac­
turer not only had to pay the plain­
tiff's award bµt was subject to a pen­
alty equal to the plaintiff's reasonable 
attorney's fees and costs. This bill es­
tablishes a maximum penalty of 
$50,000. 

Thus, the new section limits the pen­
al ties on both parties. For the claim­
ant, the penalty is the forfeiture of all 
collateral benefits, whereas the manu­
facturer's penalty is the plaintiff's rea­
sonable attorney's fees , but not more 
than $50,000. I believe these penal ties 
will achieve the desired goal of encour­
aging the parties to settle when they 
should and not to settle when they 
shouldn' t. If the provision succeeds, it 
will dramatically shorten the time be­
tween injury and compensation and 
lower transactions costs. In short, in­
jured persons and manufacturers both 
stand to gain. 

In addition, in this area, the new bill 
adds a sentence to clarify that a claim­
ant faces no penalty whatsoever if he 
or she loses the case. 

Second, the new bill makes two sig­
nificant changes in the alternative dis­
pute resolution section. Last year it 
was argued that an injured person 
could be forced into a binding State 
ADR procedure, which would deny the 
person the right to a jury trial. S. 640 
provided that one could be required to 
go through only voluntary State pro­
ceedings. I understood that to mean 
only nonbinding ADR proceedings. In 
order to make no mistake, the new bill 

adds the word "nonbinding." Thus any 
party that participates in an existing 
State ADR proceeding that is both vol­
untary and nonbinding but rejects the 
outcome to choose to go to court will 
face no penalty whatsoever. 

Another objection was lodged against 
the ADR provision-namely that it im­
posed too great a penalty on claimants 
who refused to participate in ADR. 
While S. 640 imposed no penalty on a 
person who went through an ADR pro­
ceeding and then chose to go to court, 
it would have, however, potentially 
subjected a person to a severe pen­
alty-the defendant's reasonable attor­
neys' fees-if the person refused to go 
to ADR at all. I do not think that could 
happen very often, but I don't want to 
take the chance. So the new bill 
strikes the penalty entirely for an in­
jured person who refuses to go to ADR. 
It would, however, keep the penalty in 
place for a defendant who unreasonably 
refused to enter ADR. 

In sum, the injured person may 
choose to go to ADR or not, but, in ei­
ther event, would face no penalty. 

Finally, the substitute clarifies that 
the defense against punitive damages 
for manufacturers that get FDA 
preapproval of their products is avail­
able only to manufacturers who com­
ply with FDA's ongoing requirements 
to disclose adverse reactions after a 
product has been approved. A manufac­
turer that met all of FDA's 
preapproval requirements but failed to 
meet FDA's ongoing requirements 
thereafter would lose its protection 
against the award of punitive damages. 

Mr. President, this is the 14th year 
that the Congress has considered prod­
uct liability reform legislation. In 1985, 
I opposed the legislation being consid­
ered because I thought it was too 
skewed to help business. However, 
since that time the bill has evolved 
into what I believe is a fair and bal­
anced piece of legislation-one that in­
creases incentives for safety; one that 
increases incentives for innovation and 
will strengthen our competitive posi­
tion in the world; one that makes it 
easier for injured persons to recover 
their losses faster; and one that re­
moves some of the unfairness and arbi­
trariness of the present system. I be­
lieve the strong support in last year's 
Senate vote reflects the fundamental 
fairness of the balance we have struck. 

This support is not just in the Sen­
ate. The National Governors' Associa­
tion has supported Federal product li­
ability reform since 1986. In 1991, in tes­
timony before the Consumer Sub­
committee of the Commerce Cammi t­
tee, the National Governors' Associa­
tion witness testified that "the United 
States needs a single, predictable set of 
product liability rules·. The adoption of 
a federal uniform product liability code 
would eliminate unnecessary cost, 
delay, and confusion in resolving prod­
uct liability cases." 

Mr. President, the bill we are intro­
ducing today is a good bill that ad­
dresses very real pro bl ems. I hope all 
Senators and Congressmen will look at 
it seriously, as well as all the groups 
that represent the affected parties. I 
have no question that President Clin­
ton and his administration will scruti­
nize it carefully. I believe that a dis­
passionate analysis will lead to a con­
sensus that this legislation is fair and 
beneficial to all parties. However, I re­
alize that reasonable people can differ 
on just where that balance lies. There­
fore, my door will continue to be open 
to everyone who truly wants to 
produce a better product liability sys­
tem and I stand ready to make any 
changes that I think would reach that 
goal. With good faith on the part of all 
parties, I believe we can enact product 
liability reform legislation in 1993. 

Finally, I again thank Senators GoR­
TON' LIEBERMAN' DANFORTH, and DODD 
for their investment of leadership and 
skillful effort to produce this biparti­
san proposal. I also express my grati­
tude to their staffs for their hard work, 
and in particular, to PETER KINZLER, 
who has assisted me over the recent 
months with his immense knowledge 
and deep reservoir of public service. 

This is a year when the American 
people expect their elected officials to 
break gridlock on the problems that af­
fect their daily lives and the country's 
economic future. With this legislation, 
we have an opportunity to resolve 
problems in our product liability sys­
tem that can and should be overcome. 
We have the chance to benefit consum­
ers, business, and the economy at once. 
I ask all of my colleagues to take an 
honest look at these problems, and at 
our legislation, and to recognize the 
need to quickly enact the changes we 
propose into law. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

. s. 687 
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 "Product Li­
ability Fairness Act". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol­
lows: 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
Sec. 4. Applicability; preemption. 
Sec. 5. Jurisdiction of Federal courts. 
Sec. 6. Effective date. 
TITLE I-EXPEDITED JUDGMENTS AND ALTER­

NATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

Sec. 101. Expedited product liability judg­
ments. 

Sec. 102. Alternative dispute resolution pro­
cedures. 
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TITLE II-STANDARDS FOR CIVIL ACTIONS 

Sec. 201. Civil actions. 
Sec. 202. Uniform standards of product seller 

liability. 
Sec. 203. Uniform standards for award of pu­

nitive damages. 
Sec. 204. Uniform time limitations on liabil­

ity. 
Sec. 205. Workers' compensation subrogation 

standards. 
Sec. 206. Several liability for noneconomic 

loss. 
Sec. 207. Defenses involving intoxicating al­

cohol or drugs. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act, the term-
(1) "claimant" means any person who 

brings a civil action pursuant to this Act, 
and any person on whose behalf such an ac­
tion is brought; if such an action is brought 
through or on behalf of an estate, the term 
includes the claimant's decedent, or if it is 
brought through or on behalf of a minor or 
incompetent, the term includes the claim­
ant's parent or guardian; 

(2) "clear and convincing evidence" is that 
measure or degree of proof that will produce 
in the mind of the trier of fact a firm belief 
or conviction as to the truth of the allega­
tions sought to be established; the level of 
proof required to satisfy such standard is 
more than that required under preponder­
ance of the evidence, but less than that re­
quired for proof beyond a reasonable doubt; 

(3) "collateral benefits" means all benefits 
and advantages received or entitled to be re­
ceived (excluding any benefits any other per­
son has or is entitled to assert for . 
recoupment through subrogation, trust 
agreement, lien, or otherwise) by any claim­
ant harmed by a product or by any other per­
son as reimbursement of loss because of 
harm to person or property payable or re­
quired to be paid to the claimant, under-

(A) any Federal law or the laws of any 
State (other than through a claim for breach 
of an obligation or duty); or 

(B) any life, health, or accident insurance 
or plan, wage or salary continuation plan, or 
disability income or replacement service in­
surance, or any benefit received or to be re­
ceived as a result of participation in any pre­
paid medical plan or health maintenance or­
ganization; 

(4) "commerce" means trade, traffic, com­
merce, or transportation-

(A) between a place in a State and any 
place outside of that State; or 

(B) which affects trade, traffic, commerce, 
or transportation described in subparagraph 
(A); 

(5) "commercial loss" means any loss in­
curred in the course of an ongoing business 
enterprise consisting of providing goods or 
services for compensation; 

(6) "economic loss" means any pecuniary 
loss resulting from harm (including but not 
limited to medical expense loss, work loss, 
replacement services loss, loss due to death, 
burial costs, and loss of business or employ­
ment opportunities), to the extent recovery 
for such loss is allowed under applicable 
State law; 

(7) "exercise of reasonable care" means 
conduct of a person of ordinary prudence and 
intelligence using the attention, precaution, 
and judgment that society expects of its 
members for the protection of their own in­
terests and the interests of others; 

(8) "harm" means any bodily injury to an 
individual sustained in an accident and any 
illness, disease, or death of that individual 
resulting from that injury; the term does not 
include commercial loss or loss or damage to 
a product itself; 

(9) " manufacturer" means-
(A) any person who is engaged in a busi­

ness to produce, create, make, or construct 
any product (or component part of a product) 
and who designs or formulates the product 
(or component part of the product) or has en­
gaged another person to design or formulate 
the product (or component part of the prod­
uct); 

(B) a product seller, but only with respect 
to those aspects of a product (or component 
part of a product) which are created or af­
fected when, before placing the product in 
the stream of commerce, the product seller 
produces, creates, makes, or constructs and 
designs or formulates, or has engaged an­
other person to design or formulate, an as­
pect of a product (or component part of a 
product) made by another; or 

(C) any product seller not described in sub­
paragraph (B) which holds itself out as a 
manufacturer to the user of a product; 

(10) "noneconomic loss" means subjective, 
nonmonetary loss resulting from harm, in­
cluding but not limited to pain, suffering, in­
convenience, mental suffering, emotional 
distress, loss of society and companionship, 
loss of consortium, injury to reputation, and 
humiliation; the term does riot include eco­
nomic ·loss; 

(11) "person" means any individual, cor­
poration, company, association, firm, part­
nership, society, joint stock company, or any 
other entity (including any governmental 
entity); 

(12) " preponderance of the evidence" is 
that measure or degree of proof which, by 
the weight, credit, and value of the aggre­
gate evidence on either side, establishes that 
it is more probable than not that a fact oc­
curred or did not occur; 

(13) "product" means any object, sub­
stance, mixture, or raw material in a gase­
ous, liquid, or solid state (A) which is capa­
ble of delivery itself or as an assembled 
whole, in a mixed or combined state, or as a 
component part or ingredient; (B) which is 
produced for introduction into trade or com­
merce; (C) which has intrinsic economic 
value; and (D) which is intended for sale or 
lease to persons for commercial or personal 
use; the term does not include human tissue, 
blood and blood products, or organs unless 
specifically recognized as a product pursuant 
to State law; 

(14) "product seller" means a person who, 
in the course of a business conducted for 
that purpose, sells, distributes, leases, pre­
pares, blends, packages, labels, or otherwise 
is involved in placing a product in the 
stream of commerce, or who installs, repairs, 
or maintains the harm-causing aspect of a 
product; the term does not include-

(A) a seller or lessor of real property; 
(B) a provider of professional services in 

any case in which the sale of use of a product 
is incidental to the transaction and the es­
sence of the transaction is the furnishing of 
judgment, skill, or services; or 

(C) any person who-
(i) acts in only a financial capacity with 

respect to the sale of a product; and 
(ii) leases a product under a lease arrange­

ment in which the selection, possession, 
maintenance, and operation of the product 
are controlled by a person other than the les­
sor; and 

(15) "State" means any State of the United 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Vir­
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and 
any other territory or possession of the Unit­
ed States, or any political subdivision there­
of. 

SEC. 4. APPLICABILITY; PREEMPI'ION. 
(a) APPLICABILITY TO PRODUCT LIABILITY 

ACTIONS.-This Act applies to any civil ac­
tion brought against a manufacturer or prod­
uct seller, on any theory, for harm caused by 
a product. A civil action brought against a 
manufacturer or product seller for loss or 
damage to a product itself or for commercial 
loss is not subject to this Act and shall be 
governed by applicable commercial or con­
tract law. 

(b) SCOPE OF PREEMPTION.-(!) Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), this Act super­
sedes any State law regarding recovery for 
harm caused by a product only to the extent 
that this Act establishes a rule of law appli­
cable to any such recovery. Any issue arising 
under this Act that is not governed by any 
such rule of law shall be governed by applica­
ble State or Federal law. 

(2) The provisions of title I shall not super­
sede or otherwise preempt any provision of 
applicable State or Federal law. 

(C) EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.-Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to-

(1) waive or affect any defense of sovereign 
immunity asserted by any State under any 
provision of law; 

(2) supersede any Federal law, except chap­
ter 81 of title 5, United States Code (relating 
to Federal employees' compensation for 
work injuries) and the Longshore and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act (33 U.S.C. 901 et 
seq.); 

(3) waive or affect any defense of sovereign 
immunity asserted by the United States; 

(4) affect the applicability of any provision 
of chapter 97 of title 28, United States Code; 

(5) preempt State choice-of-law rules with 
respect to claims brought by a foreign nation 
or a citizen of a foreign nation; 

(6) affect the right of any court to transfer 
venue or to apply the law of a foreign nation 
or to dismiss a claim of a foreign nation or 
of a citizen of a foreign nation on the ground 
of inconvenient forum; or 

(7) supersede any statutory or common 
law, including an action to abate a nuisance, 
that authorizes a State or person to institute 
an action for civil damages or civil penalties, 
cleanup costs, injunctions, restitution, cost 
recovery, punitive damages, or any other 
form of relief resulting from contamination 
or pollution of the environment (as defined 
in section 101(8) of the Comprehensive Envi­
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Li­
ability Act of 1980; 42 U.S.C. 9601(8)Y, or the 
threat of such contamination or pollution. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.-This Act shall be con­
strued and applied after consideration of its 
legislative history to promote uniformity of 
law in the various jurisdictions. 

(e) EFFECT OF COURT OF APPEALS DECI­
SIONS.-Any decision of a United States 
court of appeals interpreting the provisions 
of this Act shall be considered a controlling 
precedent and followed by each Federal and 
State court within the geographical bound­
aries of the circuit in which such court of ap­
peals sits, except to the extent that the deci­
sion is overruled or otherwise modified by 
the United States Supreme Court. 
SEC. 5. JURISDICTION OF FEDERAL COURTS. 

The district courts of the United States 
shall not have jurisdiction over any civil ac­
tion pursuant to this Act, based on section 
1331 or 1337 of title 28, United States Code. 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on the date of its 
enactment and shall apply to all civil ac­
tions pursuant to this Act commenced on or 
aner such date, including any action in 
which the harm or the conduct which caused 
the harm occurred before the effective date 
of this Act. 
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TITLE I-EXPEDITED JUDGMENTS AND 

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES. 

SEC. 101. EXPEDITED PRODUCT LIABILITY JUDG.. 
MEN'I'S. 

(a) CLAIMANT'S OFFER OF JUDGMENT.-Any 
claimant may, in addition to any claim for 
relief made in accordance with State law, in­
clude in the complaint an offer of judgment 
to be entered against a defendant for a spe­
cific dollar amount as complete satisfaction 
of the claim. 

(b) DEFENDANT'S OFFICER.-A defendant 
may serve an offer to allow judgment to be 
entered against that defendant for a specific 
dollar amount as complete satisfaction of 
the claim, within 60 days after service of the 
claimant's complaint or within the time per­
mitted pursuant to State law for a respon­
sive pleading, whichever is longer, except 
that if such pleading includes a motion to 
dismiss in accordance with applicable law, 
the defendant may serve such offer within 10 
days after the court's determination regard­
ing such motion. 

(C) EXTENSION OF RESPONSE PERIOD.-In 
any case in which an offer of judgment is 
served pursuant to subsection (a) or (b), the 
court may, upon motion by the offeree made 
prior to the expiration of the applicable pe­
riod for response, enter an order extending 
such period. Any such order shall contain a 
schedule for discovery of evidence material 
to the issue of the appropriate amount of re­
lief, and shall not extend such period for 
more than 60 days. Any such motion shall be 
accompanied by a supporting affidavit of the 
moving party setting forth the reasons why 
such extension is necessary to promote the 
interests of justice and stating that the in­
formation likely to be discovered is material 
and is not, after reasonable inquiry, other­
wise available to the moving party. 

(d) DEFENDANT'S PENALTY FOR REJECTION 
OF OFFER.-If a defendant, as offeree, does 
not serve on a claimant a written notifica­
tion of acceptance of an offer of judgment 
served by a claimant in accordance with sub­
section (a) within the time permitted pursu­
ant to State law for a responsive pleading or, 
if such pleading includes a motion to dismiss 
in accordance with applicable law, within 30 
days after the court's determination regard­
ing such motion, and a final judgment is en­
tered in such action in an amount greater 
than the specific dollar amount of such offer 
of judgment, the court shall modify the judg­
ment against that defendant by including 
the judgment an amount for the claimant's 
reasonable attorney's fees and costs, not to 
exceed $50,000. Such fees shall be offset 
against any fees owned by the claimant to 
the claimant's attorney by reason of the 
final judgment. 

(e) CLAIMANT'S PENALTY FOR REJECTION OF 
OFFER.-If the claimant, as offeree, does not 
serve on the defendant a written notice of 
acceptance of an offer of judgment serviced 
by a defendant in accordance with subsection 
(b) within 30 days after such service and a 
final judgment is entered in such action in 
an amount less than the specific dollar 
amount of such offer of judgment, the court 
shall reduce the amount of the final judg­
ment in such action by that portion of the 
judgment which is allocable to economic loss 
for which the claimant has received or is en­
titled to receive collateral benefits. If the 
claimant is not the prevailing party in such 
action, the claimant's refusal to accept an 
offer of judgment shall not result in the pay­
ment of any penalty under this subsection. 

(f) REASONABLE ATTORNEY'S FEE.-For pur­
poses of this section, a reasonable attorney's 

fee shall be calculated on the basis of an 
hourly rate which shall not exceed that 
which is considered acceptable in the com­
munity in which the attorney practices, con­
sidering the attorney's qualifications and ex­
perience and the complexity of the case. 

(g) EVIDENCE OF OFFER.-An offer not ac­
cepted shall be deemed withdrawn and evi­
dence thereof is not admissible except in a 
proceeding to determine attorney's fees and 
costs. 
SEC. 102. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

PROCEDURES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-A claimant or defendant 

in a civil action subject to this Act may, 
within the time permitted for making an 
offer of judgment under section 101, serve 
upon an adverse party an offer to proceed 
pursuant to any voluntary, nonbinding alter­
native dispute resolution procedure estab­
lished or recognized under the law of the 
State in which the civil action is brought or 
under the rules of the court in which such 
action is maintained. An offeree shall, with­
in 10 days of such service, file a written no­
tice of acceptance or rejection of the offer; 
except that the court may, upon motion by 
the offeree make prior to the expiration of 
such 10-day period, extend the period for re­
sponse for up to 60 days, during which discov­
ery may be permitted. 

(b) DEFENDANT'S PENALTY FOR UNREASON­
ABLE REFUSAL.-The court shall assess rea­
sonable attorney's fees (calculated in the 
manner described in section lOl(f)) and costs 
against the offeree, if-

(1) a defendant as offeree refuses to proceed 
pursuant to such alternative dispute resolu­
tion procedure; 

(2) final judgment is entered against the 
defendant for harm caused by a product; and 

(3) the defendant's refusal to proceed pur­
suant to such alternative dispute resolution 
procedure was unreasonable or not in good 
faith. 

(C) GOOD FAITH REFUSAL.-In determining 
whether an offeree's refusal to proceed pur­
suant to such alternative dispute resolution 
procedure was unreasonable or not in good 
faith, the court shall consider such factors as 
the court deems appropriate. 

TITLE II-STANDARDS FOR CIVIL 
ACTIONS 

SEC. 201. CIVIL ACTIONS. 
A person seeking to recover for harm 

caused by a product may bring a civil action 
against the product's manufacturer or prod­
uct seller pursuant to applicable State or 
Federal law, except to the extent such law is 
inconsistent with any provision of this Act. 
SEC. 202. UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PRODUCT 

SELLER LIABILITY. 
(a) STANDARDS OF LIABILITY.-In any civil 

action for harm caused by a product, a prod­
uct seller other than a manufacturer is liable 
to a claimant, only if the claimant estab­
lishes by a preponderance of the evidence 
that-

(l)(A) the individual product unit which al­
legedly caused the harm complained of was 
sold by the defendant; (B) the product seller 
failed to exercise reasonable care with re­
spect to the product; and (C) such failure to. 
exercise reasonable care was a proximate 
cause of the claimant's harm; or 

(2)(A) the product seller made an express 
warranty, independent of any express war­
ranty made by a manufacturer as to the 
same product; (B) the product failed to con­
form to the product seller's warranty; and 

(C) the failure of the product to conform to 
the product seller's warranty caused the 
claimant's harm. 

(b) CONDUCT OF PRODUCT SELLER.-(1) In 
determining whether a product seller is sub-

ject to liability under subsection (a)(l), the 
trier of fact may consider the effect of the 
conduct of the product seller with respect to 
the construction, inspection, or condition of 
the product, and any failure of the product 
seller to pass on adequate warnings or in­
structions from the product's manufacturer 
about the dangers and proper use of the prod­
uct. 

(2) A product selier shall not be liable in a 
civil action subject to this Act based upon an 
alleged failure to provide warnings or in­
structions unless the claimant establishes 
that, when the product left the possession 
and control of the product seller, the product 
seller failed-

(A) to provide to the person to whom the 
product seller relinquished possession and 
control of the product any pamphlets, book­
lets, labels, inserts, or other written 
warnings or instructions received while the 
product was in the product seller's posses­
sion and control; or 

(B) to make reasonable efforts to provide 
users with the warnings and instructions 
which it received after the product left its 
possession and control. 

(3) A product seller shall not be liable in a 
civil action subject to this Act except for 
breach of express warranty where there was 
no reasonable opportunity to inspect the 
product in a manner which would or should, 
in the exercise of reasonable care, have re­
vealed the aspect of the product which alleg­
edly caused the claimant's harm. 

(c) TREATMENT AS MANUFACTURER.-A 
product seller shall be deemed to be the 
manufacturer of a product and shall be liable 
for harm to the claimant caused by a prod­
uct as if it were the manufacturer of the 
product if-

(1) the manufacturer is not subject to serv­
ice of process under the laws of any State in 
which the action might have been brought; 
or 

(2) the court determines that the claimant 
would be unable to enforce a judgment 
against the manufacturer. 
SEC. 203. UNIFORM STANDARDS FOR AWARD OF 

PUNITIVE DAMAGES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Punitive damages may, if 

otherwise permitted by applicable law, be 
awarded in any civil action subject to this 
Act to any claimant who establishes by clear 
and convincing evidence that the harm suf­
fered by the claimant was the result of con­
duct manifesting a manufacturer's or prod­
uct seller's conscious, flagrant indifference 
to the safety of those persons who might be 
harmed by the product. A failure to exercise 
reasonable care in choosing among alter­
native product designs, formulations, in­
structions, or warnings is not of itself such 
conduct. Punitive damages may not be 
awarded in the absence of an award of com­
pensatory damages. 

(b) LIMITATION CONCERNING CERTAIN DRUGS 
AND MEDICAL DEVICES.-(1) Punitive damages 
shall not be awarded pursuant to this section 
against a manufacturer or product seller of a 
drug (as defined in section 201(g)(l) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 21 
U.S.C. 321(g)(l)) or medical device (as defined 
under section 201(h) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 21 U.S.C. 321(h)) 
which caused the claimant's harm where-

(A) such drug or device was subject to pre­
market approval by the Food and Drug Ad­
ministration with respect to the safety of 
the formulation or performance of the aspect 
of such drug or device which caused the 
claimant's harm or the adequacy of the 
packaging or labeling of such drug or device, 
and such drug or device was approved by the 
Food and Drug Administration; or 
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(B) the drug or device is generally recog­

nized as safe and effective pursuant to condi­
tions established by the Food and Drug Ad­
ministration and applicable regulations, in­
cluding packaging and labeling regulations. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall 
not apply in any case in which-

(A) the defendant, before or after pre-mar­
ket approval of a drug or device, withheld 
from or misrepresented to the Food and Drug 
Administration or any other agency or offi­
cial of the Federal Government required in­
formation that is material and relevant to 
the performance of such drug or device and is 
causally related to the harm which the 
claimant allegedly suffered; or 

(B) the defendant made an illegal payment 
to an official of the Food and Drug Adminis­
tration for the purpose of either securing or 
maintaining approval of such drug or device. 

(C) LIMITATION CONCERNING CERTAIN AIR­
CRAFT AND COMPONENTS.-(!) Punitive dam­
ages shall not be awarded pursuant to this 
section against a manufacturer of an aircraft 
or aircraft component which caused the 
claimant's harm where-

(A) such aircraft or component was subject 
to pre-market certification by the Federal 
Aviation Administration with respect to the 
safety of the design or performance of the as­
pect of such aircraft or component which 
caused the claimant's harm or the adequacy 
of the warnings regarding the operation or 
maintenance of such aircraft or component; 

(B) the aircraft or component was certified 
by the Federal Aviation Administration 
under the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 
App. U.S.C. 1301 et seq.); and 

(C) the manufacturer of the aircraft or 
component complied, after delivery of the 
aircraft or component to a user, with Fed­
eral Aviation Administration requirements 
and obligations with respect to continuing 
airworthiness, including the requirement to 
provide maintenance and service informa­
tion related to airworthiness whether or not 
such information is used by the Federal 
Aviation Administration in the preparation 
of mandatory maintenance, inspection, or re­
pair directives. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall 
not apply in any case in which-

(A) the defendant, before or after pre-mar­
ket certification of an aircraft or aircraft 
component, withheld from or misrepresented 
to the Federal Aviation Administration re­
quired information that is material and rel­
evant to the performance or the mainte­
nance or operation of such aircraft or compo­
nent or is causally related to the harm which 
the claimant allegedly suffered; or 

(B) the defendant made an illegal payment 
to an official of the Federal Aviation Admin­
istration for the purpose of either securing 
or maintaining certification of such aircraft 
or component. 

(d) SEPARATE PROCEEDING.-At the request 
of the manufacturer or product seller, the 
trier of fact shall consider in a separate pro­
ceeding (1) whether punitive damages are to 
be awarded and the amount of such award, or 
(2) the amount of punitive damages following 
a determination of punitive liability. If a 
separate proceeding is requested, evidence 
relevant only to the claim of punitive dam­
ages, as determined by applicable State law, 
shall be inadmissible in any proceeding to 
determine whether compensatory damages 
are to be awarded. 

(e) DETERMINING AMOUNT OF PUNITIVE DAM­
AGES.-In determining the amount of puni­
tive damages, the trier of fact shall consider 
all relevant evidence, including-

(!) the financial condition of the manufac­
turer or product seller; 

(2) the severity of the harm caused by the 
conduct of the manufacturer or product sell­
er; 

(3) the duration of the conduct or any con­
cealment of it by the manufacturer or prod­
uqt seller; 

(4) the profitability of the conduct to the 
manufacturer or product seller; 

(5) the number of products sold by the 
manufacturer or product seller of the kind 
causing the harm complained of by the 
claimant; 

(6) awards of punitive or exemplary dam­
ages to persons similarly situated to the 
claimant; 

(7) prospective awards of compensatory 
damages to persons similarly situated to the 
claimant; 

(8) any criminal penalties imposed on the 
manufacturer or product seller as a result of 
the conduct complained of by the claimant; 
and 

(9) the amount of any civil fines assessed 
against the defendant as a result of the con­
duct complained of by the claimant. 
SEC. 204. UNIFORM TIME LIMITATIONS ON LI­

ABILITY. 
(a) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.-Any civil ac­

tion subject to this Act shall be barred un­
less the complaint is filed within 2 years of 
the time the claimant discovered or, in the 
exercise of reasonable care, should have dis­
covered the harm and its cause, except that 
any such action of a person under legal dis­
ability may be filed within 2 years after the 
disability ceases. If the commencement of 
such an action is stayed or enjoined, the run­
ning of the statute of limitations under this 
section shall be suspended for the period of 
the stay or injunction. 

(b) STATUTE OF REPOSE FOR CAPITAL 
Goons.-(!) Any civil action subject to this 
Act shall be barred if a product which is a 
capital good is alleged to have caused harm 
which is not a toxic harm unless the com­
plaint is served and filed within 25 years 
after the time of delivery of the product. 
This subsection shall apply only if the court 
determines that the claimant has received or 
would be eligible to receive compensation 
under any State or Federal workers' com­
pensation law for harm caused by the prod­
uct. 

(2) A motor vehicle, vessel, aircraft, or 
train, used primarily to transport passengers 
for hire, shall not be subject to this sub­
section. 

(3) As used in this subsection, the term­
(A) "capital good" means any product, or 

any component of any such product, which is 
of a character subject to allowance for depre­
ciation under the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, and which was-

(i) used in a trade or business; 
(ii) held for the production of income; or 
(iii) sold or donated to a governmental or 

private entity for the production of goods, 
for training, for demonstration, or for other 
similar purposes; and 

(B) "time of delivery" means the time 
when a product is delivered to its first pur­
chaser or leassee who was not involved in the 
business of manufacturing or selling such 
product or using it as a component part of 
another product to be sold. 

(C) EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR BRINGING 
CERTAIN ACTIONS.-If any provision of this 
section would shorten the period during 
which a civil action could be brought under 
otherwise applicable law, the claimant may, 
notwithstanding such provision of this sec­
tion, bring the civil action pursuant to this 
Act within 1 year after the effective date of 
this Act. 

(d) EFFECT ON RIGHT TO CONTRIBUTE OR IN­
DEMNITY.-Nothing in this section shall af­
fect the right of any person who is subject to 
liability for harm under this Act to seek and 
obtain contribution of indemnity from any 
other person who is responsible for such 
harm. 
SEC. 205. WORKERS' COMPENSATION SUBROGA­

TION STANDAlIDS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) An employer or work­

ers' compensation insurer of an employer 
shall have a right of subrogation against a 
manufacturer or product seller to recover 
the sum of the amount paid as workers' com­
pensation benefits and the present value of 
all workers' compensation benefits to which 
the employee is or would be entitled as de­
termined by the appropriate workers' com­
pensation authority for harm caused to an 
employee by a product if the harm is one for 
which a civil action has been brought pursu­
ant to this Act. To assert a right of subroga­
tion an employer or workers' compensation 
insurer of an employer shall provide written 
notice that it is asserting a right to subroga­
tion to the court in which the claimant has 
filed a complaint. The employer or workers' 
compensation insurer of the employer shall 
not be required to be a necessary and proper 
party to the proceeding instituted by the 
employee. 

(2) In any proceeding against or settlement 
with the manufacturer or product seller, the 
employer or the workers' compensation in­
surer of the employer shall have an oppor­
tunity to participate and to assert a right of 
subrogation upon any payment made by the 
manufacturer or product seller by reason of 
such harm, whether paid in settlement, in 
satisfaction of judgment, as consideration 
for covenant not to sue, or otherwise. The 
employee shall not make any settlement 
with or accept any payment from the manu­
facturer or product seller without the writ­
ten consent of the employer and no release 
to or agreement with the manufacturer or 
product seller shall be valid or enforceable 
for any purpose without such consent. How­
ever, the preceding sentence shall not apply 
if the employer or workers' compensation in­
surer of the employer is made whole for all 
benefits paid in workers' compensation bene­
fits. 

(3) If the manufacturer or product seller 
attempts to persuade the trier of fact that 
the claimant's harm was caused by the fault 
of the claimant's employer or coemployees, 
then the issue whether the claimant's harm 
was caused by the claimant's employer or co­
employees shall be submitted to the trier of 
fact. If the manufacturer or product seller so 
attempts to persuade the trier of fact, it 
shall provide written notice to the employer. 
The employer shall have the right to appear, 
to be represented, to introduce evidence, to 
cross-examine adverse witnesses, and to 
argue to the trier of fact as to this issue as 
fully as though the employer were a party 
al though not named or joined as a party to 
the proceeding. Such issue shall be the last 
issue submitted to the trier of fact. If the 
trier of fact finds by clear and convincing 
evidence that the claimant's harm was 
caused by the fault of the claimant's em­
ployer or coemployees, then the court shall 
reduce the damages awarded by the trier of 
fact against the manufacturer or product 
seller (and correspondingly the subrogation 
lien of the employer) by the sum of the 
amount paid as workers' compensation bene­
fits and the present value of all workers 
compensation benefits to which the em­
ployee is or would be entitled for such harm 
as determined by the appropriate workers' 
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compensation authority. The manufacturer 
or product seller shall have no further right 
by way of contribution or otherwise against 
the employer. However, the employer shall 
not lose its right of subrogation because of 
an intentional tort committed against the 
claimant by the claimant's coemployees or 
for acts committed by coemployees outside 
the scope of normal work practices. 

(4) If the verdict shall be that the claim­
ant's harm was not caused by the fault of the 
claimant's employer or coemployees, then 
the manufacturer or product seller shall re­
imburse the employer or workers' compensa­
tion insurer of the employer for reasonable 
attorney's fees and court costs incurred in 
the resolution of the subrogation claim, as 
determined by the court. 

(b) EFFECT ON CERTAIN CIVIL ACTION.-(!) 
In any civil action subject to this Act in 
which damages are sought for harm for 
which the person injured is or would have 
been entitled to receive compensation under 
any State or Federal workers' compensation 
law, no third party tortfeasor may maintain 
any action for implied indemnity or con­
tribution against the employer, any co­
employee, or the exclusive representative of 
the person who was injured. 

(2) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to affect any provisions of a State or Federal 
workers' compensation law which prohibits a 
person who is or would have been entitled to 
receive compensation under any such law, or 
any other person whose claim is or would 
have been derivative from such a claim, from 
recovering for harm caused by a product in 
any action other than a workers' compensa­
tion claim against a present or former em­
ployer or workers' compensation insurer of 
the employer, any coemployee, or the exclu­
sive representative of the person who was in­
jured. 

(3) Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to affect any State or Federal workers' com­
pensation law which permits recovery based 
on a claim of an intentional tort by the em­
ployer or coemployee, where the claimant's 
harm was caused by such an intentional tort. 

(C) STAY PENDING COMPENSATION DETER­
MINATION.-ln any civil action subject to this 
Act in which damages are sought for harm 
for which the person injured is entitled to re­
ceive compensation under any State or Fed­
eral workers' compensation law, the action 
shall, or application of the claimant made at 
the claimant's sole election, be stayed until 
such time as the full amount payable as 
workers' compensation benefits has been fi­
nally determined under such workers' com­
pensation law. Should the claimant elect to 
bring a civil action under this Act and not 
stay his or her action until the full amount 
payable as workers' compensation benefits 
has been finally determined by the appro­
priate workers' compensation authority, 
then the court shall determine the amount 
of worker's compensation that has been or 
would be payable if the issue had been deter­
mined by the appropriate workers' com­
pensation authority. The verdict as deter­
mined by the trier of fact pursuant to this 
title shall have no binding effect on and shall 
not be used as evidence in any other proceed­
ing. 

(d) WRITTEN NOTICE.-A claimant in a civil 
action subject to this Act who is or may be 
eligible to receive compensation under any 
State or Federal workers' compensation law 
must provide written notice of the filing of 
the civil action to the claimant's employer 
within 30 days of the filing. The written no­
tice shall include information regarding the 
date and court in which the civil action as 

filed, the names and addresses of all plain­
tiffs and defendants appearing on the com­
plaint, the court docket number if available, 
and a copy of the complaint which was filed 
in the civil action. 
SEC. 206. SEVERAL LIABILITY FOR NON­

ECONOMIC LOSS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-ln any civil action sub­

ject to this Act, the liability of each defend­
ant for noneconomic loss shall be several 
only and shall not be joint. Each defendant 
shall be liable only for the amount of non­
economic loss allocated to such defendant in 
direct proportion to such defendant's per­
centage of responsibility as determined 
under subsection (b). A separate judgment 
shall be rendered against such defendant for 
that amount. 

(b) PROPORTION OF RESPONSIBILITY.-For 
purposes of this section, the trier of fact 
shall determine the proportion of respon­
sibility of each party for the claimant's 
harm. 
SEC. 207. DEFENSES INVOLVING INTOXICATING 

ALCOHOL OR DRUGS. 
(a) CIVIL ACTIONS IN WHICH ALL DEFEND­

ANTS ARE MANUFACTURERS OR PRODUCT SELL­
ERS.-ln any civil action subject to this Act 
in which all defendants are manufacturers or 
product sellers, it shall be a complete de­
fense to such action that the claimant was 
intoxicated or was under the influence of in­
toxicating alcohol or any drug and that as a 
result of such intoxication or the influence 
of the alcohol or drug the claimant was more 
than 50 percent responsible for the accident 
or event which resulted in such claimant's 
harm. 

(b) OTHER CIVIL ACTIONS.-ln any civil ac­
tion subject to this Act in which not all de­
fendants are manufacturers or product sell­
ers and the trier of fact determines that no 
liability exists against those defendants who 
are not manufacturers or product sellers, the 
court shall enter a judgment notwithstand­
ing the verdict in favor of any defendant 
which is a manufacturer or product seller if 
it is proved that the claimant was intoxi­
cated or was under the influence of intoxi­
cating alcohol or any drug and that as a re­
sult of such intoxication or the influence of 
the alcohol or drug the claimant was more 
than 50 percent responsible for the accident 
or event which resulted in such claimant's 
harm. 

(C) INTOXICATION DETERMINATION To BE 
MADE UNDER STATE LAW.-For purposes of 
this section, the determination of whether a 
person was intoxicated or was under the in­
fluence of intoxicating alcohol or any drug 
shall be made pursuant to applicable State 
law. 

(d) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, 
the term "drug" means any non-over-the­
counter drug which has not been prescribed 
by a physician for use by the claimant.• 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators ROCKEFELLER, 
LIEBERMAN, DANFORTH, and DODD in in­
troducing the Product Liability Fair­
ness Act. The Commerce Committee 
has examined this issue very carefully 
for over a decade, and this process has 
resulted in the balanced and fair legis­
lation that we are introducing today. 

Product liability reform is essential 
because the current product liability 
system is inefficient and unfair. The 
tort system should award fair com­
pensation in a timely fashion, but it 
does not. Cases can drag on for years. 
Over 20 percent of seriously injured 

persons receive no compensation for 5 
years. A 1989 GAO study indicates that 
the average case takes nearly 3 years 
to resolve, longer if there is an appeal. 
When compensation is awarded, too 
much money goes to pay transaction 
costs, such as attorneys' fees, rather 
than to the injured persons. Former 
Commerce Secretary Robert 
Mosbacher testified that as much as 75 
percent of these awards go to trans­
action costs. This bill provides both 
plaintiffs and defendants meaningful 
incentives to settle product liability 
suits. 

Not only does the present product li­
ability system generate excessive costs 
and delay, it does not compensate in­
jured persons in proportion to their 
losses. According to a study by the in­
surance services offices, an injured per­
son can expect to receive a windfall of 
nearly nine times his losses if his inju­
ries are minor. If his injuries are se­
vere, however, he should expect to re­
ceive only 15 percent of his losses. A se­
verely injured victim cannot afford to 
gamble on the outcome of lengthy liti­
gation. As a result, many are. forced to 
settle for an amount far less than their 
injuries warrant. 

Injured persons are not the only ones 
who are treated unfairly by the tort 
system. It imposes inordinate costs on 
U.S. business. According to a 1989 study 
by the Tillinghast insurance consulting 
firm, total tort costs in 1987 were $117 
billion. This represents 2.5 percent of 
gross domestic product. According to 
Prof. Robert Tollison of George Mason 
University, this is nearly double the 
level of U.S. net national savings and 
one-fourth the amount of gross private 
investment. 

The excessive costs of the tort sys­
tem put U.S. companies at a competi­
tive disadvantage in world markets. 
According to a study conducted for the 
Department of Commerce, domestic 
manufacturers may face product liabil­
ity costs up to 20 to 50 times higher 
than those paid by foreign competitors. 
An excellent example of this competi­
tive disadvantage can be found in the 
1988 conference board survey of CEO's. 
It stated that, in 1986, $7 billion of Dow 
Chemical's $13 billion annual sales 
came from foreign sales, and the com­
pany's legal and insurance expenses in 
the United States totaled $100 million. 
During that same year, Dow paid less 
than $20 million for comparable serv­
ices overseas, even though foreign sales 
exceeded domestic sales by $1 billion. 

Important sectors of our domestic 
economy are losing substantial market 
shares to foreign competitors, since the 
excessive costs of the product liability 
system put American interests at a 
competitive disadvantage in world 
markets. For example, the Association 
of Manufacturing Technology esti­
mates that the domestic machine tool 
industry has lost nearly 25 percent of 
its market share to foreign competi-
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tors in recent years. Much of this loss 
is attributed to the excessive costs of 
the current product liability system, 
which takes resources from and inhib­
its the development and marketing of 
innovative products. The U.S. machine 
tool industry spends seven times more 
on product liability costs than on re­
search and development. 

Higher prices are just one aspect of 
our competitiveness problem. The cur­
rent product liability system often 
leads manufacturers to decide not to 
market new products. For example, 
John Gatzemeyer designed a safety rail 
to assist young children to go up and 
down stairs, while he was a student of 
industrial design at Syracuse Uni ver­
si ty. His design won a first prize in 1989 
from the Juvenile Products Manufac­
turers Association and a gold award in 
1990 from the Industrial Designers So­
ciety of America. Fisher-Price declined 
to produce this child rail because of li­
ability concerns. Their spokesman 
stated, "We're a little bit afraid to do 
anything with a product that has any­
thing to do with stairs." Fisher-Price's 
situation is not unusual. The con­
ference board found that nearly half of 
the firms in the survey have discon­
tinued products as a result of the prod­
uct liability system. In addition, 39 
percent had decided not to introduce 
new product lines, and 25 percent had 
discontinued product research as a re­
sult of the system. Prof. Michael Por­
ter of the Harvard Business School and 
author of a book published in 1990 enti­
tled, "The Competitive Advance of Na­
tions," testified before the Senate 
Commerce Committee: "American li­
ability law as it is now structured 
causes companies to slow the rate of 
innovation." With a patchwork of 50 
State laws, manufacturers often do not 
know what legal standards will be ap­
plied by a court in an economy in 
which more than 70 percent of manu­
factured products move in interstate 
commerce. 

The pro bl em is particularly pro­
nounced in the area of medical prod­
ucts and technology. The American 
Medical Association [AMA] stated in 
1988: 

Innovative new products are not being de­
veloped or are being withheld from the mar­
ket because of liability concerns or inability 
to obtain adequate insurance. 

The difficulties several firms at­
tempting to develop an AIDS vaccine 
have experienced recently, support 
AMA's conclusion. According to an ar­
ticle published last year in Science, li­
ability concerns have had a negative 
effect on efforts to develop a vaccine. 
For example, Genentech Co. delayed 
research, and Immune Response Corp., 
delayed clinical trials because of liabil­
ity concerns. Even if a vaccine was suc­
cessfully developed and approved by 
the Food and Drug Administration, the 
current climate probably would dis­
courage its introduction. The Office of 

Technology Assessment published a 
study last month, which underscores 
this regretable conclusion. The study 
found that fear of product liability 
"may be a particularly significant bar­
rier to industry's willingness to de­
velop, test, and market potential vac­
cines against HIV and may become a 
major policy concern for the Federal 
Government.'' 

The uncertainty of the current sys­
tem extends beyond medicine and into 
the entire scientific community. It sti­
fles the scientific research that is es­
sential for the development of innova­
tive products. Dr. Malcolm Skolnick, a 
professor of biophysics at the Univer­
sity of Texas Health Science Center, 
who is also a lawyer, told the Com­
merce Committee at a April 5, 1990, 
hearing on product liability: 

Scientific inquiry is stifled. Ideas in areas 
where litigation has occurred will not re­
ceive support for exploration and develop­
ment. Producers fearful of possible suit will 
discourage additional investigation which 
can be used against them in future claims. 

Former Commerce Secretary 
Mosbacher testified before the Senate 
Commerce Committee that the unpre­
dictability of the current system dis­
courages research universities from li­
censing patents to business firms for 
fear of being sued as a deep pocket. 

This bill restores fairness to the 
product liability system. It encourages 
the settlement of lawsuits without liti­
gation, based on rule 68 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure, and through 
the use of existing voluntary and non­
binding alternative dispute resolution 
[ADRJ procedures. Such procedures will 
help injured persons receive compensa­
tion for their losses quickly without 
incurring substantial legal fees. 

The bill also modifies the rule of 
joint and several liability with respect 
to noneconomic damages. This provi­
sion limits a defendant's liability to 
his percentage of fault for damages, 
such as pain and suffering and emo­
tional distress. The bill changes the 
standard of proof for awarding punitive 
damages, based on the recommendation 
of the American College of Trial Law­
yers and the American Bar Associa­
tion. The bill also provides for a sepa­
rate proceeding on punitive damages, 
reflecting the fact that they are a 
quasi-criminal type of penalty. 

Mr. President, this legislation con­
tains several changes from last year's 
bill to respond to legitimate criticism 
by its opponents. For example, 
consumer organizations expressed con­
cern that the penalty on claimants for 
refusing to participate in ADR was too 
severe. I disagree, since no penalty 
would be imposed on any litigant who 
agrees to go to ADR, even if there is a 
trial. Nevertheless, the bill we are in­
troducing today provides that a claim­
ant would never be penalized for elect­
ing not to use ADR. 

The Conference of Chief Justices and 
consumer groups expressed concern 

that, under last year's bill, a State 
court could interpret a provision one 
way, with the Federal courts in that 
State interpreting it differently. In 
such a situation, the inconsistency 
would not be resolved until the U.S. 
Supreme Court ruled on the matter. 
This bill addresses this problem by re­
quiring the decisions of a U.S. circuit 
court of appeals to be binding on the 
State courts of all States within the 
circuit. 

This legislation also includes a very 
important provision that protects the 
right of consumers to receive com­
pensation. Section 204 contains a dis­
covery rule statute of limitations 
which preserves a claimant's right to 
sue until he or she knows, or through 
reasonable diligence should know, both 
that he or she has been harmed and the 
cause of the harm. The provision would 
apply in personal injury and wrongful 
death cases involving products. Many 
States today, in wrongful death cases, 
automatically cut off a survivor's right 
to sue 1 or 2 years after the death oc­
curred. The bill will preserve the survi­
vor's right to sue until 2 years from 
when the cause of death is discovered. 

I have long supported efforts to re­
form the product liability system. I 
have opposed, however, earlier bills 
that I considered to be anticonsumer 
and too extreme. This is a modest pro­
posal. It bears minimal resemblance to 
the prodefendant product liability bills 
initially supported by business groups 
in the early 1980's. Very significant 
changes have been made over the 
years. 

Mr. President, this is a fair bill which 
allocates responsibility for injuries eq­
uitably. The current system does not. 
The current system is a lottery. A se­
verely injured plaintiff is required to 
take a chance on the lottery in order 
to be compensated. Too often it is the 
victim who loses when this unpredict­
able system produces an unfair result. 
The system should encourage quick 
settlements that equitably allocates 
responsibility. This legislation in­
cludes innovative approaches to ac­
complish this objective, while not im­
posing undue burdens on claimants. 
Moreover, by reducing transaction 
costs, this legislation should improve 
our manufacturers' competitive posi­
tion in world markets. It is these ex­
cessive costs that pose an undue bur­
den on manufacturers and discourage 
the development of innovative prod­
ucts. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation.• 
•Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to be here to join my col­
leagues, Senators ROCKEFELLER, GOR­
TON, DANFORTH, and DODD, to introduce 
the Product Liability Fairness Act of 
1993. This is a very balanced moderate 
bill. It is probusiness and proconsumer 
at the same time. And I believe it is a 
bill that can become law. 
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The winds of change are with us. The 

American people have sent a message 
to their elected representatives that 
they want us to get serious about the 
business of making America work-and 
putting America back to work. They 
are demanding that we take a second 
look at the rules our Government has 
set, and whether those rules make 
sense. That is what this bill is about­
setting up a product liability system 
that makes sense and works. 

This bill must be a part of any long­
term strategy to create economic 
growth and competitiveness. They key 
to renewing the American economy is 
reviving our traditional strength in 
manufacturing. The United States has 
always been the most inventive Nation 
in the world, but too often in recent 
years we have left those inventions for 
others to manufacture and commer­
cialize. We need to be designing, build­
ing, and bringing to market the next 
generation of high-quality, high-value 
products the world will want to buy. 
The problem is that almost any manu­
facturing activity-and especially de­
signing and building new products­
runs squarely into our product liability 
system. 

Here are some examples of how prod­
uct liability concerns squelch innova­
tion and competitiveness: 

When the World Resources Institute, 
a noted environmental think-tank, 
listed its 12 environmentally critical 
technologies, one was contraception. 
Yet, as WRI noted, "the U.S. private 
sector has largely withdrawn because 
of the risks of product liability law­
suits and the delays and risks of regu­
latory approval. Only one of the many 
large pharmaceutical companies pre­
viously involved in contraceptive re­
search is still active." 

In July 1992, Abbott Laboratories an­
nounced that it was dropping plans for 
human trial of a drug that could pre­
vent HIV-infected mothers from trans­
mitting the disease to their kids be­
cause of product liability concerns. 

Harris Corp., a manufacturer of high­
quality computer chips, developed 
semiconductor chips for heart im­
plants, but delayed commercialization 
of the product pending negotiation of 
arrangements with its customer for 
sharing liability costs. 

Harvard University will not license 
technologies for commercial develop­
ment unless the licensee indemnifies 
the university against all product li­
ability claims and the licensee main­
tains an insurance policy of $2 million 
per claim up to a total of $2 million per 
year. 

This bill would help solve these prob­
lems. It surgically targets some of the 
most excessive, unfair obstacles cre­
ated by our current liability system, 
obstacles that inhibit the competitive­
ness of American business and its abil­
ity to innovate and create new jobs. 

But this bill does not take a baseball 
bat to the product liability system. 

Rather it balances business' need for 
greater predictability, particularly in 
the area of punitive damages, with the 
need for changes that help consumers. 
For consumers, our bill creates a na­
tionwide statute of limitations that is 
more generous than is available in 
many States. It also contains provi­
sions that are designed to encourage 
speedier settlements and use of alter­
native dispute resolution. And, to the 
extent that costs of products are low­
ered because of lower legal costs, con­
sumers can expect to pay less for the 
products they buy. 

These reforms make sense. They are 
fair. They are what America, its con­
sumers, its businesses, and its workers, 
need.• 
•Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
today I am joining Senators ROCKE­
FELLER, GoRTON' LIEBERMAN' and DODD 
in introducing the Product Liability 
Fairness Act. This bill is similar to S. 
640, which was considered last Septem­
ber by the Senate but was set aside be­
cause proponents fell two votes short 
of the 60 needed to invoke cloture. 
Product liability reform legislation 
clearly enjoys the support of a major­
ity of the Senate. 

The Senate Commerce Committee 
has compiled an extensive record indi­
cating that the current system is in­
equitable, wasteful, and unacceptably 
slow. For example, a study by the In­
surance Services Office found that indi­
viduals with serious injuries who liti­
gate their claims recover less than 15 
percent of their losses, while those 
with minor injuries recover a windfall 
of nearly nine times their losses. Fur­
ther, a study by the General Account­
ing Office [GAO] revealed that, on av­
erage, cases take nearly 3 years to re­
solve, even longer if there is an appeal. 
Severely injured persons who des­
perately need prompt compensation de­
serve better. The status quo can and 
must be improved. 

Since the 96th Congress, the Com­
merce Committee has sought to im­
prove the status quo with a wide vari­
ety of measures to reform the product 
liability system. This legislation is the 
result of long-term efforts. 

Title I addresses the problem of de­
layed compensation by establishing 
reasonable incentives for parties to re­
solve their disputes out of court. The 
title has two parts. First, the provision 
on expedited settlements provides that 
either party may make a settlement 
off er. If a party declines an offer and 
then does worse at trial, the party 
making that offer is required to pay 
the other party's reasonable legal fees 
and costs. In order to protect a claim­
ant from receiving less than his eco­
nomic losses under this provision, the 
penalty on a claimant is limited to the 
amount of collateral benefits the 
claimant may receive. The penalty on 
a defendant is limited to $50,000. 

Second, title I promotes the use of 
existing alternative dispute resolution 

[ADRJ programs. It provides that ei­
ther party may offer to use ADR. If a 
defendant refuses to participate and 
then loses at trial, the defendant may 
be required to pay the claimant's rea­
sonable legal fees and costs. The trial 
court judge would have discretion not 
to impose this penalty. There would be 
no comparable penalty on claimants. 

These provisions are significant be­
cause they help to speed compensation 
to injured persons in a timely fashion. 
They demonstrate that the sponsors of 
this bill are attempting to meet the 
concerns expressed by opponents last 
year that the penalties to be imposed 
on claimants were excessive. 

The inadequacies of the product li­
ability system are not limited to the 
unfairness of the system to injured per­
sons. It also imposes enormous costs on 
key businesses, which hinder their abil­
ity to compete in global markets. For 
example, product liability costs have 
nearly destroyed the U.S. light aircraft 
industry. The product liability insur­
ance cost for such an aircraft manufac­
tured in this country is $70,000 per air­
plane. The reason for this extraor­
dinary cost is that the manufacturer 
can be held liable for injuries or deaths 
resulting from an accident more than 
20 years after manufacture, even if 
pilot error was the cause. As a result of 
product liability costs, sales of these 
aircraft dropped from 17,000 in 1979 to 
899 last year. 

While the light aircraft industry 
struggles to survive, other useful prod­
ucts are simply withdrawn from the 
market. Merrill Dow's antinausea drug, 
Bendectin, is such a product. This 
drug, which was used during preg­
nancy, was removed from the market 
in 1983, 25 years after its introduction, 
because the cost of defending lawsuits 
exceeded revenues. This occurred de­
spite the fact that Merrill never lost a 
lawsuit involving this product. Al­
though the Food and Drug Administra­
tion has never withdrawn its approval 
of this drug, it is not available in this 
country, and there is no comparable 
product on the market. 

The unpredictable patchwork of 50 
State laws also deters the development 
of important new products because 
manufacturers cannot accurately as­
sess their liability risks. An example of 
this problem is an AIDS vaccine devel­
oped by Dr. Jonas Salk. The Immune 
Response Corp. indicated last year that 
it is delaying clinical trials on the vac­
cine because of liability concerns. In 
addition, Abbott Laboratories decided 
not to conduct tests on its vaccine 
which prevents HIV-positive mothers 
from spreading the virus to their un­
born children because of liability con­
cerns. The Office of Technology Assess­
ment last month published a study 
which concluded that liability concerns 
were a barrier to the development of an 
AIDS vaccine. 

The bill addresses the problems 
caused by the current product liability 
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system for business through the cre­
ation of uniform rules of law. For ex­
ample, the bill addresses the proce­
dures for awarding punitive damages. 
Such awards are intended to punish 
gross misconduct and serve as a deter­
rent. Yet, punitive damages are fre­
quently sought by claimants. It is 
often difficult for defendants to assess 
what standards will be applied in as­
sessing punitive damages. When puni­
tive damages are awarded, according to 
GAO, a majority are overturned or re­
duced on appeal. The frequency with 
_which these awards are overturned 
raises questions about their merit. 

For a manufacturer, the potential of 
large punitive awards can lead to the 
decision not to market important new 
products, such as the AIDS vaccine. 
The bill requires that a claimant prove 
that his injury was caused by the de­
fendant's conscious, flagrant indiffer­
ence to the safety of those persons who 
might be harmed by clear and convinc­
ing evidence in order to receive puni­
tive damages. Also, a defendant can re­
quest a separate proceeding on punitive 
damages, and only during this phase of 
the proceedings will evidence admissi­
ble to determine punitive liability be 
admitted. This provision, which is de­
rived from studies and recommenda­
tions by the American Bar Association 
and the American College of Trial Law­
yers, provides enhanced predictability 
for all parties. Twenty-two States have 
adopted the clear and convincing 
standard of proof, and another has en­
acted the even higher standard of proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt. 

The bill also addresses the doctrine 
of joint and several liability. It is out­
rageous that an individual who is 1-per­
cent responsible for a person's injuries 
can be held 100-percent responsible. 
The bill addresses this pro bl em 
through the establishment of a uniform 
standard that is derived from an 
emerging trend in State law. It pro­
vides that a claimant may recover all 
of his economic damages, such as medi­
cal expenses or lost wages, from any 
defendant. But, a claimant may re­
cover noneconomic damages, such as 
pain and suffering, from an individual 
defendant only in proportion to that 
defendant's fault. This is the California 
rule which voters in that State adopted 
in a 1986 referendum. Twenty-three 
States have adopted this rule. The bill 
does not affect the 11 other States that 
have abolished joint and several liabil­
ity altogether. 

The Product Liability Fairness Act is 
the result of all the previous bills, 
hearings, and extensive consultations 
with legal scholars. It is moderate leg­
islation that does not prevent a claim­
ant from recovering for his or her inju­
ries. It solves the problems caused by 
the unpredictable patchwork of incon­
sistent State product liability laws by 
proposing a uniform statute. The bill 
calls for limited preemption of State 

law in key areas that will result in en­
hanced uniformity, while maintaining 
the States' basic prerogatives to create 
their own tort laws. The individual 
provisions of the bill are not extreme 
measures designed to favor one party 
over the other in litigation. Rather, 
they are derived from the mainstream 
of State tort laws and seek balanced 
and fair results. 

The Senate Commerce Committee 
has held 21 hearings and 5 markups of 
product liability reform proposals. 
There is no need for more hearings or 
further study. Now is the time to act 
on this modest proposal. This legisla­
tion has been the victim of gridlock for 
over a decade. I challenge those who 
have blocked consideration of this 
issue to prove that gridlock is finished 
by allowing the Senate to vote prompt­
ly on this issue.• 
• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the Product Li­
ability Fairness Act of 1993 with my 
distinguished colleagues Senators 
ROCKEFELLER, LIEBERMAN, DANFORTH, 
and GoRTON. This balanced bill will 
make the product liability system 
work better for consumers and busi­
nesses. 

The problem is that the present sys­
tem is broken, I think everyone would 
agree that the results you obtain in a 
product liability case depend largely 
on your ability to afford a good lawyer. 
That is true whether you are a 
consumer or a business. 

For plaintiffs, the studies show a 
tragic pattern of uncompensated vic­
tims and delayed payments to those 
victims who obtain judgments. A re­
cent study by the General Accounting 
Office, for example, found that it took 
5 years to pay claims that involved the 
average dollar loss. 

Furthermore, the studies show dra­
matically different compensation for 
similar injuries incurred in the very 
same way, with wealthier and better 
educated people faring far better than 
poor or middle-income people and less 
well-educated people. The studies also 
show that far too many dollars go to 
legal costs, dollars that should be 
going to the victims. 

At the same time, the system does 
not work well for businesses. They are 
reluctant to introduce new products 
and are worried about unaffordable in­
surance costs. Unfortunately, some 
businesses have had to shut down be­
cause of the costs associated with prod­
uct liability. 

Clearly, this burden on our busi­
nesses hurts the Nation's economic 
competitiveness. Not surprisingly, 
many workers are extremely concerned 
about inequities in product liability 
cases. This point was made very clear 
during a visit that I made last summer 
to the firm of OEM Controls in my 
home State of Connecticut. It is the 
largest manufacturer of controls for 
electrohydraulic valves. In addition to 

meeting with management, I met with 
employees. They presented me with a 
petition urging me to improve the 
product liability system and we dis­
cussed the issue. It was supposed to be 
a 15-minute meeting but it went on for 
over an hour and a half. 

Mr. President, these are concerned 
workers in my State who are worried 
about their jobs. They are worried 
about what will happen to their jobs if 
their company is subjected to costly 
lawsuits. They strongly believe, as do 
citizens across my State, that we have 
to create a greater sense of fairness. 
They are also very sensitive to what 
happens to innocent victims who are 
hurt by negligence or the malfunction­
ing of a product. They want those vic­
tims to recover damages, and they 
want to see victims made whole, but 
they want a system that works much 
more fairly. 

Certainly, this bill will not solve all 
of the problems of the product liability 
system, but it will improve that sys­
tem for everyone--for consumers, 
workers, and manufacturers. It is the 
kind of moderate reform that we need 
to reduce the abuses in the current sys­
tem without eliminating solid protec­
tions for those who are victimized by 
defective or dangerous products. 

By providing a more uniform system 
of product liability, this bill will re­
duce the excessive costs and uncer­
tainty in the present system. This im­
provement is one of the reasons why 
the National Governors Association 
has testified in support of product li­
ability reform. In 1991, the association 
said: 

The United States needs a single, predict­
able set of product liability rules. The adop­
tion of a Federal uniform product liability 
code would eliminate unnecessary cost, 
delay, and confusion in resolving product li­
ability cases. 

The provisions in the bill that en­
courage fair settlements and the use of 
alternative dispute resolution will also 
help reduce the excessive costs in the 
current system. Currently, too much 
money goes to transaction costs, pri­
marily lawyers fees, and not enough 
goes to victims. A 1993 survey of the 
Association of Manufacturing Tech­
nology found that every 100 claims 
filed against its members cost a total 
of $10.2 million. Out of that total, the 
victims received only $2.3 million with 
the rest of the money going to trans­
action costs, primarily legal fees. 
Clearly, we need to implement a better 
system in which the money goes to 
those who need it-injured people. 

Most importantly, and I cannot em­
phasize this enough, the moderate re­
forms in this bill off er a balanced ap­
proach to the needs of both consumers 
and businesses. Consumers will benefit, 
for example, from a statute of limita­
tions provision that preserves the harm 
and the cause. In many cases it is dif­
ficult to determine the cause of harm 
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and, under the current system, some 
plaintiffs lose their ability to sue. With 
this legislation, people injured by prod­
ucts will have adequate time to bring a 
lawsuit. 

Businesses will also benefit from this 
legislation. For example, in order to 
recover punitive damages, the plaintiff 
must prove, by clear and convincing 
evidence, that the harm was caused by 
defendant's conscious, flagrant indif­
ference to the safety of those persons 
who might be harmed by a product. 
This provision will allow defendants to 
have a clear understanding of when 
they may be subject to this quasi­
criminal penalty. At the same time, it 
does not institute arbitrary caps or 
limits which would restrict the rights 
of plaintiffs. 

Additionally, the legislation gives 
defendants an absolute defense if the 
plaintiff was under the influence of in­
toxicating alcohol or illegal drugs and 
the condition was more than 50 percent 
responsible for plaintifrs injuries. This 
provision, it seems to me, is nothing 
more than common sense. 

Furthermore, product sellers will 
only be liable for their own negligence 
or failure to comply with an express 
warranty. The only exceptions to that 
rule are that the seller will be liable if 
the manufacturer cannot be brought 
into court or if the claimant would be 
unable to enforce a judgment against 
the manufacturer. This provision will 
eliminate the need for sellers to hire 
lawyers in a high percentage of the 
roughly 95 percent of the cases where 
they are presently not found to be at 
fault. 

Al though this is not the time to go 
through all of the reforms in the legis­
lation, the provisions I have outlined 
demonstrate the balance that is struck 
between consumers and businesses. In 
the final analysis, the reforms in the 
bill should strengthen the product li­
ability system for everyone. 

Mr. President, this is an issue that I 
have spent a great deal of time on. 
During the 1970's, I opposed the product 
liability legislation that was before 
Congress because I thought that it hurt 
plaintiffs. In 1986, I joined with the dis­
tinguished senior Senator from Mis­
souri and offered what I thought was a 
more balanced approach. We did not 
get very far with that effort. With this 
bill, we have yet another opportunity 
to fix the system. 

Because of the enormous costs asso­
ciated with the product liability sys­
tem, both economic and social, we 
must address this issue with the seri­
ousness that it deserves. Unfortu­
nately, in the past, some have charac­
terized the debate as a battle between 
the manufacturers and the insurance 
companies on the one side, and con­
sumers and trial attorneys on the 
other. Some have viewed this legisla­
tion in antagonistic terms, with one 
side winning and one side losing-as if 

this were some kind of college basket­
ball game. 

But the problem is much more com­
plex than that and the solution will be 
much more complex. As this bill moves 
forward, we will hear from many con­
cerned citizens who can help us 
strengthen this legislation. Undoubt­
edly, we will need to make some tech­
nical changes. But this bill, with its 
balanced approach to reform, takes us 
a long way toward a fairer product li­
ability system.• 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him­
self, Mr. PELL, Mr. METZEN­
BAUM, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S.J. Res. 76. A joint resolution con­
cerning the dedication of the U.S. Hol­
ocaust Memorial Museum; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

•Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today for the purpose of introduc­
ing a joint resolution to commemorate 
the dedication of the U.S. Holocaust 
Memorial Museum and to commemo­
rate a moment in history when evil tri­
umphed over mankind, when silence 
emboldened the wicked, when all the 
basic decencies of civilized life seemed 
to have been lost. 

Sadly, nazism was not, as we would 
prefer to think, a random outbreak of 
maniacal lawlessness by a bunch of 
hooligans. Rather, it was the rigor­
ously systematic, bureaucratically or­
ganized, and legally sanctioned murder 
of millions of innocent people. People 
whose only crime was their religion, 
nationality, or disability. 

The laws of Nazi Germany set the 
stage for the Holocaust. But it was 
men and women who accomplished the 
evil that came after. 

After each move, Hitler and his col­
leagues waited, assessing the reaction, 
wondering aloud if anyone cared. The 
world's silence was seen as acceptance. 

Hearing no objection, the random vi­
olence was replaced by depersonalized, 
systematic brutality in camps like 
Auschwitz, Treblinka, Belzec, and Bu­
chenwald-death camps whose sites 
still mar the countryside of Europe. 
Camps that transformed not only the 
physical but the moral landscape of the 
modern world. Camps that transformed 
all those who saw them. 

Why is it so important to remember 
what some might think is best forgot­
ten? We remember not only to grieve, 
though grieve we must, but to learn. 
We learned that silence helps only the 
killer and never the victims. So we 
speak out against antisemitism and 
against bigotry and hatred wherever it 
occurs. 

We remember because it is a gift of 
grace, protecting people who may not 
know us and whom we may not know. 
Because those who remember will 
never permit any people to be forsaken 
as were the oppressed of Europe. 

Congress, recognizing the importance 
of commemorating the Holocaust, es­
tablished the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Council and mandated it to lead the 
Nation in civic commemorations of the 
victims of the Holocaust and to build, 
with privately used funds, the U.S. Hol­
ocaust Memorial Museum. Construc­
tion of the museum has been completed 
and the museum, located on the mall, 
will be dedicated during the national 
observance of the Holocaust from April 
18 through April 25. As a member of the 
Holocaust Memorial Council, I am in­
troducing this resolution, commemo­
rating the dedication of this museum 
and committing to the ages this very 
dark period in history. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 76 
Whereas, in 1980, the Congress of the Unit­

ed States established the United States Hol­
ocaust Memorial Council (Public Law 96-388, 
dated October 7, 1980) by unanimous vote and 
mandated it with the creation of a perma­
nent living memorial museum to the victims 
of the Holocaust; 

Whereas, through the great generosity and 
unstinting efforts of thousands of individuals 
from ail walks of life, the United States Hol­
ocaust Memorial Museum has now been built 
on Federal land with private contributions 
and will be officially dedicated on April 22, 
1993; 

Whereas, this institution will underscore 
the ideals of human rights and individual lib­
erty this Nation was founded upon, as ex­
pressed by President George Washington in 
1790, when he declared that the United 
States had created "a government which to 
bigotry gives no sanction, to persecution no 
assistance"; 

Whereas, four administrations and every 
Congress since 1980, and especially Members 
of Congress and individuals who have served 
on the Council and officials of the United 
States Departments of State, the Interior, 
and Education, have joined with the Amer­
ican public in bringing this institution to 
life; and 

Whereas, this museum signifies national 
dedication to remembering the Holocaust, 
and will serve as the Nation's leading edu­
cational facility to teach current and future 
generations of Americans about this tragic 
period of human history and its implications 
for our lives and the choices we make as in­
dividuals and societies against crime based 
on hate and prejudice regarding race, reli­
gion, and sexual preference: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the One Hundred 
Third Congress officially commemorates the 
opening and recognizes the historic impor­
tance of this unique institution as it takes 
its place among the other great memorials 
and museums in our Nation's Capital that 
honor the democratic precepts this Nation is 
based upon; and be it further 

Resolved, That Congress encourages all 
citizens of the United States, and all who 
come to Washington, District of Columbia, 
to visit the Museum and avail themselves of 
the opportunities presented within its walls 
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to learn about the pa.st and to contemplate 
the moral responsibilities of citizenship; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That, in remembrance of those 
who perished in the Holocaust; in tribute to 
the survivors who came to the United States 
to build a new life, and who, with their fami­
lies, have contributed so much to the fabric 
of our diverse society; in recognition of he­
roic American soldiers who liberated pris­
oners of Nazi camps; in recognition of the 
anonymous bravery of rescuers from many 
lands who had the courage to care and placed 
their own lives in peril to help others in 
need; and in hope that Americans will learn 
from this museum the need to remain vigi­
lant against bigotry and oppression; we wel­
come the United States Holocaust Memorial 
Museum to the center of our American herit­
age and state now, in recognition of the Mu­
seum's motto, that for the dead and the liv­
ing and those yet to be born, we do bear wit­
ness.• 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S.J. Res. 77. Joint resolution to des­

ignate the week of April 18, 1993, 
through April 24, 1993, as "Inter­
national Student Awareness Week"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

INTERNATIONAL STUDENT AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation des­
ignating the week of April 18 to 24, 
1993, as International Student Aware­
ness Week. International students and 
international student exchange pro­
grams have become an integral part of 
education as the world becomes more 
of a global community. 

As nations of the world emerge from 
the cold war to face new opportunities 
for democracy and economic growth, it 
is still important for young people to 
share their cultures, languages, and 
good will. As trade barriers come down, 
respect and understanding generated 
by students can play a powerful role in 
the development of strong future ties 
among governments and businesses. 

In my home State of Utah, inter­
national student exchange programs 
are critical to education both at sec­
ondary and higher education schools. 
We have a very active affiliate of the 
International Education Forum in 
Utah. 

The International Education Forum 
has a national office, 3 regional offices, 
and about 1,000 local community coor­
dinators in America. Since it was 
founded in 1981, this organization has 
facilitated bringing over 100,000 inter­
national high school students to study 
in the United States. Likewise, their 
counterpart representatives abroad 
have hosted 4,000 American students 
over the years. 

While this resolution does not intend 
to single out this or any other group 
for commendation, it does intend to 
highlight the many good things that 
can be achieved by international stu­
dent exchanges. 

These students and their exchange 
programs plant the seed of tolerance, 
provide fertile ground for future global 
leaders, and nurture understanding of 

local, national, and global commu­
nities. Where cultural, social, and po­
litical walls once stood are now bridges 
of friendship and compassion. 

Peace comes through understanding, 
and international students are the 
grass roots ensigns of that understand­
ing. In recognizing ·the crucial role 
they play in promoting global aware­
ness and understanding, I urge my col­
leagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to insert the text of this joint res­
olution in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

S.J. RES. 77 
Whereas international student exchange 

programs provide students with an enriched 
and improved quality of life through first­
hand experience with different cultures; 

Whereas international student exchange 
programs provide fertile training ground for 
future world leaders; 

Whereas international student exchange 
programs make enormous strides toward 
world peace through understanding; 

Whereas international student exchange 
programs enrich a student's understanding 
of the United States and its communities; 
and 

Whereas the United States recognizes the 
need for an increased awareness of such valu-
able programs: Now, therefore, be it · 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week of April 18, 
1993 through April 24, 1993, is designated as 
"International Student Awareness Week". 
The President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe the week 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for him­
self, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. BUMP­
ERS): 

S.J. Res. 78. A joint resolution des­
ignating the beach at 53 degrees 
53'51 "N, 166 degrees 34'15"W to 53 degrees 
53'48"N, 166 degrees 34'2l"W on Hog Is­
land, which lies in the Northeast Bay 
of Unalaska, Alaska as Arkansas Beach 
in commemoration of the 206th regi­
ment of the National Guard, who 
served during the Japanese attack on 
Dutch Harbor, Unalaska on June 3 and 
4, 1942; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

ARKANSAS BEACH JOINT RESOLUTION 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a joint resolu­
tion that would designate a beach on 
Hog Island, located in the Northeast 
bay of Unalaska, AK, to be named Ar­
kansas Beach. 

During World War II, the Aleutian Is­
lands were the location of a largely for­
gotten campaign that was considered 
of great strategic importance to both 
United States and Japanese forces. Ini­
tially, the Aleutian Islands did not 
seem to have any strategic importance 
because of the bitterly cold climate 
and the barren, rocky land that made 
air bases of dubious value. However, 
both the United States and Japan were 

aware of the strategic advantages that 
occupation of the islands might have. 
Ultimately, the Aleutian Islands were 
to be considered of great strategic im­
portance to both the United States and 
Japanese forces, as occupation of ei­
ther side would threaten the mother 
country of the other. 

In 1941, the 206th Artillery Regiment 
of the Arkansas National Guard was 
dispatched to the Aleutian Islands. It 
was these valiant young men of the 
206th Regiment, many of whom had 
never ventured far from their homes in 
Arkansas, who were present at Dutch 
Harbor when the Japanese attacked on 
June 3 and 4, 1942. 

Although the attack on Dutch Har­
bor was part of a little-known chapter 
of World War II, it was indeed grue­
some: 35 people died and another 28 
were wounded in the two separate raids 
on June 3 and 4, 1942. During the time 
of the Japanese invasion, three brave 
soldiers of the Arkansas unit lost their 
lives. It is only appropriate that we 
commemorate these valiant young men 
who served their country well and are 
worthy of our honor. 

This forgotten invasion of Dutch 
Harbor and the Aleutians has been re­
corded in history as just another inci­
dent in World War II, but it was part of 
the major early battle in the Pacific, 
that influenced the course of much of 
the war. The battle was the prelude to 
the Japanese attack on Midway-the 
Battle of Midway and America's suc­
cess in destroying four of Japan's air­
craft carriers helped to blunt the Japa­
nese advance giving America time to 
rebuild its forces that had been se­
verely damaged by the attack on Pearl 
Harbor just 7 months earlier. 

Mr. President, the city council of the 
city of Unalaska, the Alaska State 
Legislature, and the Arkansas State 
Legislature, fully support the designa­
tion of the beach on Hog Island to be 
named Arkansas Beach. Along with my 
colleagues from Arkansas, I would en­
courage this body to join in recogni­
tion of this worthy commemoration 
and support this resolution. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of Senator 
MURKOWSKI's joint resolution to des­
ignate a beach on Hog Island, Un­
alaska, AK, as Arkansas Beach. 

In 1942, the Aleutian Islands were the 
site of an important but largely forgot­
ten military campaign that played an 
important role in influencing the out­
come of the Second World War. When 
the Japanese attacked Dutch Harbor in 
the Aleutian Islands, members of the 
206th Coast Artillery of the Arkansas 
National Guard, who were stationed on 
Hog Island, helped def end the island 
and the strategic harbor. The attack 
forced the Japanese to divert their 
forces from a planned rendezvous at 
Midway Island, a diversion that con­
tributed to the American victory at 
the Battle of Midway and gave the Jap-
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anese their first major defeat in the 
war. 

For many of these young men from 
Arkansas it was their first time away 
from home. They endured much hard­
ship but fought with great bravery and 
distinction. Several lives were lost in­
cluding three from the Arkansas regi­
ment. It is ironic that these Arkansans 
found themselves on Hog Island. The 
legend of the Arkansas razorback hog 
is well known in Arkansas. The hog is 
a symbol of courage, determination, 
fortitude, and discipline. The members 
of the Arkansas National Guard per­
sonified and embodied all these quali­
ties while stationed on Hog Island. 

Mr. President, the city of Unalaska, 
the State of Alaska, and the Arkansas 
State Legislature have all passed reso­
lutions to rename a beach on Hog Is­
land to Arkansas Beach. I believe this 
is a fitting tribute to these gallant sol­
diers and I hope my colleagues will join 
me in cosponsoring this important res­
olution. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today as an original cospon­
sor of the joint resolution designating 
the beach known as Hog Island located 
in the State of Alaska as Arkansas 
Beach. This resolution is sponsored by 
one of my colleagues from Alaska, Sen­
ator MURKOWSKI. 

During World War II, an Arkansas 
National Guard Regiment, the 206th 
Coast Artillery, served diligently on 
Hog Island. During Japanese air at­
tacks of Dutch Harbor in June of 1942, 
three men from this regiment were 
killed as they bravely defended this 
territory. 

The State of Alaska has passed Sen­
ate Concurrent Resolution 37 which 
names this beach Arkansas Beach. I am 
proud to join my friend Senator MUR­
KOWSKI in supporting this resolution 
and I am hopeful that it will pass the 
Senate very soon. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 7 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 7, a bill to amend the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to re­
duce special interest influence on elec­
tions, to increase competition in poli­
tics, to reduce campaign costs, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 70 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 70, 
a bill to reauthorize the National Writ­
ing Project, and for other purposes. 

s. 221 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Massa­
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 221, a bill to allow a 
prisoner under sentence of death to ob­
tain ju1icial review of newly discov-

ered evidence showing that he is prob­
ably innocent. 

s. 342 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
342, a bill to amend the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1986 to encourage invest­
ment in real estate and for other pur­
poses. 

s. 412 

At the request of Mr. EXON, the name 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK] 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 412, a 
bill to amend title 49, United States 
Code, regarding the collection of cer­
tain payments for shipments via motor 
common carriers of property and non­
household goods freight forwarders, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 414 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 414, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to require a wait­
ing period before the purchase of a 
handgun. 

s. 419 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 419, a bill to provide for en­
hanced cooperation between the Fed­
eral Government and the United States 
commercial aircraft industry in aero­
nautical technology research, develop­
ment, and commercialization, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 487 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon­
sor of S. 487, a bill to amend the Inter­
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma­
nently extend and modify the low-in­
come housing tax credit. 

s. 573 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
573, a bill to amend the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1986 to provide for a credit 
for the portion of employer Social Se­
curity taxes paid with respect to em­
ployee cash tips. 

S.669 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. HATCH], the Senator from Ver­
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
GREGG], and the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH] were added as cospon­
sors of S. 669, a bill to permit labor 
management cooperative efforts that 
improve America's economic competi­
tiveness to continue to thrive, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 47 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 

CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 47, a joint res­
olution to designate the week begin­
ning on November 21, 1993, and the 
week beginning on November 20, 1994, 
each as "National Family Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 60 

At the request of Mr. BYRD, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from Ten­
nessee [Mr. SASSER], and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 60, a joint resolution 
to designate the months of May 1993 
and May 1994 as "National Trauma 
Awareness Month.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 66 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. AKAKA], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. GLENN], the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBB], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS], and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
66, a joint resolution to designate the 
weeks beginning April 18, 1993, and 
April 17, 1994, each as "National Organ 
and Tissue Donor Awareness Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 75 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name 
of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 75, a joint res­
olution designating January 2, 1994, 
through January 8, 1994, as "National 
Law Enforcement Training Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 15 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 15, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress regarding the em­
phasis that the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission should 
place on the economic impact of the 
closure of military installations for 
closure during the 1993 base closure. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 16 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 16, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that equitable men­
tal health care benefits must be in­
cluded in any heal th care reform legis­
lation passed by Congress. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 11 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 11, a resolution 
relating to Bosnia-Hercegovina's right 
to self-defense. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 68 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co­
sponsor of Senate Resolution 68, a reso­
lution urging the President of the 
United States to seek an international 
oil embargo through the United Na­
tions against Libya because of its re­
fusal to comply with United Nations 
Security Council Resolutions 731 and 
748 concerning the bombing of Pan Am 
flight 103. 

AMENDMENT NO. 285 
At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 285 proposed to H.R. 
1335, a bill making emergency supple­
mental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1993, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 85--REL-
ATIVE TO PRINT A SENATE RE­
PORT 
Mr. FORD for Mr. PRYOR (for himself 

and Mr. LAUTENBERG) submitting the 
following resolution; which was consid­
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 85 
Resolved, That there shall be printed for 

the use of the Special Committee on Aging, 
in addition to the usual number of copies, 
the maximum number of copies of volumes 1 
and 2 of the annual report of the committee 
to the Senate, entitled "Developments in 
Aging: 1992", which additional copies may be 
printed at a cost not to exceed $1,200. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 286 
Mr. GRAMM proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 283 proposed by Mr. 
BYRD to the bill (H.R. 1335) making 
emergency supplemental appropria­
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep­
tember 30, 1993, and for other purposes, 
as follows: 

In amendment No. 283, strike all after "in­
serting" on page 20, line 14 through 
"$2,536,000,000," on page 26, line 7 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
""$18,251,309,430": Provided, That section 
310(c) of said Act is amended by renumbering 
existing subsection (2) as subsection (2)(B) 
and by adding a new subsection (2)(A) as fol­
lows: 

"(2)(A) ninety days after distribution of 
any increase in the fiscal year 1993 obliga­
tion limitation, as enacted October 6 1992 
revise the distribution of such inc~eased 
funds under subsection (a) if a State has not 
obligated and received bids on projects for 
the increased amount distributed, and redis­
tribute amounts to all States able to obli­
gate amounts on projects for which bids can 
be received no later than August 1, 1993;". 

Provided, none of the funds provided under 
this Act for community development grants 

or the highway trust fund may be used to as­
sist activities related to gymnasiums, parks 
graffiti abatement, bike paths, parking ga­
rages, parking lots, swimming pools, recre­
ation centers, sports facilities, boat houses, 
soccer fields, ice skating, playgrounds, jog­
ging paths or hiking trails. 

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION 
GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD 

PASSENGER CORPORATION 
For an additional amount for "Grants to 

the National Railroad Passenger Corpora­
tion", for capital improvements grants, 
$187,844,000 to remain available until Septem­
ber 30, 1993. 

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 
FORMULA GRANTS 

For an additional amount for "Formula 
grants" for capital grants, $466,490,000, to re­
main available until September 30, 1993, of 
which $17,423,000 shall be apportioned under 
section 16, $26,420,000 under section 18, and 
$422,647,000 under section 9 of the Federal 
Transit Act, as amended: Provided, That, if 
any such funds are not obligated within 90 
days of enactment of this Act, such funds 
shall be allocated for any eligible capital 
project under such Act, at the discretion of 
the Secretary. 

The language under this heading in the De­
partment of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993, is amend­
ed by deleting "$1,700,000,000" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$2,182,340,000". 

TRUST FUND SHARE OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS 
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 
The language under this heading in the De­

partment of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993, is amend­
ed by deleting "$1,134,150,000" and inserting 
"$1,150,000,000" and by deleting 
"$1,049,025,000" and inserting "$1,064,875,000": 
Provided, That these additional funds shall 
be apportioned under section 9 of the Federal 
Transit Act, as amended: Provided further, 
That if any such funds are not obligated 
within 90 days of enactment of this Act, such 
funds shall be allocated for any eligible cap­
ital project under the Federal Transit Act 
at the discretion of the Secretary. ' 

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 
For an additional amount of "Discre­

tionary grants", $270,000,000, to remain avail­
able until September 30, 1993: Provided, That 
none of the funds may be available for grants 
under section 3(k)(l)(A) or section 3(k)(l)(B) 
of the Federal Transit Act, as amended. 

CHAPTER IX 
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

For an additional amount for "Information 
systems", $43,600,000 to fund procurement of 
computer and telecommunications equip­
ment and services. 

CHAPTERX 
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP­
MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CARE 

For an additional amount for "Medical 
care", $201,933,000, for nonrecurring mainte­
nance projects in Department of Veterans 
Affairs' health care facilities. 

For an additional amount for "Medical 
care", $751,000, to remain available until ex­
pended, for additional projects to improve 
energy efficiency at Department of Veterans 
Affairs facilities. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 
CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS 

For an additional amount for "Construc­
tion, minor projects", $32,873,000, for mis­
cellaneous projects and the National Ceme­
tery Program. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOMELESS ASSISTANCE 

TRANSITIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE HOUSING 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

For an additional amount for "Transi­
tional and supportive housing demonstration 
program", $423,000,000, to remain available 
until December 31, 1994: Provided, That the 
Secretary shall fund approvable applications 
for such additional amount in the order sub­
mitted, in accordance with requirements es­
tablished by the Secretary: Provided further, 
That the Secretary may waive, in whole or 
in any part, any requirement set forth in 
subtitle C of title IV of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, as 
amended, except a requirement relating to 
fair housing and nondiscrimination, if the 
Secretary finds that such waiver will further 
the purposes of this appropriation: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding section 
426(a)(3) of that Act, the applicant shall own 
or control the site at the time of application: 
Provided further, That the total amount ap­
proved for any one applicant may not exceed 
$10,000,000: Provided further, That after De­
cember 31, 1994, any of the foregoing amount 
that is obligated, but which the grantee has 
not drawn down from its letter of credit, 
shall be deobligated by the Secretary and 
shall expire: Provided further, That the Sec­
retary shall, by notice published in the Fed­
eral Register, establish such requirements as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this appropriation. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

For an additional amount for "Community 
development grants", $2,392,119,355. 

KOHL (AND SHELBY) AMENDMENT 
NO. 287 

Mr. KOHL (for himself and Mr. SHEL­
BY) proposed an amendment to amend­
ment No. 283 proposed by Mr. BYRD to 
bill, H.R. 1335, supra, as follows: 

On page 28, strike lines 23 through 26 and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 202. All funds provided for under this 
Act are hereby designated to be emergency 
requirements for the purposes of adjusting 
the spending limits for fiscal year 1993 under 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. The adjustments re­
quired by the preceding sentence shall apply 
only to fiscal year 1993 and the spending lim­
its for fiscal year 1994 or fiscal years there­
after shall not include such adjustments. 

GRAHAM (AND MACK) 
AMENDMENT NO. 288 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
MACK) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 283 proposed by Mr. 
BYRD to the bill, H.R. 1335, supra, as 
follows: 
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At the appropriate place, insert the follow­

ing new section: 
SEC .. IDGHWAY APPORTIONMENT FLEXIBILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-During fiscal year 1993, 
subject to subsections (b) and (c), and not­
withstanding any other provision of law, a 
State may transfer among and within the 
following program funds apportioned to the 
State for fiscal year 1993 to carry out the fol­
lowing programs: 

(1) The congestion mitigation and air qual­
ity improvement program established under 
section 149 of title 23, United States Code. 

(2) The highway bridge replacement and re­
habilitation program established under sec­
tion 144 of such title. 

(3) The Interstate maintenance program 
established under section 119 of such title. 

(4) The Interstate substitute program es­
tablished under section 103(e)(4) of such title. 

(5) The National Highway System as de­
scribed in section 103(b)(2) of such title. 

(6) The surface transportation program es­
tablished under section 133 of such title. 

(b) LIMITATION.-An amount transferred 
from a program by a State under subsection 
(a) shall not exceed the apportionment of the 
State for the program for fiscal year 1993. 

(C) EFFECT ON FISCAL YEAR 1994 APPORTION­
MENT.-If a State transfers funds from a pro­
gram under subsection (a)-

(1) the amount of funds shall be credited 
back to the donor program for fiscal year 
1994; and 

(2) the program to which the funds are 
transferred in fiscal year 1993 shall have the 
amount deducted from the amount appor­
tioned to such program for fiscal year 1994. 

GRAHAM (AND BOND) AMENDMENT 
NO. 289 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
BOND) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 283 proposed by Mr. 
BRYD to the bill, H.R. 1335, supra, as 
follows: 

year for Interstate Construction, Interstate 
maintenance, Interstate highway substitute, 
National Highway System, the surface trans­
portation program, the bridge program, sce­
nic byways, and grants for safety belts and 
motorcycle helmets.' '. 

DANFORTH AMENDMENT NO. 290 

Mr. DANFORTH proposed an amend­
ment to amendment No. 290 proposed 
by Mr. BRYD to the bill, H.R. 1335, 
supra, as follows: 

Strike everything on line 1 through 7 of 
page 21. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Wednesday, March 31, 1993, at 9:30 
a.m., in open session, to receive testi­
mony on the military policy concern­
ing the service of gay men and lesbians 
in the Armed Forces: The role of unit 
cohesion in developing combat effec­
tiveness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses­
sion of the Senate Wednesday, March 
31, 1993, at 10 a.m., conduct a hearing 
on the nomination of Eugene Ludwig 
to be Comptroller of the Currency; and 
to vote on pending nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section: objection, it is so ordered. 
SEC. . MINIMUM HIGHWAY ALLOCATION. COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 

Section 157(a) of title 23, United States WORKS 
Code, is amended- Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking " (4) THERE- imous consent that the full Committee 
AFTER.-In fiscal year 1992 and each fiscal on Environment and Public Works be 
year thereafter" and in~erting " (4) FISCAL authorized to meet during the session 
YEARS 1992 AND 1993.-In fiscal years 1992 and f th S t w d d M h 31 
1993"; and o . e . ena e on e nes ay, arc , 

(2) by adding at the end the following new , begmnmg at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a 
paragraph: · hearing on Federal/State relations in 

"(5) AFTER FISCAL YEAR 1993.- implementing our Nation 's environ-
" (A) GENERAL RULE.-Subject to subpara- mental laws. 

graph (B), in fi&cal year 1994 and each fiscal The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
year thereafter on October 1, or as soon as objection, it is so ordered. 
possible thereafter, the Secretary shall allo­
cate among the States amounts sufficient to 
ensure that a State's percentage of the total 
apportionments in each fiscal year and allo­
cations for the prior fiscal year for Inter­
state construction, Interstate maintenance, 
Interstate highway substitute, National 
Highway System, the surface transportation 
program, the bridge program, scenic byways, 
and grants for safety belts and motorcycle 
helmets shall not be less than 90 percent of 
the percentage of estimated tax payments 
attributable to highway users in the State 
paid into the Highway Trust Fund, other 
than the Mass Transit Account, in the latest 
fiscal year for which data are available. 

"(B) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.-The minimum 
allocation of a State under this paragraph 
shall not be reduced as a result of an alloca­
tion of funds to the State in the prior fiscal 
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COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, March 31, at 10 a.m. , to 
hold a nomination hearing on Winston 
Lord, to be Assistant Secretary for 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs. 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Governmental 
Affairs Committee be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, March 31, at 9:30 
a.m., for a hearing on the nomination 

of James Lee Witt, to be Director of 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the Com­

mittee on Veterans' Affairs would like 
to request unanimous consent to hold a 
joint hearing with the House Commit­
tee on Veterans' Affairs to receive leg­
islative presentations from AMVETS, 
the Veterans of World War I, the Viet­
nam Veterans of America, and other 
veterans' organizations. The hearing 
will be held on March 31, 1993, at 9:30 
a.m., in room 345 of the Cannon House 
Office Building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, th9 Com­

mittee on Veterans' Affairs would like 
to request unanimous consent to hold a 
hearing on oversight of cost and other 
factors affecting veterans' choice of 
health care at 1:30 p.m. on Wednesday, 
March 31, 1993. The hearing will be held 
in room 418 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­

imous consent that the Select Commit­
tee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, March 31, 1993, at 4:30 
p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel­
ligence matters. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COURTS AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICE 

Mr. PORD. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Courts and Administrative Practice 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 31, 
1993, at 2 p.m., to hold a hearing on S. 
540, the Bankruptcy Amendments Act 
of 1993. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THINGS WE OUGHT TO BE DOING 
IN RUSSIA 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of our 
most thoughtful colleagues, who takes 
a long-term look at the needs in our so­
ciety and our world, is Senator BILL 
BRADLEY. 

He recently had an article in the New 
York Times, commenting on the things 
that we ought to be doing in Russia. It 
is the best article like that I have seen 
from anyone. It is practical and yet it 
understands that you have to give peo­
ple dreams. 



7114 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 31, 1993 
One of the most telling statements in 

the whole article of the comment that 
someone in Russia made to him: "In 
the 1930's, when the Soviet Union was 
building Stalinist communism, thou­
sands of Americans came to Russia to 
help. Now, when we're trying to build a 
market-oriented democracy, few Amer­
icans offer to help. Why?" 

That is a question we ought to ask 
ourselves. 

We have to respond. And the Bradley 
article points out practical ways of 
doing it. 

Our colleague has made a solid con­
tribution. 

I ask to insert the Bill Bradley arti­
cle into the RECORD at this point. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 24, 1993] 

THE RIGHT STUFF FOR RUSSIA 
(By Bill Bradley) 

WASHINGTON.-The need to clarify U.S. pol­
icy toward Russia has been heightened by 
the political crisis in Moscow. Our long-term 
interests there can be promoted by practical 
aid and people-to-people programs. 

Boris Yeltsin's solution to the impasse be­
tween a popularly elected President and a 
Parliament that, under the Constitution, is 
the supreme organ of the state shows he be­
lieves the answer to the problems of emerg­
ing democracy is more democracy. He has 
cast his fate on the seas of his own waning 
but still significant popularity. 

In an atmosphere in which individuals reg­
ularly switch opinions and sides, the U.S. 
should not try to intervene in Russia's day­
to-day politic concerns such as: Should the 
Parliament impeach Mr. Yeltsin in light of 
the Constitutional Court's ruling yesterday 
that his announcement of emergency powers 
violated the Constitution? Should conces­
sions be made for the support of Vice Presi­
dent Aleksandr Ruskoi? Russians, not Amer­
icans, will decide these problems. But Wash­
ington ought to keep open the lines of com­
munication to all sides. 

Beyond the political drama are the large 
issues that Russian society is debating: 
whether it should seek integration with the 
West or exist apart from the West. Whether 
it will focus inward on its gargantuan eco­
nomic, environmental and ethnic problems 
or look imperially toward the former repub­
lics of the Soviet Union and beyond. 

Whether free enterprise and private prop­
erty will be actively promoted or barely tol­
erated. Whether more power should be dis­
persed to the oblasts and autonomous repub­
lics of the Russian Federation or exercised 
exclusively from Moscow. 

Whether Russia should adopt a model of 
economic development that is economically 
and politically liberal or one in which, like 
China, it would seek Western capital, tech­
nology and markets but deny individual free­
dom while preserving collectivist controls. 

Russia opts for the Chinese model, Amer­
ica and Europe could end up espousing open 
trade, free markets and democracy but be 
unable, in the 21st century, to advance our 
values and compete freely in a vast area 
from Kaliningrad to Shanghai that plays by 
different rules and starts from different cul­
tural principles. 

I hope President Clinton thinks about the 
long term. Since August 1991, America has 
moved at a dangerously slow pace, giving 
Russians who want to regard reform an op­
portunity to blame us for our empty prom­
ises. 

To play a more constructive role, we need 
to see America's relationship with Russia be­
yond tomorrow's headlines and with empha­
sis on improving the lives of American and 
Russian citizens. 

With the defeat of Communism, there is no 
ideological conflict between our nations. We 
should make it absolutely clear that we sup­
port both Russia and our own values. This 
means respecting the human rights of the 25 
million Russians who live as minorities in 
the former Soviet republics, avoiding en­
couragement to the movements of self-deter­
mination in the 20 autonomous republics of 
the Russian Federation such as Checheno­
lngush and Tatarstan, and giving Russian 
history and culture the respect they deserve. 

Such actions will make clear to all Rus­
sians that we are not anti-Russian. It was 
the expansionist Communist system, not 
Russian culture, that we opposed. 

America's values and interests are served 
by helping Russia become a democracy with 
a market-oriented economy that raises its 
living standards, with a smaller defense es­
tablishment, with a firm commitment to 
guarantee individual human rights and with 
the acceptance of free-flowing capital, trade 
and ideas. 

In other words, our objective should be to 
normalize relations with Russia and the 
other former Soviet republics and to bring 
them into the international system as full 
members. 

Russia's main worry lies to the east, where 
an emerging Chinese colossus with a boom­
ing economy and a modernizing military 
maintains its territorial claims on Russia, 
and to the south, where the people of Islam, 
full of religious fervor and rapid birth rates, 
yearn for greatness. A strong U.S.-Russian 
relationship can reassure Russia and hedge 
against changes that would injure U.S. inter­
ests in Europe and Asia. 

The Clinton Administration should adopt a 
tangible and nonbureaucratic program that 
has a permanent effect and not only helps 
Russia but also Ukraine, the Baltics, 
Kazakhstan and the other former republics 
on the road to reform. 

With U.S. leadership, the West should re­
duce the burden of foreign debt on the econ­
omy accumulated during the Communist 
years by rescheduling it and promoting debt­
equity swaps, replace the 17 Chernobyl-type 
reactors that are time bombs threatening 
Europe and the world with radioactive emis­
sions, and send far more humanitarian aid 
(medicine, food, infant formula, syringes) for 
suffering pensioners and children. 

In addition, the World Bank should provide 
insurance coverage (similar to that offered 
by the Overseas Private Investment Corpora­
tion) to private investors in the farming and 
energy sectors. We need to push multilateral 
financing for trade in oil and gas equipment, 
and provide additional assistance to nuclear 
scientists and scientific institutes to convert 
from military to civilian pursuits. 

We should help Russian refugees from the 
former Soviet republics get resettled and 
started in private farming by giving the 
green light to lending by the World Bank, 
and should combine help for a social safety 
net with radical monetary reform that could 
stabilize the ruble, provided that Russia caps 
its money supply and controls inflation. 

In addition to its support for international 
financial institutions, this program would 
cost the U.S. $3 billion to S5 billion a year: 
between 1 and 2 percent of our defense budg­
et. 

The most important long-term consider­
ation is to maximize the personal ties of 

Russians, Ukrainians, Balts, Kazakhs and 
others with Americans. A Russian friend in 
Moscow said: "In the 1930's, when the Soviet 
Union was building Stalinist Communism, 
thousands of Americans came to Russia to 
help. Now, when we're trying to build a mar­
ket-oriented democracy, few Americans offer 
to help. Why?" I did not have a good answer. 

We should begin a large-scale exchange 
program bringing tens of thousands of Rus­
sians here annually. Last year, there were 
nearly 50,000 Chinese in our colleges, as there 
has been for a decade, and 127,000 students 
from Taiwan, Japan, India and Singapore. 
There were only 1,200 Russians. 

Nothing short of a large-scale sharing of 
ideas, people and training will accomplish 
our goals of economic prosperity and politi­
cal security for Russia, its neighbors and 
ourselves. 

I hope that President Clinton encourages 
Americans to reach out generously toward 
the peoples of Russia, Ukraine and the other 
republics. There should be 30,000 Russian 
high school students living with American 
families for a year, 10,000 Russians in small 
business in towns across America, 10,000 col­
lege students at our universities and thou­
sands of former military officers learning 
modern banking, finance and accounting in 
the West. 

We can help young people learn what life 
in a market-oriented democracy with a heart 
is all about. They will see America's open­
ness, generosity and pride at work. Their ex­
perience would bring our peoples together in 
countless ways, creating bonds that would 
last a lifetime. As the Russians get ready to 
decide their future in the streets or, pref­
erably, at the ballot box, we should step for­
ward on many fronts with solid help for their 
country.• 

S. 473, THE DEPARTMENT OF EN­
ERGY NATIONAL COMPETITIVE­
NESS TECHNOLOGY PARTNER­
SHIP ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, last 
week the Energy and Natural Re­
sources Committee held a series of 
hearings on S. 473, the Department of 
Energy National Competitiveness 
Technology Partnership Act of 1993. 
This legislation has been developed 
largely by Senators JOHNSTON and DO­
MENIC!, and is designed to enhance U.S. 
competitiveness by facilitating part­
nerships between industry and the De­
partment of Energy's national labora­
tories. I am pleased to be an original 
cosponsor of the bill. 

The Department of Energy's national 
laboratories have a wealth of scientific 
and technical capabilities and re­
sources. Sometimes ref erred to as the 
crown jewels of American science, the 
30 laboratories house some 23,000 of the 
Nation's finest scientists, engineers, 
and technicians. For many decades the 
labs have carried out missions of vital 
importance to the Federal Govern­
ment, but radical reductions in U.S. de­
fense requirements now dictate that a 
portion of this resource be redirected. 
As a result, we have the opportunity to 
join the brainpower of the DOE labs 
with the creativity of U.S. industry to 
achieve the common goals of enhanc­
ing U.S. competitiveness. 
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The Pacific Northwest Laboratory is 

one of the Department of Energy's na­
tional laboratories, and has resources 
in Richland, Sequim, and Seattle, WA. 
Approximately 4,000 PNL employees 
are conducting research and develop­
ment on a variety of technologies criti­
cal to this country, including environ­
mental remediation, energy efficiency, 
and advanced processing technologies 
that have application to transportation 
and information systems. 

Washington State is fortunate to 
have a national laboratory, as well as 
several high-technology industries that 
are critical to the competitiveness of 
the country, two first-rate research in­
stitutions, and an education system 
that is being reformed in order to be 
responsive to the marketplace of the 
21st century. Add the presence of the 
Boeing Co. and we have a combination 
of capabilities that can not only help 
the State create jobs, but help the 
United States compete in the inter­
national arena. S. 473 is a catalyst that 
will speed this process. 

Last week's hearings featured testi­
mony from Secretary of Energy 
O'Leary, directors of various national 
labs, and representatives of private in­
dustry. Witnesses discussed ways to 
improve the bill by speeding the part­
nership process, focusing the expertise 
of the labs, and making the labs more 
accountable for the success of partner­
ships. It is my understanding that 
Chairman JOHNSTON hopes to mark up 
the bill early in May. 

Mr. President, much has been written 
about how S. 473 is in direct competi­
tion with the Commerce Committee's 
competitiveness bill, S. 4. As both a 
member of the Commerce Committee 
and a Representative of a State that 
hosts a national laboratory, it seems to 
me that this conflict has been greatly 
exaggerated. I am confident that the 
Commerce and Energy Committees can 
work together to produce compatible 
measures, and that the national lab­
oratories will play a prominent role in 
whatever technology initiative is ap­
proved by this Congress. These labs 
represent a well of talent, expertise, 
and technology that is too valuable not 
to be tapped. 

I applaud the leadership of Senator 
DOMENIC! and Senators JOHNSTON and 
BINGAMAN in developing this legisla­
tion, and look forward to working with 
them to win passage of the bill.• 

CRANBROOK-KINGSWOOD HIKERS 
•Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, those of 
us who live or work on the east coast of 
the United States all have our own 
tales to tell of the great blizzard, per­
haps the storm of the century, that 
started on March 12, 1993. But there is 
a very special story, one that captured 
the attention of the Nation, about 117 
hikers from the Cranbrook-Kingswood 
Upper School in Bloomfield Hills, MI. 

With great anticipation and enthu­
siasm, 117 sophomores, student colead­
ers, and faculty had embarked a week 
earlier on a 10-day wilderness survival 
experience in the Great Smoky Moun­
tains. Such trips had been going out 
from the school since 1970, and for the 
sophomores it was a challenge that 
they prepared themselves for and 
looked forward to all year. 

Students in the past had talked 
about the adventure of being alone in 
the woods and the camaraderie of 
working and cooperating with each 
other in small groups; they talked 
about the survival skills they learned 
and the pride they felt in knowing 
what they could endure; and, they 
talked about the beauty of nature and 
the fun they were having. 

But this was destined to be different 
from any previous trip, and these 117 
people, plus hundreds more, were sud­
denly bonded together by a force that 
was awesome in its fury-a record­
breaking blizzard. Now it was not just 
117 hikers learning how to survive in a 
beautiful national park-it was worried 
parents and faculty back home, park 
rangers looking for stranded campers, 
helicopter pilots traversing hundreds 
and hundreds of square miles, emer­
gency centers trying to coordinate a 
vast search, and media reporting to the 
country every time another group was 
found or another sighting was made. 

It was a terrible 5 days, especially for 
the loved ones back home and the stu­
dents who made it out of the park 
early-for they had to wait nervously 
for the rest to come out while they 
watched pictures on television of blind­
ing snowstorms and listened to the 
mounting number of casualties. 

Mr. President, this story has a happy 
ending. One hundred seventeen people 
started this trip and 117 survived, even 
though 2, 1 student and 1 faculty mem­
ber, sustained injuries that are still 
being monitored. But we must remind 
ourselves that hundreds of people did 
not survive this storm. I am sure this 
point is not lost on the students espe­
cially, and no matter what they felt 
while out there in the wild-whether it 
was a sense of exaltation, or adventure, 
or confidence, or fear, or despair, or 
hope-I know they must all be thank­
ful for the inner strength and courage 
that sustained them and their families. 
Some of the students have shared their 
thoughts with us, some have become 
introspective, but you can bet that 
when they are grandparents, they will 
tell their grandchildren about the 
great blizzard of 1993 that they con­
quered, or perhaps survived. 

I have already, on behalf of grateful 
Michigan residents, thanked the Gov­
ernors of Tennessee and North Caro­
lina. To them and to the Smoky Moun­
tain National Park rangers, the Forest 
Service personnel, the wonderful heli­
copter pilots who put their lives on the 
line, and to all the workers at the 

emergency operations centers, we say 
thanks for a truly heroic effort. 

By the way, I told the Governors to 
send their kids to Michigan's wonderful 
wilderness areas sometime-and to rest 
assured that if they ran into the unex­
pected, Michigan would be there for 
them as they were for us.• 

TRIBUTE TO A REVITALIZED 
CHATTANOOGA 

• Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I read 
recently with great interest, as well as 
a great sense of pride, an article in the 
Nashville Scene newspaper titled "Re­
thinking Chattanooga, the Renaissance 
of a Rust City," by Clark Parsons. 

The Chattanooga of the 1990's is quite 
a different place from the city of some 
20 years ago, with many of the positive 
changes which have transformed the 
city having taken place in only the 
past 5 years. Today, among its suc­
cesses Chattanooga boasts the world's 
largest freshwater aquarium, which has 
seen more than 1 million visitors in 
less than a year, a restored Warehouse 
Row, and RiverPark. 

Mr. President, innovative organiza­
tions and programs such as Chat­
tanooga Venture, the RiverCity Co., 
and Chattanooga Neighborhood Enter­
prise have fostered unique private/pub­
lic sector partnerships which have 
served to revitalize the city. 

These groups, along with others, 
have not only played a pivotal role in 
expanding the local economy, but have 
also ,worked to promote the boundless 
natural resources which surround 
Chattanooga, and instill an apprecia­
tion for the city's rich history. 

Today, the city of Chattanooga 
stands as a shining example and testa­
ment to what can be accomplished 
when leadership cares-when a city and 
the community it serves work together 
with a vision towards improving the 
quality of life for all. 

The city of Chattanooga and its citi­
zens are to be commended for their ef­
forts and can be proud of their many 
accomplishments. · 

Mr. President, I ask that the article 
to which I have referred in my state­
ment be included in the RECORD follow­
ing my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RETHINKING CHATTANOOGA, THE RENAISSANCE 

OF A RUST CITY 

(By Clark Parsons) 
For years now, driving through Chat­

tanooga has meant just that-driving 
through Chattanooga. Tennessee's fourth 
largest city, midway between Atlanta and 
Nashville, or Birmingham and Knoxville, has 
been, for many, merely a means of marking 
a road trip's progress. A spot on the map. A 
place to endure See-Rock-City signs, or, as 
the car hurtles along, a place to chuckle and 
start singing, "Pardon me, boy, is that the 
Chattanooga Choo-Choo?" 

But lately, if a driver passing through 
Chattanooga on I-24 happened to heed the 
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welcome signs, took the turn onto Highway 
'l:l, and quickly exited at Martin Luther King 
Boulevard, numerous marvels would greet 
him downtown: 

There's Miller Park, a block-sized open 
space with benches, a vast fountain, and a 
garden atmosphere. 

Just north of Miller Park is Miller Plaza, 
a small office complex where locals gather 
for weekday lunches, and where bands play 
Friday night concerts during warm months. 

Across the street from the park, to the 
east, sits the new Solomon Federal Building, 
a dynamic white, postmodern structure. 

A couple of blocks to the south is Ware­
house Row, a beautifully renovated former 
warehouse complex converted into an 
upscale shopping development featuring fac­
tory outlets for the likes of J. Crew, Ralph 
Lauren, Gitano and Perry Ellis. 

A few hundred yards further south is the 
restored Chattanooga Choo-Choo train sta­
tion, now a Holiday Inn and museum attrac­
tion. 

Two blocks east on MLK Blvd. is Bessie 
Smith Hall, a complex with a performance 
space, restaurant/cabaret area, practice 
rooms for students, a gift shop, the. Chat­
tanooga African-American Museum, and a 
permanent exhibit honoring Bessie Smith, 
the legendary, Chattanooga-born blues sing­
er. 

Turning north onto Broad Street, the trav­
eler passes rows of stately trees now 
adorning the center of the wide street, where 
locals stroll beneath stately lamps that light 
the new all-brick sidewalks. 

On the left is the historic Tivoli Theater, 
saved from a wrecking ball and now a re­
stored wonder of 1920s baroque architecture. 

Watch out for the electric buses-11 of the 
noiseless, battery-operated vehicles are now 
in use as part of a prototype program. 

Ahead in the distance loom the glass spires 
atop the Tennessee Aquarium, the world's 
largest freshwater aquarium facility. The ex­
hibit, situated on the banks of the Tennessee 
River, opened in May of 1992 and has already 
attracted more than 1.3 million visitors. 

Park the car and wander through the Ten­
nessee RiverPark, an environmental exhibit 
demonstrating the area's history with fossil 
castings, irregular concrete pathways, brick 
patterns and other curiosities. 

Ahead and to the left along the river is 
Ross' Landing, a new riverfront park. 

Ahead, stretching in both directions along 
the waterfront, runs a completed phase of 
the Riverwalk. Upon completion, the 20-mile 
boardwalk and greenway will allow walkers 
and joggers to enjoy almost the entire length 
of the city's riverfront. 

The construction noise on the waterfront 
to the right is coming from the Riverfront 
apartment complex, a stylish public/private 
venture aimed at boosting downtown resi­
dential development. 

Just upriver to the east, that gleaming 
fresh, light-blue paint job belongs to the 
Walnut Street Bridge, a 100-plus year-old 
span across the Tennessee River. It's been re­
stored and will reopen May 1, not as an auto 
bridge, but as a pedestrian pathway for en­
joying the river. Its new wooden planks will 
support walkers, joggers, bikers and 
rollerbladers only, although the electric 
buses will use it too. 

Chattanooga has undergone astounding 
changes, and most of them have occurred in 
the last five years. "It's been amazing how 
quickly a lot has changed," says Lois I. 
Osborne, a state park manager who moved to 
the Chattanooga area in 1986. Osborne is one 
of the many who say that the city, which de-

pressed them when they arrived, has sur­
prised them with its turnaround. 

There's an almost palpable optimism in 
the air. "We had this feeling that we 
couldn't do it here," says Councilwoman Mai 
Bell Hurley. "Now, we have a reverse feeling. 
We think we can do everything here." 

How did a city of approximately 150,000 
people, with a total metropolitan headcount 
of 433,000, recreate itself so quickly and com­
pletely? Isn't this the same Chattanooga 
that lost population in the 1980s? Isn't this 
the town that was rated in the early 1970s as 
having the most polluted air of any U.S. 
city, even worse than Los Angeles? 

Ten years ago, the only study Chattanooga 
needed was an autopsy. Now, flocks of city 
leaders-from 25 different cities at last 
count-have trekked from piaces like Knox­
ville and Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, to learn 
from Chattanooga's renaissance. 

Visitors have examined the city's unique 
process of "visioning," a sort of city-wide 
brainstorm session that generates goals. 
They've admired the way those ideas are 
given shape by an urban design center spon­
sored by university, city, and philanthropic 
interests. They've learned how a public/pri­
vate joint venture development company can 
fulfill the people's visions by rushing in 
where both governments and capitalists fear 
to tread. Outsiders have turned green with 
envy at the tales of a city's aristocracy and 
business leaders opening their own wallets to 
ensure meaningful change. They've discov­
ered a city that is successfully wrestling 
with its racial and environmental demons 
and, at the same time, bluntly discussing its 
failings. They've met a city that knows what 
it wants to be. 

The effort to resurrect Chattanooga crys­
tallized because the city was facing extinc­
tion. By all accounts, the 1980s were ex­
tremely unkind to the city's economy. 

The city had long positioned itself as a 
manufacturing center, rivaling Birmingham 
in the South; but, when the recession of the 
early 1980s began hitting local textile, steel 
and chemical industries, massive layoffs 
began a downward spiral. 

"This is a city that at one time had just 
under 40 percent of its workforce in manufac­
turing," says James G. Vaughan Jr., presi­
dent of the area Chamber of Commerce. 
"Now it's just under 25 percent." 

The malaise wasn't limited to the eroding 
job base, however. Thanks primarily to air 
and water pollution from the heavy indus­
tries, the city was an environmental basket 
case. "You literally walk out the door, take 
three breaths and be high," one longtime 
resident says, recalling the fumes that 
plagued Chattanooga in the early '70s. 

Also, like many other American cities at 
the time, Chattanooga saw its downtown-de­
generating. "When I came to work here right 
after college, I almost came close to quit­
ting," says a resident who asked not to be 
identified. "It was such a depressing place. 
There were few people downtown, and a 
bunch of dirty movie houses and low rent 
bars. It was bleak." 

The Chamber's Vaughan disagrees that 
downtown was lost. "Our main drag was 
never boarded up," he says, but he agrees 
that aside from construction of a massive 
TV A office building downtown, the area's 
wheels were spinning. 

Some have pointed to the city's geography 
as a symbol for its socioeconomic structure 
and a cause of the crisis. While the urban 
zones grew grim and polluted, many of the 
city's elites enjoyed the rarefied air of resi­
dential life atop Lookout Mountain, the pri-

mary residence for the city's well-to-do. Oth­
ers have defended those who dwell on the 
mountain from charges of avoiding the city's 
dying core, pointing out that they descended 
every day to work in the same polluted val­
ley. 

Still, common phrases like, "those folks up 
on top of the mountain," make it clear the 
divisions were pronounced, not only between 
the rich and poor, but also between whites 
and blacks, who make up one third of Chat­
tanooga's populace. 

All of the negative factors added up to a 
pervasive assumption that locals could do 
nothing to help Chattanooga. With Nashville 
and Atlanta thriving on either side, the city 
felt all the more stagnant. "People were 
starting to say, 'I wonder if Chattanooga can 
do anything.'" says the Chamber's Vaughan. 

In hindsight it's hard to name the one spe­
cific thing that saved Chattanooga. Many in­
siders point to a 1984 trip organized by the 
Chamber of Commerce as the first positive 
step. Approximately 50 local leaders went to 
Indianapolis, Ind., which had successfully 
transformed itself from a rust belt casualty 
to a renewed metropolis. After the trip, the 
Chattanoogans met regularly for months and 
discussed what other cities had done. 

Out of the lessons learned, Chattanooga 
Venture, a non-profit organization, was cre­
ated. Its first project was Vision 2000, an on­
going public forum that, in an effort to boost 
morale, invited all citizens to come forward 
and suggest improvements for the city. 

Over a period of several months in 1984, 
more than 1,700 citizens participated in the 
visioning process. Ideas, suggested in night­
time brainstorm sessions at local high 
schools, were reviewed in later meetings. 
Eventually, this raw material was crafted 
into a set of 40 ambitious goals. 

The first goal was to create a positive 
image for the city and Hamilton County. 
Two other primary goals were to carve a role 
as a river city and to shore up downtown so 
that it could serve as the city's signature. 

In many ways, the goals read like a wish 
list, filled with dreams of a vital and livable 
downtown, a riverfront development plan, al­
leviation of substandard housing, pollution 
reduction, prevention of teen pregnancy, a 
spouse abuse shelter, a human relations com­
mission, male youth offender treatment fa­
cilities, business and industrial zones for new 
development, renovation of the Tivoli Thea­
ter, more parks, support of local artists, and 
even a new, more representative form of city 
government. With the list polished, Venture 
contacted local organizations that might 
have a stake in achieving some specific goal. 
They created committees and volunteer net­
works for particular projects. Some goals, 
however, were merely goals the citizenry 
wanted, with little mechanism available to 
turn them into reality. 

"There was a lot of skepticism," says Elea­
nor Cooper, executive director of Chat­
tanooga Venture. "The myth was definitely 
floating around that the power structure 
controlled things. It probably was more of a 
power vacuum, and no one was making those 
decisions.'' 

Some observers salute Venture's role as a 
catalyst for discussion and thought; but they 
also state bluntly that it's not the only rea­
son Chattanooga has changed. 

"At last, the leadership of this community 
has come to realize that it can't simply exist 
on Lookout Mountain at the upper reaches 
of society and be truly fulfilled, happy and 
successful unless the whole city is," says one 
longtime resident. 

Today, much of the credit for Chattanoo­
ga's renewal goes to one of the city's most 



March 31, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7117 
influential people, Jack Lupton, whose fami­
ly's Coca-Cola bottling fortune is rumored to 
be beyond human comprehension. During the 
1980s, The Lyndhurst Foundation, which is 
endowed by Lupton's family, began an activ­
ist effort to fund innovative and progressive 
projects. 

Developer Leonard Kinsey says that while 
Chattanooga Venture and other local efforts 
were influential, it was Lupton who led the 
charge. "Anybody that has any clue about 
what's happened knows the main reason is 
Jack Lupton," Kinsey says. "He said, 'Let's 
do something about Chattanooga.' " 

Ruth Holmberg, chairman of the Chat­
tanooga Times, jokes that Lupton, who, she 
says, persuaded skittish downtown mer­
chants to go along with changing the name 
of 10th Street to MLK Boulevard, is their 
"500-pound gorilla." She says the city is 
blessed with an inordinate number of philan­
thropies that have aided Chattanooga, but 
the Lyndhurst Foundation goes to the top of 
the list. "Their influence in the city is un­
paralleled and can't be minimized." 

Lupton provided a generous start-up grant 
to Chattanooga Venture. In the mid-'80s, 
while Venture was building consensus on the 
city's vision of itself, the jointly appointed 
Moccassin Bend Task Force had begun ad­
dressing another component of Chattanoo­
ga's identity: its natural endowments. 
Moccassin Bend is the largely undeveloped 
tear-shaped, 600-acre archipelago formed by 
the Tennessee River just after it passes 
downtown Chattanooga. The land, owned by 
the city, county and state, is a natural and 
archeological treasure. 

One of the task force's actions was to hire 
Carl Lynch, Boston urban designer; the re­
sulting energy was an ambitious riverfront 
master plan. The task force also emerged 
with a series of charges. First, public access 
to the river should be encouraged at every 
opportunity. Secondly, anything built along 
the river should be of the highest quality. 
And finally, an organization would have to 
be established to make sure the plans were 
implemented. 

"If somebody didn't get up every Monday 
morning and think about it, then probably in 
five years we'd be dusting the study back 
off," says Bill Sudderth, president of The 
RiverCity Company, the unique, not-for-prof­
it development company created out of the 
Moccasin Bend recommendations. 

The RiverCity Company's board of direc­
tors is a mixture of business, civic, and elect­
ed officials, and its purpose is to turn the 
study's words and pictures into actions. 

"Implementing studies is a lot harder than 
doing them, and Chattanooga, for a long 
time, became known as a city that was prob­
ably overstudied," says Sudderth. "Once the 
community has decided on a particular 
project, we hopefully have the expertise to 
get a project off the drawing board, off the 
ground, and open.'' 

The years of hard work and organizing 
have paid off. Chattanooga is now equipped 
with an innovative goal-planning system 
that has actually shown results. However, 
the biggest test of the city's newfound re­
solve came with the construction of the Ten­
nessee Aquarium. The idea of a freshwater 
aquarium had been kicked around for years, 
especially after a similar operation success­
fully opened in Baltimore in 1981. The idea 
was revived by students at the Urban Design 
Center, itself an adjunct to the RiverCity 
Company and the city Planning Commission. 
More than $7 million in seed money for a 
large civic attraction had already been ap­
propriated by Governors Alexander an 
McWherter. 

Sudderth says RiverCity commissioned ar­
chitects to draw up plans and bought ap­
proximately $3 million worth of land. By 
early 1988, RiverCity had raised $24 million 
in funds, much of it from Jac.k Lupton, Olan 
Mills and other local philanthropists, but 
they were still short of the estimated price 
tag, which exceeded $45 million. 

Sudderth says McWherter aide Jim Hall 
encouraged them to go ahead and break 
ground. "Once a project has broken ground, 
people quit thinking in terms of 'If.' It be­
comes a 'When.' A lot of people who'll fight 
it suddenly quit fighting and they'll go fight 
another project." 

Sudderth says that decision to break 
ground shows the hybrid strength of 
RiverCity. Government is often reluctant to 
take such risks, he says, and private sector 
developers rarely build without cash in hand. 
He also cites the political advantages of the 
company's structure. "Most cities put orga­
nizations like us as part of city government, 
or they remove it from city government and 
fight with it all the time," Sudderth says. 

With ground broken and the aquarium 
under construction, and especially with 
Lupton behind the project, there were few 
doubts that it would happen. Still, the anxi­
ety wasn't completely gone. As the project 
progressed, many wondered aloud why the 
city needed a "multimillion dollar 
fish tank." One resident recalls that "there 
were a lot of perfectly thoughtful people who 
said, 'This is an enormous venture, and what 
happens if it fails?'" 

It didn't. More than one million people­
twice the projected number-visited the at­
traction in its first year, despite the fact 
that it bought no advertising. Now, its suc­
cess serves as a kind of touchstone for 
Chattanoogans' renewed confidence. 

Amid the momentum, RiverCity is com­
pleting a riverfront apartment complex. 
When the company was soliciting a private 
firm to design and build the apartments, it 
sent out packets to 70 developers nationwide, 
including some in Nashville. 

Only one bid came back, from Chattanoo­
ga's Leonard Kinsey & Associates, the firm 
responsible for redeveloping the Choo-Choo 
in the late '80s. "We submitted a bid which 
was very different from what is being built," 
says John Kinsey, the firm's president. 

Because the project was being chiefly de­
veloped by RiverCity, it qualified for public 
money. Thus, while Kinsey's bid had to be 
economically sound from a private devel­
oper's standpoint, RiverCity opted to work 
with the firm and raise enough capital for a 
better quality project. The city helped fund 
the venture, ensuring that the Moccasin 
Bend study's recommendation to have first­
class river development would be carried 
out. 

Meanwhile, Eleanor Cooper says it was Jim 
Rouse, head of the Baltimore-based Enter­
prise Foundation, who challenged the city to 
eliminate all substandard housing by the 
year 2000. The city accepted the challenge, 
and with Rouse's advice and aid, the Chat­
tanooga Neighborhood Enterprise is well on 
its way to improving an inventory of more 
than 10,000 local residences. 

" Jim Rouse said that if you make a city a 
good place for its own citizens to live, then 
other people will want to do business there, 
come and live, and tourists will come," says 
Councilwoman Hurley. 

The city's successes have surprised many 
local residents, and it's possible to hear any 
number of suggestions as to which achieve­
ments other prospective cities might do well 
to emulate. " It's interesting to watch com-

munities come in here and try to figure out 
why it happened here, and they pretty much 
all settle on the fact that, 'Hell, if we had 
the Lyndhurst foundation, we could do that 
too,'" Sudderth says. 

"What we've tried to say to them is, 'Tell 
you what we'll do. In the case of Knoxville, 
you send us UT and we'll trade, OK?' We've 
tried to tell communities to look at what 
you've got. What is the strength you can 
build on?" 

All agree that the visioning process has 
taught the city a profound lesson in the 
value of inclusiveness. 

"I think it's terribly important to get ev­
erybody at the table," says Hurley, who 
came to the City Council with a background 
in the civic private sector and arts organiza­
tions. Many of the best ideas in any city, she 
says, have been floating around the commu­
nity for years, but the visioning process cre­
ates a synergism and momentum that actu­
ally gets things done. 

"That was sort of our motto, "Turn talk 
into action,' " Hurley says. 

It would be easy to claim that Chat­
tanooga had created Eden in a half-decade, 
but the city still faces persistent problems: 

Despite attainment of the Clean Air Act 
goals, there is still environmental damage to 
be corrected. Chattanooga Creek is said to be 
one of the most polluted bodies of water in 
America. Race relations, while improved, 
grew strained earlier this month after a 
black motorist, pulled over for DUI, was 
strangled by five white police officers. 
Osborne says that the city is still more seg­
regated than she'd like, and one resident 
says that while a black middle class exists in 
Chattanooga, it's far too small. 

The Times' Holmberg agrees that there's 
still a long way to go. "I don't think we've 
gotten to the point yet where we're giving 
lessons,'' she says. "We have overcome our 
feeling of metropolitan insecurity. I think 
universally, people are looking for the next 
step." 

For Sudderth, the next step is another on 
the road toward Chattanooga's modest goal 
of being "the best mid-sized city in the 
South." 

"I can remember the whole time I was in 
Nashville," says Sudderth. "There was a 
feeling that if you were from Chattanooga, 
you were inferior. I think [that feeling is] 
gone. We long ago lost the race of being the 
biggest, but there's no reason we can't be the 
best. 

On a chilly Tuesday night in early Feb­
ruary, more than 100 people are at Chat­
tanooga's Howard School of Science and 
Technology for one of the many Revision 
2000 meetings. In this particular classroom, 
Mary K. Radpour, a Chattanooga Venture 
boardmember and private family and marital 
therapist, is facilitating the discussion 
among a diverse group of nine people. She 
passes out a sheet of paper and asks every­
one to take five minutes to list ideas that 
describe the best community Chattanooga 
can be in regard to "Places." This is the 
same way Radpour led meetings nine years 
ago, as part of Vision 2000. 

The Revision program is a way for the citi­
zens to refocus on goals, and, since so many 
have been met, to generate some new ones. 

After five minutes, Radpour gets around 
the room, carefully helping craft each per­
son's suggestion; then, she writes it on one of 
the large pieces of paper taped to the wall. 

One Lookout Mountain resident, a man in 
a blue blazer and red tie, says he wants more 
of a commitment to historical preservation. 
Another well-dressed Lookout Mountain 
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resident, John Parjam, says he wants atten­
tion to revitalization of suburban neighbor­
hoods. 

Lois Osborne says she wants the greenways 
plan fully implemented. A casually dressed 
Paul Hicks says he'd like to see the railroad 
track near his neighborhood turned into a 
greenway. Prentice Hicks, who appears to be 
a disheveled out doorsman says he'd like to 
see clean industry promoted. Carolyn 
Westbrook wants to see more downtown revi­
talization, including cleaning Market Street 
further south. Dr. Major Mccollough, presi­
dent of the Chattanooga Regional Anthropo­
logical Association, says · he ·wants the 
Moccassin Bend area preserved in its natural 
state. 

Patricia Rogers offers several specific sug­
gestions for the plant life conservancies 
along the riverfront. She even offers an ap­
propriate Bible quote that draws apprecia­
tion from the group. 

John Edwards says he'd like to see con­
struction of an amphitheater to tell the 
story of the area's shared racial history. 

On the next go-round, the suggestions get 
bolder. People are feeding off of one an­
other's ideas. The patient Radpour treats all 
suggestions, silly or not, with utmost re­
spect. 

"Everybody's contribution is valuable," 
Osborne says later. "If you wanted to sug­
gest 'More mice eating onions,' it would have 
gone up on the board. No matter what goes 
up there, we could see it happen." 

This time around the ideas are getting bet­
ter: Open the schools for multi-uses at night, 
free of charge to community organizations. 
Place a formal market at the real Ross' 
Landing. Devise a system to provide more 
controlled city growth. Establish travel 
routes that limit noise and chemical pollu­
tion in neighborhoods. Develop a local lit­
eracy project named for former slave Mary 
Walker. Expand the convention center to 
provide more jobs. More public art spaces. 
Light rail networks. "Connect with At­
lanta." someone interjects. 

Two hours have sailed past, and there are 
nearly 30 definite suggestions logged on the 
walls. The pages will be taken down and 
back to the Venture offices. In March citi­
zens will attend meetings to review the 
ideas, clarify and prioritize them. 

What goals will emerge? Based on past 
progress, the process could take 10 years. 
These things take time, and Chattanoogans 
have now learned how possible it is for a city 
to control its own destiny. 

"The history of Chattanooga is a few 
wealthy people who had all the power,'' 
Osborne says. "As we've seen around the 
world lately, humanity is capable of govern­
ing itself."• 

COMMENDING MR. JASON 
HESSELL 

• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Mr. Jason 
Hessell of Florissant, MO. He is a mem­
ber of Boy Scout Troop No. 884 and has 
attained the prestigious rank and 
honor of Eagle Scout. 

Jason attends Hazelwood Central 
High School and is active in organized 
baseball, football, and swimming. 
While in the Cub Scouts, he earned the 
ranks of Bobcat, Wolf, Bear, and 
Webelos. Jason also achieved Cub 
Scouting's highest award, the Arrow of 
Light. He graduated from the Cub 
Scouts on April 14, 1988. 

On April 14, 1988, Jason joined the 
Boy Scouts and earned the ranks of 
Tenderfoot, Second Class, First Class, 
Star, Life, and Eagle. In addition, he 
attained 8 skill awards and 25 merit 
badges. He has participated in lea<,ler­
ship training classes and has received 
several positions of responsibility and 
leadership. 

Mr. President, I would like to extend 
my congratulations and best wishes to 
Mr. Jason Hessell for his service and 
commitment to the Boy Scouts of 
America and hopes for continued suc­
cess in the future.• 

NATIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING WEEK 

• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, yesterday 
I, along with my colleague from Dela­
ware, Senator BIDEN, introduced Sen­
ate Joint Resolution 75, a joint resolu­
tion to designate January 2, 1994, 
through January 8, 1994, as "National 
Law Enforcement Training Week." 
Senator BIDEN's name was inadvert­
ently omitted as an original cosponsor 
in the printing of the resolution, and I 
ask that the name of Senator BIDEN be 
added as an original cosponsor to Sen­
ate Joint Resolution 75.• 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-CONFERENCE RE­
PORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 64, the budget resolution. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 64) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 
1997, and 1998, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses 
this report, signed by a majority of the con­
ferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re­
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
today, March 31, 1993.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to report that conferees to the 
fiscal year 1994 concurrent budget reso­
lution have reached an agreement in 
record time qn a landmark deficit cut­
ting and economic growth plan. 

Now, this accord answers the chal­
lenge laid down by President Clinton to 
come up with more cu ts and more defi­
cit savings. We did so by finding an ad­
ditional $76 billion in deficit reduction, 
providing my colleagues in both Houses 
the opportunity to lock in record 
spending reductions while also reorder­
ing priorities to reflect the cold war's 
conclusion. 

I want to underscore right from the 
beginning that the compromise rep­
resented by the conference report re­
duces the deficit with fewer taxes, 
about $22.5 billion less in taxes and 
more spending cuts than the budget 
resolution which passed the Senate 
just a week ago. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation 
and question about procedure tonight? 

Mr. SASSER. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Senator. 
We have a total of four Senators who 

want to speak, two of them for a very 
short period of time, the Senator from 
New Mexico for maybe 10 or 15 min­
utes, and Senator GRASSLEY, who de­
sires to speak for a very long period of 
time. I wonder if the Senator might 
tell us what his plans are with ref­
erence to how much time he intends to 
use for the first-round opening re­
marks. 

Mr. SASSER. I say to my friend from 
New Mexico I think I would probably 
use no more than 20 minutes. And then 
I would be pleased--

Mr. DOMENIC!. Does the Senator 
have others who want to speak on that 
side? 

Mr. SASSER. I think perhaps I do. 
The Senator from California has ex­
pressed an interest in speaking for a 
short period of time. I see the Senator 
from Maryland on the floor, and I an­
ticipate that he will probably want to 
speak. Those are the only two I am 
aware of at the present time. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I would just say to 
my friend I think we can get our three 
Senators to speak for a total of 20 min­
utes before Senator GRASSLEY speaks 
for 20 minutes. So I will use 10, they 
will have 5 each, and we will have used 
20 on a side. 

I thank the Senator so much. 
Mr. SASSER. I thank my friend from 

New Mexico. 
Mr. President. unlike past years, the 

differences between the House and Sen­
ate versions of the budget resolution 
were not that pronounced, especially 
when one looked at the 5-year pro­
jected results of each resolution. In a 
very important measure, they bore a 
striking resemblance to each other 
over 5 years. So all we needed was a bit 
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of fine tuning to bring the versions of 
each House's budget resolution into 
harmony. 

Now, the House passed a budget reso­
lution which called for $510 billion in 
deficit reduction over the next 5 years. 
The Senate passed a budget resolution 
that contained $516 billion in deficit re­
duction over the same 5-year period. 

Now, these figures exclude the so­
called stimulus package. And the ac­
cord that we have come back with, 
that is, this conference report that is 
before the body this evening, changes 
the Senate budget resolution in the fol­
lowing way: It drops or cuts $22.5 bil­
lion in taxes that were in the Senate 
bill when it left here just a week ago. 
It adds a scaled-back ver_sion of the 
House civil service cost-of-living-ad­
justment provision which saves $2.7 bil­
lion. 

Now, this provision affects only Fed­
eral retirees under the age of 62. It does 
not affect those retirees under the age 
of 62 who were faced with a mandatory 
retirement age such as policemen, fire­
men, FAA air controllers. 

This conference report cu ts discre­
tionary spending by an additional $6.8 
billion from the bill that passed the 
Senate about a week ago. 

Mr. President, this conference report 
before the Senate this evening contains 
a record $496 billion in savings or defi­
cit reduction from 1994 to 1998. It re­
duces the deficit by 50 percent or one­
half as a percent of gross domestic 
product from 1993 to 1998. 

If we did nothing, if we just put the 
budget on automatic pilot and did not 
adopt this conference report, the 1998 
deficit would explode to a figure of $450 
billion. 

Now, let me repeat: This is the larg­
est deficit reduction package proposed 
by any President and passed by any 
Congress in the history of this country. 
This agreement before the Senate this 
evening is higher than the previous 
record set of $482 billion in the 1990 
budget agreement, and the conference 
report beforA us this evening exceeds 
the President's original deficit reduc­
tion proposal by some $76 billion. 

Now, with passage of the conference 
report, the budget resolution calls for 
$106 billion to be cut from military 
spending over the next 5 years, $81 bil­
lion to be cut from nondefense discre­
tionary cuts; and $91 billion to be cut 
in so-called entitlement of mandatory 
programs. 

At the same time, the tax writing 
committees of both Houses will be or­
dered to produce $273 billion in reve­
nues, and these revenues will be dedi­
cated totally to deficit reduction. 

Once again, the vast majority of 
these new revenues will come from the 
very wealthiest of Americans among 
us, those who profited so much from 
the skewed tax policies of the 1980's. 

Let me emphasize a point that I 
think has been misunderstood, and in 

some areas distorted repeatedly. There 
is not a dime of spending in this Clin­
ton plan-not a dime of additional 
spending-that is not offset by spend­
ing cuts. There is not a dime of revenue 
that is not dedicated to reducing the 
deficit, to deficit reduction. 

Moreover, this is no paper tiger. It is 
all completely enforced. The orders set 
out in the budget resolution are en­
forced by points of order which can 
only be overcome by a 60-vote super­
majority in the Senate. Frankly, I 
have not seen a point of order over­
come in the Senate in the last 3 years, 
and we checked. I think the period has 
probably been longer than that. 

In addition, any discretionary spend­
ing coming from the Appropriations 
Committee that exceeds $539 billion in 
1994, and $540 billion in 1995, could re­
sult in a sequester created by the 1990 
Budget Enforcement Act. 

So for those of us who are truly seri­
ous about reducing the deficit, it is 
clear that spending is coming down 
under this agreement. The deficit is 
coming down. The conference report 
spells out how much, and the reconcili­
ation will show us how we are to do it. 

I also want to make it clear that the 
conferees have been true to the vision 
and philosophy enunciated in the 
President's statement of "A Vision of 
Change for America." None of the ini­
tiatives that he described or the prior­
ities that he assigned have been elimi­
nated. All of the President's objectives 
are fully accommodated. This blue­
print is the blueprint of President Clin­
ton, and the structure it follows is one 
the American people consistently en­
dorse. 

It is the conferees' sincere hope that 
the Appropriations and authorizations 
committees will soon be able to begin 
the next crucial step in the process. 

The American people want action on 
the President's economic program. In 
the spirit of partnership and mutual 
conference, let us now push that proc­
ess forward. 

Mr. President, all of the debate, all of 
the rhetoric, all of the multicolored 
charts, and all of the amendments on 
the budget resolution are boiling down 
to one vote and one choice. And the 
choice my fellow Senators will make 
on tomorrow is absolutely crucial to 
the future of our Nation. 

There is a temptation for some of our 
colleagues to curse the darkness and to 
accept our lot. Yes; we could accept the 
status quo. We could reject change, and 
reject a reasonable proposal to break 
the gridlock which gripped us over the 
past few years. 

Yes; we could accept the deficits that 
are choking the vigor and life out of 
our country. Of course, we could do 
nothing. We could accept economic 
stagnation, economic decline, more 
layoffs, and 7-percent unemployment 
as the realities of life. 

()f course, we could say we will do 
nothing; we are not going to change. 

We are going to accept, in the longrun, 
being second best in a global economy. 
And, of course, we could say that pov­
erty, illness homelessness, neglect, de­
spair, they are just part of living; let 
us not do anything about them. 

Yes; we could accept the misguided 
economic policies of the past 12 years 
that have brought us to this point of 
departure this evening. We could do 
that simply by doing nothing. But I 
would suggest to my colleagues on 
both sides that the American people 
have made it clear that they are sim­
ply not going to tolerate continued in­
activity. They especially will not toler­
ate it now that a President of the Unit­
ed States has given them an alter­
native to gridlock, a very clear choice 
that President Clinton has presented to 
us over the past few weeks. 

Our new President has given the Con­
gress and the Nation a bold, fair, credi­
ble, well-conceived and well-crafted 
economic plan, a plan composed of 
long-term deficit reduction, spending 
cuts, and investment in our human and 
capital resources, because the Amer­
ican people have been saying we want 
to invest in our own country and in our 
own people once again. 

We have a President who is leading 
the effort to change. He got out in 
front of the deficit crisis and came up 
with a program for constructive 
change. And the President's economic 
plan is the only logical choice, and the 
best choice for our country. 

Last summer, some of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle became quite 
fond of quoting President Harry Tru­
man. I must say that Harry Truman is 
a great hero of mine. But I do remem­
ber years ago as a youngster listening 
to the enunciations of Harry Truman 
coming from some quarters when he 
served as President. -

But I think of Harry Truman and I 
think of President Clinton when I hear 
these words of President Truman. I 
quote: 

I do not believe in anti anything. A man 
has to have a program. You have to be for 
something. Otherwise, you will never get 
anywhere. 

Well, Harry Truman was just as right 
about that then as it is correct today. 
That has been the problem with some 
of our friends. The President's detrac­
tors have been unable to match his far­
reaching, comprehensive plan. Instead, 
some have put their wagons in a circle, 
and have simply been sniping at him 
with the same old tired tax-and-spend 
rhetoric that we have been hearing for 
decades. 

Our friends on the other side have 
been unable to come up with an alter­
native where the discretionary totals 
in their budget were displayed across 
the functions for all to see, and the 
mandatory cuts were reconciled and 
specific policy options are listed to 
achieve those cuts. 

In short, they have not come up with 
a real budget alternative. 
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So after weeks of debate, and votes 

on dozens and dozens and dozens of 
amendments, it appears that the cup­
board is still bare on the other side of 
the aisle. We are told that they want 
us to cut discretionary spending, but 
they do not say where. Instead, they 
propose freezes, and then troop out 
here and vote to support the Presi­
dent's proposals in Head Start, in com­
munity policing, in childhood immuni­
zation, and so on and on forth. 

Therefore, any cut in general, but 
they cannot seem to accept any cut in 
the specific. 

So, in conclusions, Mr. President, we 
really have no alternative to the Presi­
dent's plan that has been presented to 
the American people, and which the 
American people support by an over­
whelming margin, if the polls are to be 
believed. At least no credible alter­
native has been offered here on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. 

The plan offered by President Clin­
ton, on the other hand, has been vali­
dated by everyone from the Federal Re­
serve Board Chairman, Alan Green­
span, to our foreign allies around the 
world. The bond markets voted for the 
plan with the lowest rate ever for 30-
year bonds. 

A recent Wall Street Journal-NBC 
poll shows our fellow citizens prefer­
ring the Clinton plan, by a 2-to-1 mar­
gin, to a proposal from the minority 
that would not raise taxes. 

So even by a 2-to-1 margin, over 2-to­
l, they prefer the Clinton plan-even 
though it does raise taxes-over the 
plan from the other side that does not 
raise taxes. I think that is truly phe­
nomenal, because that indicates that 
the American people know that the old 
ways simply do not work, that we have 
to change, and we have to do things 
differently. 

The President has presented the Con­
gress and the American people with a 
credible economic plan that contains 
all of the ingredients for deficit reduc­
tion and long-term economic growth. 
Tomorrow, our colleagues will cast 
their votes on the conference report, 
and I hope they will consider one more 
insight from old give-'em-hell Harry 
Truman, and this is what he said: 

The people of the country are far ahead of 
most of the politicans, and they always are. 
The people are not afraid of new ideas; they 
want government to go ahead with the meas­
ures that are necessary to realize the unlim­
ited opportunities that America offers for in­
creasing the happiness and welfare of the 
people of this country. 

Well, that is what Harry Truman said 
in the late 1940's, and I think it is true 
today. The American people and the 
President know where they are going, 
that it is in the right director, and I 
trust that none of us in this Chamber 
tomorrow morning will be left behind 
when we cast our vote. 

I would be pleased now to yield to the 
distinguished ranking member for any 
statement he might wish to make. 

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

Mr. DOMENIC!. I ask my two friends, 
Senator GRAMM and Senator NICKLES, 
would 5 minutes each be satisfactory? 

Mr. GRAMM. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I will do mine quick­

ly, and then I will yield to Senator 
GRASSLEY. 

Mr. President, first, let me make it 
clear that there are two very strange 
things about the budget conference re­
port that is before us. Let me take the 
most incredible one first. We do not 
have a budget yet, so, tonight, we are 
approving a budget resolution for our 
country, allegedly for 5 years, and we 
do not have the President's budget. So 
we do not know, in the numbers we 
have here and in the President's vision 
document, we do not even know that 
the President's budget is going to be 
the same. 

In fact, he can change it just like 
they changed their mind a couple of 
nights ago and agreed they were not 
going to impose user fees on Western 
America through the reconciliation 
process. The heat was on and the poli­
tics were heavy, and Democratic Sen­
ators were telling the President we had 
better not do that. They were saying: 
"It is probably going to cost you all of 
the gains you made in the West." So 
that changed. I do not know what else 
will be changed in the budget. 

Obviously, the Democratic side of 
this Senate voted for this resolution 
with a storm of sense-of-the-Senate 
resolutions saying we did not really 
mean it. We really do not mean we are 
for the Btu energy tax, because we do 
not want the farmers to get too much 
of that. Another one says we are going 
to exempt Northeastern America, be­
cause we do not think they ought to be 
paying that on their heating bills. 

The point I am making is that this 
budget is filled with unspecified, unde­
termined program changes and cu ts 
and tax increases. And there is a con­
tinual carping that the Republicans do 
not have a budget plan. . 

The second point I wanted to make is 
that the Republicans did not attend 
the conference on the budget. We were 
invited to an opening session, and we 
were not invited to anything else. In 
fact, we are struggling around trying 
to interpret this document like every­
body else in the Senate, because we 
were not there. Our staff was not there. 
And, frankly, that is up to the chair­
man of each side if they want to do 
business that way. 

But our friends on this side of the 
aisle, the Republicans, ought to know 
we just were not part of this. We were 
not invited in or asked about anything. 
So that should be set straight in the 
RECORD here. 

It is also very interesting to note 
that-I am going to try to read off one 
of the Democratic charts here in terms 
of where all of the cuts came from that 

are contended. I think they are all un­
specified, which is rather interesting 
also. 

While we are looking for that, Mr. 
President, let me make a point. My dis­
tinguished friend, the chairman, made 
a statement. He said that there has 
even been a little bit of, perhaps, try­
ing to mislead on our side of the aisle, 
and then he made a statement that was 
unequivocal. He said: "I want every­
body to know that wherever there is a 
new spending program, there is a cut to 
match up against it." 

Well, let me just give those who are 
interest an example of what that would 
mean. That means that if in fact this 
budget adds $100 billion in new spend­
ing, our chairman assures us that there 
is $100 billion in cuts. What does that 
tell the American people? There are no 
cuts. 

If you spend $100 billion in new pro­
grams and cut $100 billion, the effect is 
zero. Essentially that is what we have, 
a zero cut domestic budget. Frankly, 
we are using Congressional Budget Of­
fice numbers, and I want everybody to 
know that we are really cutting back 
the domestic budget of the United 
States. 

Obviously, I am saying that in a tone 
that clearly I do not want anybody to 
even believe or think we are cutting 
under the President's plan any domes­
tic spending, because we are not. Let 
me make a point. In the U.S. budget, 
there is defense, foreign affairs, and 
there is a great big quantity of expend­
itures that is called domestic spending, 
including discretionary, that we vote 
on every year, and mandatory expendi­
tures, like Medicaid and like food 
stamps, that are automatic. They are 
two-thirds of the American budget and 
growing like wildlife, just sweeping 
across, gobbling up the taxpayers' 
money and leaving a huge, huge, legacy 
behind it of debt. This is a true state­
ment. 

This little green here on the chart-­
we wanted green to be cuts because 
that meant we were on a green light 
and saving the taxpayers real green, 
real money. It is $11 billion that is ef­
fectively cut out of the entire domestic 
budget of the United States, save So­
cial Security, which we are not count­
ing at all. 

That is why Republicans are saying, 
you may have a plan, Mr. President, 
you may have a plan, fellow Demo­
crats, but just to run around and say 
you have a plan does not mean the plan 
is fair and does not mean the plan will 
work. It certainly does not mean that 
we are going to create jobs, "grow 
jobs"-that was kind of a neat phrase 
during the campaign. We are led to be­
lieve that a budget-when we are in the 
worst deficit posture we could ever be 
in-that cuts all of domestic spending 
$11 billion, and lo and behold, raises 
taxes on the American people and user 
fees, which are taxes imposed on those 
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who use their Government-I do not 
know how it can be construed to be a 
cut. The end product of all of this is 
that $291 billion in deficit reduction 
under the plan is taxes and user fees. 

We could almost have said: Save all 
the trouble. Let us whack defense 
twice as much as President Bush asked 
for and levy $291 billion of taxes on the 
American people, and you have a plan. 

Is that a very sophisticated plan, an 
indepth plan? It is a tax plan. 

Believe you me, when the American 
people find out about those taxes be­
tween this budget resolution vote to­
morrow and 2 months from now when 
the committees start writing it, they 
are going to tell you-they are going to 
tell those tax-writing committees, "We 
do not believe it." It is the highest 
marginal rate increases in the history 
of America, and we were told that it is 
all on rich people. I am going to tell 
you, about 70 percent of it is going to 
be on small businesses. 

Do you know what is going to happen 
to the job growth in America? It is 
going out the window as the small 
businessman writes these new giant 
checks to whom, I say to my friend 
from Texas? 

Mr. GRAMM. To Uncle Sam. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. He is going to write 

the check not to buy equipment and to 
payroll, he is going to write it to Uncle 
Sam. 

Mr. GRAMM. And he is going to 
spend it. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. And if Uncle Sam is 
going to create the jobs, you have a 
good budget because this budget plans 
to do it exactly that way. lt plans to 
create jobs by what is called investing 
the taxpayers' money. And we all un­
derstand what that means. That is a 
new school of thought that says if you 
tell the American people, the tax­
payers, the hardworking people, if you 
tell them we are going to invest your 
money, they will let you tax them 
more. 

I am paraphrasing what I think our 
President believes. I think he believes, 
and he has proven it right, that if he 
tells the American people over and 
over, "I am not spending your tax dol­
lars, I am investing it for you," that 
they will really believe that and they 
will say, "Taxes, we want to be taxed 
so you can spend money, so you can 
create jobs." That is what this budget 
is all about. 

Anybody that thinks it is specific, 
just read the document. What it really 
says, the President of the United 
States plans to spend just about as 
much as he is going to cut from all of 
the domestic programs of America. 
And if the taxpayers of this country 
find out that that is all they are get­
ting for $291 billion in new taxes, the 
tax revolts of the past will pale. They 
will say, "Where are the cuts?" And 
the answer-the only honest answer­
will be, twofold: We are cutting de-

fense. In fact we are cutting defense 
twice as much as the previous Presi­
dent thought. Second, we are waiting 
around to save a whole bunch of money 
from health reform. The Congressional 
Budget Office speaking of this budget, 
this Vision of America, stated, "It 
makes a contribution to reducing the 
deficit but not sufficient to solve the 
long run problem." 

So, Mr. President, I want to summa­
rize a couple of numbers. I want to 
make two summary remarks, and then 
I will yield. 

Let me state for the record and for 
anybody in this country that thinks 
Senator DOMENIC! must be talking 
about something that really is not be­
fore the Congress because nobody in 
the country thinks this is the way it is. 
Let me give you the real totals on 
what is going to happen to the budget 
of the United States while we raise 
taxes $291 billion. 

From 1994 until 1998, the domestic 
budget of the United States will in­
crease. The people have been led to be­
lieve it was going to decrease. It will 
increase, I say to my friend from Okla­
homa, $557 billion. Those are not pulled 
out of the air. Those are in this budget 
document. 

Mr. President, when we say to Amer­
ica, we want everybody to share includ­
ing the Government, not just the tax­
payer, you would think they would 
have said let us cut $50 billion out of 
this Federal Government's domestic 
programs, the myriad of them, some 
2,300 of them. If you cut $50 billion, you 
would at least be saying to the tax­
payer we are giving you something on 
domestic. But, no, that is not what is 
happening. It is going to go up $577 bil­
lion, more than $100 billion a year, I 
say to my friend from Texas, more 
than $100 billion a year. 

The reason I state that is because I 
really do not believe the American peo­
ple, who are saying let us give the 
President a chance, let us give him his 
plan, understand that the only real 
thing that is going to happen is they 
are going to get taxed. I do not see 
anybody saying let us tax for 1 year 
and see if this works. They say, put 
this tax on; it is a great plan and it re­
duces the deficit. It is going to reduce 
the deficit if it works. 

And I submit the defense cuts are so 
big, they are going to put people out in 
the street in larger numbers than the 
American economy can create new 
jobs, and I submit American small 
business across this land is going to 
grow less, not more; create fewer, not 
more, jobs under this enormous, enor­
mous new tax, including a fuel tax that 
spares no one. 

We have poor families that are sup­
posed to be bailed out by an earned in­
come tax credit. I say to both my 
friends, what happens to a retired per­
son with no children? They are, by defi­
nition, not entitled to it. They are not 

a working family. Even a two-member 
couple, the elderly with no children, 
they are not going to get it. But they 
are going to pay the Btu tax for the en­
ergy they use. 

Then to add to it all, is the absurd­
ities of all absurdities; we are taxing 
crude oil twice as much as we are tax­
ing coal per British thermal unit pro­
duced, and nobody can understand why. 
Why oil? We produce it at home. We 
are putting an import fee on domestic 
oil favoring coal and saying to the 
American people, sacrifice. 

What happened to the Government 
sacrificing? We are going to ask the 
men and women in the military to sac­
rifice. We are even freezing their pay. 

Tomorrow I will try to undo that in 
this appropriations bill. I do not under­
stand why we are spending $19 billion 
on a stimulus package, half of which is 
to stimulate some politicians, and we 
cannot pay the military, cannot give 
them a pay raise. And how about the 
rest of our civilian work force? 

Let me tell you what I think. If you 
want to invest in America, pay your 
workers. That is an investment. We 
ought not be throwing money after 
projects all over this country and say­
ing to the civilian work force of Amer­
ica, you do not get a pay increase. I 
think we ought to take $3 or $4 billion 
out of that stimulus package and say, 
"Let us pay our workers, let us pay our 
military men and women.'' 

So, Mr. President, I want to summa­
rize and thank my friends on this side 
of the aisle for all their help. We all un­
derstand it on our side very, very well. 
My friend, DON NICKLES, continues to 
tell me, make it simple Pete. The truth 
of the matter is that when Leon Pa­
netta, the new OMB Director, first 
started talking about the plan he said, 
"I am very hopeful it will be $2 in cuts 
for $1 in taxes." He had before that, 
when he was a House Member, said, "I 
think a reasonable package for the 
American taxpayers would be $3 in cuts 
for $1 in taxes." 

Let me tell you, it is not $3 for $1, $3 
in cuts for $1 in taxes. It is not $2 in 
cuts for $1 in taxes; it is the other way 
around. It is $3.38 in taxes and fees for 
every $1 in cuts. 

Again, some will say, where is your 
plan? I will tell you. We do not have 
enough votes around here to even pass 
a $50 million reduction in this budget. 
If we ask to cut $50 million out, some­
one says, you are going to hurt the 
plan. 

Where do you think a plan of the Re­
publicans would have gone? It would 
have gone to the media to say each spe­
cific item we were planning, while this 
budget does not have very many specif­
ics in it, but it has kind of been sold as 
a detailed plan. 

Having said that, our plan is simple. 
Look at six or seven of our amend­
ments and they will tell you perfectly 
well what the Republicans want to do. 
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We wanted less spending and less taxes. 
We wanted more cuts and less taxes, 
dollar for dollar. We offered numerous 
amendments saying cut $40 million 
more and relieve our taxes $40 million. 
We did that three or four different 
ways. Every time we did it, it was the 
same kind of thing; be specific, be spe­
cific. There is nothing specific about 
the budget before us. 

In fact, it looks to me like the 5-year 
summary in their own document says 
that their nondefense savings are all 
unallocated, which means nonspecific. 

And let me also suggest, because we 
are used to being very honest with each 
other, the overwhelming percentage of 
the domestic discretionary cuts are in 
the 5th year of this plan. Do you know 
what that means? That means, if you 
believe we are going to do that, you 
will believe almost any kind of fairy 
tale around, because it will not happen. 

And last, but not least, I want to say 
it the way I feel. I think this budget 
represents a lost opportunity. I believe 
there was a one-in-a-million chance to 
get the deficit under control, and it is 
gone. Because, unless you get the man­
datory expenditures under control, you 
are going to only tax and tax and tax. 
And, as the Congressional Budget Of­
fice says, you will not affect the long­
term deficit. 

The only way that we could have got­
ten a real budget is if we put those 
kinds of things in, and the Senate 
turned that down. We had 48 votes to 
get a real budget in terms of manda­
tory expenditures. And we were told 
then, that will destroy the President's 
plan. 

Frankly, we thought it helped the 
plan. We thought some people might 
say, "Well maybe we ought to pay a 
few tax dollars." I do not know if they 
would ever agree to this large amount. 
"But let us pay some, if you really had 
some cuts in the budget." 

So listen carefully when it is said 
there are a lot of cuts here, because 
they are all defense cuts. And listen 
carefully when it is said, "Where are 
the specifics?'', and ask, "Where are 
theirs?" 

So, my bottom line for the American 
people, and for those who are con­
cerned, is we do not believe this budget 
plan is going to create jobs, produce 
growth, get America going again. We 
think the exact opposite. 

And if we think that and did not 
come down here and offer amendment 
after amendment, we would be neg­
ligent in our duty. 

I hope our people understand that 
there are, without any question, across 
this land among experts who look at 
this, there are far more who are saying 
this is a real gamble than those who 
are saying it is really going to produce 
growth, prosperity, and new jobs. 

So for those who want a plan and in­
sist that we adopt it because it is a 
plan, I submit that there have been a 

lot of plans in history. Some of them 
have worked and some have not. And 
probably, when they were adopted, 
somebody was screaming and hollering, 
"Adopt the plan. Our leader has a 
plan." 

But then what happened if it did not 
work? People said, "It wasn't much of 
a plan, was it?" 

I yield to the distinguished Repub­
lican leader. 
REPUBLICANS SEEK ECONOMIC GROWTH, DEFICIT 

REDUCTION BY RESTRAINING GOVERNMENT, 
NOT PEOPLE-A DIFFERENT VISION OF CHANGE 
FOR AMERICA 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, since the 
beginning of the Clinton administra­
tion, the American people have wit­
nessed two very different visions for 
America-the Democrats v1s1on of 
higher taxes, more spending, and more 
Government mandates, and the Repub­
lican vision of sustained economic 
growth, less Government spending and 
fewer heavyhanded Washington man­
dates. 

No single debate has revealed the 
stark contrast between these two vi­
sions more clearly than the debate over 
President Clinton's budget plan. 

Make no mistake. Republicans want 
to work with the President to keep the 
economy moving, create millions of 
good, high-wage, private sector jobs 
that will last. We want to help the 
President attack the deficit with real, 
enforceable controls on Government 
spending. But, I am afraid that the 
Democratic majority is on the verge of 
making a terrible mistake by enthu­
siastically supporting this tax-heavy 
budget plan. 

THE FIRST STEP IN THE PROCESS 

The budget resolution ,is only the 
first step in the congressional budget 
process. It does not have the force of 
law, but it does pave the way for tax 
and spending bills later in the year. 
The distinguished chairman of the Ap­
propriations Committee has explained 
how this resolution will affect discre­
tionary spending. But, since the Presi­
dent's economic plan relies primarily 
on tax increases to reduce the deficit, 
the fate of the plan will be, in large 
part, determined by the Senate Fi­
nance Committee. 

In the Finance Committee, we will be 
shooting with real bullets. No sense-of­
the-Senate resolution can change the 
fact that we are being told to produce 
81 percent of the deficit reduction in 
this entire plan. Even for the Demo­
crats on the Finance Committee who 
will vote today in favor of the Presi­
dent's plan, raising taxes by $273 bil­
lion and cutting mandatory spending 
by $35 billion will be difficult. With an 
11-to-9 vote margin in the Finance 
Committee, President Clinton, the 
Democratic leadership, and Chairman 
MOYNIHAN will have their hands full 
trying to push the President's eco­
nomic plan and its big new taxes 
through committee intact. There may 

be a number of opportunities for bipar­
tisan efforts to remove some of the 
worst features of the President's plan. 
The Social Security tax increase and 
the so-called Btu tax immediately 
come to mind. 

A VICTORY FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Passage of this budget resolution is a 
victory for President Clinton and a vic­
tory for the Democratic leadership in 
Congress-but, it is a big loss for the 
honest, hard-working men and women 
of America. I predict that many of my 
Democratic colleagues in the Senate 
who decide to fall in lock-step behind 
the President and celebrate today's po­
litical victory will regret that decision 
2 years from now. 

THE INFORMATION GAP 

Mr. President, most Americans want 
an end to gridlock in Washington. As 
the distinguished majority leader has 
stated time and time again, they want 
us to give the President a chance. But, 
most Americans do not know what is 
in this plan, and very few of them un­
derstand that this economic blueprint 
is very different from anything they 
heard during the campaign last fall. 
The reason is simple: The details-the 
legally required details-have not been 
made public. 

There are a lot of questions that re­
main unanswered, but we do know 
this-by adopting this resolution we 
are clearing the way for the largest tax 
increase in history-$273 billion over 5 
years. We are clearing the way for $115 
billion in new domestic spending-that 
is an increase above inflation. 

Most Americans want the President 
to succeed. The latest polling informa­
tion suggests that the American people 
support the President's good-sounding 
rhetoric by a margin of almost 2-to-l. 
President Clinton has been successful 
in controlling the information the 
American people are getting about his 
plan, but he is not going to be able to 
sustain the information blackout for 
long. 

Once the facts are out and the Amer­
ican people learn what is in the Clinton 
plan, I think a lot of those who are now 
giving the President the benefit of the 
doubt will change their minds about 
his economic plan. 

WHAT AMERICANS WANT 

One recent poll showed that to re­
duce the deficit, the American people 
choose spending cuts over tax increases 
by a ratio of 14-to-l. Republicans agree. 

We understand that there are a lot of 
Americans who may be willing to bite 
the bullet and pay more taxes in order 
to reduce the deficit. But, when they 
learn that 77 percent of the deficit re­
duction in the President's plan comes 
from tax and fee increases-including a 
big chunk from the pockets 0f honest, 
hard-working, middle-class Americans, 
a lot of them are going to change their 
minds. 

REPUBLICAN PRIORITIES 

Republicans want to keep the econ­
omy moving. Republicans will oppose 
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policies that could stall the recovery 
that is under way. We want to create 
millions of good, new jobs that will 
last. We want to help businesses create 
jobs in the private sector by encourag­
ing more saving and investment. 

Republicans want to cut spending 
first. We are serious about reducing the 
deficit, and we want President Clinton 
to back up his tough talk about fiscal 
discipline with real cuts in government 
spending. During this debate, Repub­
licans in both the House and the Sen­
ate have demonstrated with our votes 
and our amendments, that we are will­
ing to back up our tough talk on the 
deficit with tough choices. 

Before the President and the Demo­
crats in Congress force the farmer, the 
shopkeeper, the nurse, the truck driv­
er, and the senior citizen to reach into 
their pockets and make a contribution 
to deficit reduction-before the Amer­
ican people are asked to send more of 
their hard-earned money to Washing­
ton-Republicans want to make sure 
that every Government program takes 
the hit it deserves. 

THE DEMOCRATS' PRIORITIES 

Mr. President, we have heard the de­
bate. I would just remind you of the 
highlights of the President's plan, as 
modified by the Democrats in Con­
gress. According to the independent 
Congressional Budget Office-President 
Clinton's official budget scorekeeper, 
77 percent of the deficit reduction in 
their plan comes from higher taxes and 
user fees-$273 billion in net new taxes 
and $18 billion in higher user fees. 

During the 1992 Presidential cam­
paign, candidate Clinton promised $3 of 
spending cuts for every $1 of tax in­
creases. The bipartisan National Gov­
ernors Association recommended $2. 75 
in spending cuts for every $1 of tax in­
creases. President Clinton and the 
Democrat leadership in Congress are 
now endorsing a plan that asks the 
American people to contribute $3.38 in 
higher taxes and fees for every $1 of 
spending cuts. 

GUTTING DEFENSE 

Events in Russia over the past 2 
weeks remind us that the world is still 
a dangerous and uncertain place. Yet, 
the Democrats under the leadership of 
President Clinton want to gut defense 
with $75 billion in additional cuts. That 
is $75 billion above and beyond the cuts 
approved by President Bush and Con­
gress last year. 

GROWNG GOVERNMENT 

Only 3 percent of the savings in the 
Democrats' deficit reduction plan 
comes from nondefense programs. The 
Democrats are asking two-thirds of the 
Government to contribute a grand 
total of $11 billion over 5 years to re­
duce the deficit. Earlier today, Senate 
Democrats were arguing in favor of a 
spending stimulus that would increase 
the deficit by almost twice that 
amount for President Clinton's spend­
ing stimulus package. 

The fact is that the Democrats' eco­
nomic plan is not a plan to reduce the 
deficit. It is not a plan to control 
spending, and, it is not a plan to keep 
the economy moving. It is a plan to 
raise taxes to finance more Govern­
ment spending-plain and simple. 

WHAT ABOUT JOBS? 

Higher taxes do not create jobs. They 
never have, and they never will. Higher 
taxes will destroy jobs. 

A recent study by the National Cen­
ter for Policy Analysis projects that 
the tax increases in the Clinton plan 
would substantially reduce investment 
in the U.S. economy. The study sug­
gests that if the Clinton plan is adopt­
ed, long-run economic growth rates 
will drop 0.4 percentage points and na­
tional output will be $260.6 billion 
lower over 5 years than they would be 
if we reject the Presidents's plan. The 
study suggests that if the Clinton plan 
were adopted, the U.S. economy would 
create 1.4 million fewer jobs over the 
next 5 years than if we simply rejected 
the plan. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan testified last week-"It is 
important to recognize that trying to 
wholly, or substantially, address a 
structural budget deficit by increasing 
revenues * * * is more likely to fail 
than to succeed.'' I agree with Chair­
man Greenspan. Unfortunately, it ap­
pears that President Clinton and those 
who support his plan do not. 

Mr. President, the financial markets 
are beginning to grasp the full meaning 
of the Clinton economic plan and the 
impact that a record $273 billion tax 
hike could have on the U.S. economy. 
Earlier this week the conference 
board's index of consumer confidence 
dropped for the third straight month. 
Lower consumer confidence and lower­
than-expected increases in the Com­
merce Department's leading economic 
indicators add to indications that the 
economy's progress this year may fall 
below the brisk pace set in the final 
quarter of 1992. A number of econo­
mists point to worries about a tax hike 
as a major factor contributing to the 
slowdown. 

The March blue chip survey of 50 pri­
vate economic forecasters shows that 
the consensus forecast of real GDP 
growth in 1994 fell two-tenths of a per­
centage point. The panel members 
cited "the potentially negative effects 
on the pace of economic growth stem­
ming from the Clinton administra­
tion's plan"-as a reason for their 
lower growth projections. 

Mr. President, here is the bottom 
line. Higher taxes mean that businesses 
and consumers will have less money to 
spend. It also means that most of those 
companies that made the tough deci­
sions-to cut their debt load and 
streamline-in order to increase their 
competitive position and are now 
poised for expansion, will either reduce 
or delay decisions to hire new employ-

ees if they see higher tax bills on the 
horizon. 

A CLOSED-DOOR, PARTISAN PROCESS 

The President's economic plan was 
developed behind closed doors. There 
has been no real consultation, no real 
opportunity for Republican input. In 
fact, we are being farced to vote on this 
budget blueprint before we get a 
chance to see the legally required de­
tails. 

When we criticized the President's 
plan because it relies too heavily on 
tax increases, we were told to put up or 
shut up with specifics. Well, we met 
the President's challenge-we offered a 
better way to cut the deficit through 
spending restraint, not big tax in­
creases. 

THE SENATE REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE 

Last week, 33 Republicans and the 
distinguished junior Senator from Ala­
bama, Senator SHELBY joined me in in­
troducing a comprehensive alternative 
to the President's tax-and-spend plan. 
The differences between our bipartisan 
proposal and the Democrat leadership's 
tax-and-spend plan could not be more 
clear. It was a choice between record­
breaking tax increases and record­
breaking spending cu ts. 

Our alternative highlights the fun­
damental difference Republicans have 
with President Clinton's economic pro­
gram. We prefer to reduce the deficit 
by asking Big Government, not the 
American people, to sacrifice. Our plan 
includes $406 billion of tough, real, 
spending cuts. When you include inter­
est savings, our plan would reduce the 
deficit by $460 billion over 5 years. 

Our amendment would have elimi­
nated all of the President's spending 
increases. We would require that any 
future spending increases be paid for 
each year with additional spending 
cuts. 

Our amendment would have elimi­
nated the President's entire record tax 
increase-all the tax increases and all 
of the tax cuts. We eliminated all of his 
proposed user fees. 

Our amendment included all of Presi­
dent Clinton's proposed mandatory and 
discretionary spending cuts except that 
we reduced his proposed defense cut by 
$20 billion to defense over 5 years to 
allow for a more orderly builddown. 
Even with this change, our plan would 
have cut defense by $129 billion below 
current levels over 5 years. 

We added a nondefense discretionary 
spending freeze that provided for a $500 
million increase-an investment as the 
President likes to call it-next year for 
childhood immunization and the 
Women, Infants, and Children [WIC] 
Nutrition Program. 

And, we added a cap on Medicare and 
Medicaid spending that would allow 
spending for these programs to in­
crease for population, plus inflation, 
plus an additional 4 percent each year 
for 4 years, and population, plus infla­
tion plus an additional 2 percent in the 
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5th year. Taken together, the cap 
would allow spending for these pro­
grams to grow by roughly 12 percent 
per year for the first 4 years, and 10 
percent in year 5. 

REAL DEFICIT REDUCTION 

The most recent Congressional Budg­
et Office analysis of the President's 
plan concludes, and I quote: "The pro­
posals outlined in 'A Vision of Change 
for America' * * * are not sufficient to 
solve the long-run deficit problem." 
Both CBO and the administration esti­
mate that, under the President's poli­
cies, the deficit would decline only 
through 1997 and then resume its rise. 
By the administration's own projec­
tions, the deficit would reach about 
$400 billion, or 4 percent of GDP, by 
2003 the President's plan as modified by 
congressional Democrats has the same 
fatal flaw. CBO estimates that the 
Democrats' budget plan would reduce 
the deficit to $201.9 billion by 1998, but 
deficits would rise in future years. By 
contrast, our plan would have cut the 
1998 deficit to $168.4 billion in 1998, and 
because our plan contains the tough 
medicine needed to control Federal 
spending, the deficit would continue 
moving toward balance in future years 
if our plan were adopted. 

Unfortunately, those Americans who 
want us to make the tough choices 
needed to get the deficit under control 
lost when 55 Senate Democrats joined 
hands to defeat our amendment. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, let the record show 
that when you take away all the slick 

Majority numbers .......... ... ............ . .. .................................. .. 
Baseline differences .................................... ..... . .... ... ................... . 
Reclassification of fees ............................... .. . 
Reclassification of interest ......... . 
Add stimulus ..... .. .. 

Minority numbers ....... ............ .. .... .. .. 

Note.-Revenue increase shown as negative because it reduces deficit. 

Prepared by SBC Minority Staff, Mar. 31 , 1993. 

$3.38 in Taxes for every $1.00 in spending cutsi 
President's plan-conference modi­

fied: 
1994-1998 

Net new taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 273 
User fees ............ .. .. .. .... ...... ... ..... .. .. . 18 

Net new taxes and fees .......... ...... . 291 

packaging, when you forget all the talk 
about new Democrats and putting peo­
ple first, you see two very different vi­
sions for America. 

The American people know that 
there is more than one way to reduce 
the deficit. Republicans gave the Sen­
ate a clear choice-spending restraint 
versus record tax increases. It is re­
grettable that the Democrat leadership 
has decided to ignore the urgent ap­
peals of the American people for real 
changes and real government sacrifice, 
and instead offered them a warmed­
over plate of tax-and-spend and busi­
ness-as-usual. 

Republicans stand ready to help the 
·President and the Democrat leadership 
hear the message from the voters, and 
off er the kind of real change that will 
help restore their faith in Government. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I now yield 5 min­
utes to my friend from Oklahoma, and 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, one, I 
wish to compliment our friend and col­
league, Senator DOMENIC!, for his lead­
ership and also for his floor statement, 
not just today but over the last couple 
of weeks. I think he has really proven 
to be an outstanding leader. 

I would like to comment on some of 
the things he said. I would also like to 
have printed in the RECORD some facts. 
This is strictly the facts, nothing else. 

One, I look at the budget resolution 
that we have before us and it says, 
well, this is going to reduce the deficit 

DIFFERENCES IN CLASSIFICATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION 
[5-year totals, billions of dollars] 

Defense 

-106 
30 

- 75 

Domestic 

-117 
7 

18 
70 
12 

- 11 

Fees 

.............................. 
······················:·1a 

........................... 

-18 

every dollar of spending cuts. He is ex­
actly right. Those are the facts. 

I have put that in the RECORD, so our 
colleagues and the American people­
and I hope some people are listening, 
because they need to find out what the 
facts in this budget agreement are. 

Net nondefense spending cuts ....... . . 
Defense spending cuts ... .. .. ............. . 

Net spending cuts ...... ................. . 

This shows net new taxes, $273 billion. 
11 This is between 1994 through 1998, $273 
75 billion of reconciliation to the Finance 

86 Committee: Go out and raise those 

Total new taxes and spending cuts 
Debt service savings ... ...... .......... ... . 

Total deficit reduction ....... ........ . 

377 
63 

440 
1 = $291 billion net new taxes and fees/$86 billion 

net spending cuts equals $3.38. Details may not add 
due to rounding. 

Mr. NICKLES. I hope that people un-

taxes. 
And then there are user fees, $18 bil­

lion of user fees. 
Now, it is interesting, they did not 

reconcile that. They told the Energy 
Committee they did not have to do it, 
but it is still in the budget resolution. 
That is $18 billion. 

derstand something. Senator DOMENIC! So they have total new taxes and fees 
said that there is $3.38 in taxes for of $921 billion. 

by $496 billion. That is not the case, if 
you follow CBO. CBO says it is $440 bil­
lion. CBO says they do not use present 
law baseline. That is $44 billion of man­
ufactured savings. 

And I will tell my colleagues that 
when we hear honesty in budgeting and 
when you see that they use an inflated 
baseline-and that is kind of com­
plicated for most people to under­
stand-basically, what they are doing, 
they are marking up the baseline and 
then taking greater credit for savings. 
That is $44 billion. 

And then I will tell my colleagues, as 
well, that they did not count the stim­
ulus package. "Oh, yeah, well, we are 
budgeting," but it so happens the so­
called stimulus package that we have 
on the floor of the Senate, that we 
have been debating for the last few 
days, we do not count that because we 
count it as an emergency. Therefore, it 
does not apply to the budget deficit. 

So the fact that we are going to 
spend $19.5 billion, and it is going to be 
added to the deficit, that is not even 
calculated in this package. 

And so, Mr. President, I am going to 
put a couple of tables in the RECORD, 
because I want people to see the dif­
ference between the majority budget 
that says $496 billion, I want them to 
see that it is actually $440 billion. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
two tables be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Spending Interest Revenues Total 

-223 .. .. ........................ -273 -496 
37 7 44 

..... ......... ...... ........ . .. . ... .............. 
70 -70 ............................ . ........ 'i2 
12 ······ ······················ · 

-104 -63 -273 -440 

Well, what did they do on spending 
cuts? That is the taxes; almost $300 bil­
lion in new taxes and fees. Well, where 
are the spending cuts? 

Well, if you look at all the non­
defense spending cuts, you will find 
out, over the next 5 years, there is a 
grand total of $11 billion-$11 billion. 
In defense, there is $75 billion. And so 
if you add the two together, that would 
be total spending cuts between 1994 and 
1998 of $86 billion, almost all of which 
is in defense. 

If you divide the tax increases by the 
spending cuts, you will find that there 
is $3.38 in tax increases for every dollar 
of spending cuts. 

Again, keep in mind, we are assum­
ing that the so-called stimulus package 
that we are spending this year does not 
even belong in the budget, and we are 
just adding to the deficit. But even 
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given that, there are $3.38 in tax in­
creases for every single dollar of spend­
ing cuts. 

And, as the Senator from New Mexico 
said so well, the spending cuts are out 
in the fourth and fifth year. They will 
not happen. Frankly, the defense cuts 
that are called for in this budget are 
too radical and I do not think the Sen­
ator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] and 
other Senators are going to allow that 
to happen. We should not let it happen. 

It is interesting to note that the 1990 
budget package had most of its spend­
ing cuts stacked in the outyears, the 
fourth and fifth year, and we did not 
observe those. 

As a matter of fact, the stimulus 
package right now that says we are 
going to spend money in 1993 and 1994, 
that is in the third and fourth year of 
the 1990 budget package. 

In other words, we broke the 1990 
deal, and we will break this deal. In 
other words, the spending cuts will not 
happen, but the tax increases will hap­
pen. And the tax increases are retro­
active back to January 1, 1993. 

This package, which is weighed so 
heavily towards taxes, is going to suf­
focate this economy. It is going to put 
hundreds of thousands of people out of 
work in the energy industry, in the 
aviation industry, farmers and ranch­
ers. It is going to cost corn growers in 
Iowa and wheat farmers in Oklahoma 
thousands of dollars. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent the Senator yield me an addi­
tional 2 minutes. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. It is going to cost 
hundreds of thousands of jobs to pay 
for this tax, we are going to be putting 
such a heavy tax load on. This is not 
the largest deficit reduction package 
but it is the largest tax increase in his­
tory and it will suffocate the economy. 
The net regult will be hundreds of 
thousands of people out of work. So we 
are, evidently, going to have to create 
one heck of a ·stimulus package to put 
these people to work. Frankly, Mr. 
President, we cannot afford it. We can­
not afford the stimulus package that is 
up here that is not a stimulus package, 
it is a deficit package. Let us have a 
little truth in labeling. All the so­
called stimulus package does is in­
crease the deficit. It is not new invest­
ment. All it does is take existing pro­
grams and spends more money; and all 
this deficit does is say let us go out and 
raise taxes on the American people, an 
additional $291 billion, so Members of 
this body, and the other body, and 
down at the White House, they can 
have more money to spend. 

That is not a recipe for a fiscal cure. 
That is a recipe for disaster. That is a 
recipe for unemployment. And this 
body should not pass this package. 

I thank my friend and colleague from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN). The Senator from Texas is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, 
often in politics there is a big gap be­
tween our rhetoric and the reality of 
what we are doing and what we are pro­
posing. But I want to assert tonight 
that in American history there has 
never been a bigger gap between the 
rhetoric of a budget proposal and the 
reality. In the campaign, Bill Clinton 
said, "I am going to reinvent American 
Government. I am going to eliminate 
programs. I am going to cut spending 
$3 for every $1 of new taxes that I am 
going to impose on those rich people." 

Then in the confirmation process be­
fore the Senate, Senator Bentsen and 
Congressman Panetta, his chief finan­
cial officers, said, "We will get $2 of 
spending cuts for every dollar of 
taxes." And then in that great State of 
the Union Address which I could have 
given, 90 percent of anyway, and during 
which I stood and applauded 14 times, 
he said, "One dollar of spending cuts 
for every dollar of taxes." That is the 
rhetoric of this budget. But the reality 
of this budget is $3.38 of taxes for every 
$1 of spending cuts. 

You all remember in the campaign 
what the President said when he was 
asked in the first debate, "Who are you 
going to tax?" He said, "If your family 
does not make over $200,000 a year you 
have nothing to fear." 

In fact, he said, for those families 
that make $80,000 or $60,000 a year, they 
"will have a choice between a child's 
tax credit or a significant reduction in 
their income tax rate." 

I ask middle-income working Ameri­
cans tonight, which one are you going 
to choose? Let me tell you what you 
are going to choose from. In this budg­
et, we are going to raise taxes on every 
working family in America. The Presi­
dent said energy taxes are a throw­
away; $10 a month, $120 a year. His own 
figures show that is the direct cost. 
Gasoline prices up probably 10 cents a 
gallon, utility bills up, but the price of 
everything we buy from groceries to 
airline tickets, according to the Presi­
dent's own budget estimates, will go up 
another $200. So, not $120 a year but 
$320 a year on energy taxes; and outside 
groups say $500 a year. 

Madam President, the rich people 
taxed by this budget are making $25,000 
a year, earning Social Security. We are 
going to raise their taxes. And the real­
ly rich people we are going to tax turn 
out to be not people at all but propri­
etorships, partnerships and subchapter 
S corporations. These small businesses 
and family farms that will pay about 70 
cents out of every dollar of these taxes. 

So the rhetoric was we are going to 
cut more than we tax. The rhetoric was 
we are going to tax only rich people. 

But the reality is we are taxing every­
body and we are cutting almost noth­
ing. If you want to see it all boiled 
down to the simplest chart of the de­
bate, look at the volume of these three 
words and they are in proportion to the 
Clinton budget: taxes, spending, and 
cuts. 

Basically, the problem with this 
budget is you cannot tax your way to 
prosperity and jobs, you cannot spend 
your way to deficit reduction, and 
when the American people discover the 
real truth about this budget, they are 
going to feel betrayed. They are going 
to feel that they have not been leveled 
with, that this is not what they were 
promised in the campaign. 

I know our colleagues on the Demo­
cratic side of the aisle did not like the 
Reagan program and do not like it 
now. But in 1980, Ronald Reagan told 
everybody in America if you elect me I 
will cut spending, I will raise defense, 
and I will cut taxes. So you may have 
been for him, you may not have been 
for him, but nobody was surprised. The 
problem is nobody promised us this 
budget in the campaign. 

Had the President stood up in the de­
bates and told the American people 
what his budget would actually do, he 
would not have been elected. So when 
the American people find out, when 
they finally cut through all this rhet­
oric and they find out that domestic 
spending not only is not cut in this 
budget but it grows over the 5-year pe­
riod that this budget covers by $557 bil­
lion of new spending while people are 
paying new taxes on Social Security, 
on energy, on the income of small busi­
nesses and family farms, people are 
going to believe that we did not level 
with them. And they are going to be 
very unhappy about it. And I suspect 
they are going to remember this roll­
call vote. 

When we vote "yea" or "nay" tomor­
row, I want to be certain that my name 
is recorded in the column as voting 
"nay." I am not for this budget and I 
do not believe this budget is going to 
work. I believe that this budget is 
going to cost America jobs, and I be­
lieve this budget is going to drive up 
the deficit. 

I would like to do something tonight 
that I do not often do. I want to talk 
about what things are going to be like 
4 years from now. 

Four years from now, we are going to 
have cut defense so much that defense 
cannot be cut any more. And we are 
going to have spent every penny of it. 
We are going to have marginal tax 
rates that are over 41 percent and we 
are going to have spent every penny of 
it. And we are going to have a. deficit of 
about $400 billion and the economy is 
going to be on its back. And the Amer­
ican people are going to ask, how did 
that happen? 

I would like to say, Madam Presi­
dent, it happened because of what we 
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are going to do when we cast our vote 
to support the Clinton budget. This 
budget cannot and will not work. This 
budget cannot and will not produce 
prosperity, because this budget is not 
an economic plan at all. This is a polit­
ical plan. The plan here is to grow gov­
ernment, not grow America. The plan 
here is to raise taxes and cut defense, 
to increase domestic spending to create 
new political constituencies. 

If this plan works, everything that 
happened in Eastern Europe and is hap­
pening around the world is wrong. If 
this plan works, we know that we 
should go back and say to the people in 
Cuba, and North Korea, and China: 
Hold on, you are right. Government 
works. Expanding the economy 
through economic freedom and letting 
people keep more of what they earn 
does not work. 

I do not think we are going to be 
spreading that message. In fact, I think 
we are going to prove once again that 
tax and spend for more government 
will fail. And the tragedy is we are vot­
ing for a program that the voter never 
approved. No candidate for President-­
Republican, Democrat, or Independ­
ent-ever ran for President, in 1992, 
anyway, on this platform. And that is 
what to me is most distressing. If the 
American people had voted for this, 
you could say: They want it, they 
ought to have it. And while I do not be­
lieve it is the right thing, at least peo­
ple voted for it. But they did not vote 
for it. They voted for a promised pro­
gram that was exactly the opposite of 
the program that we are going to be 
voting on and that is why I am going to 
vote "no." 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I wonder if Senator 

GRAMM will respond to a question be­
fore he sits down. 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to re­
spond. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. And then I see Sen­
ator GORTON. How much time would he 
like? 

Mr. GORTON. Three minutes is plen­
ty. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I will try to do that. 
Is my colleague aware when we adopt 
this plan and implement these taxes-­
not we, I should say when they do-we 
will have marginal rates that are about 
the same as England's? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am aware of that and 
I am frightened about it. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Are the marginal tax 
rates and the heights that they have 
reached in England heralded by anyone 
the Senator knows of as the epitome of 
what will cause a vibrant, growing, in­
vesting economy? Have you ever heard 
any economist say that is the way to 
do it? 

Mr. GRAMM. In fact everybody who 
has looked at the British experience 
says it is a blueprint for disaster that 

other countries with enlightened gov­
ernments should not replicate. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield 5 minutes to 
Senator GORTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Washington is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 
parliamentary inquiry. Can I inquire 
what the time situation is? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Tennessee controls approxi­
mately 2 hours and 40 minutes, and the 
Senator from New Mexico controls ap­
proximately 2 hours and 21 minutes. 

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

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Does the Senator yield? 

Mr. SARBANES. A further par­
liamentary inquiry. Is the 2 hours and 
21 minutes before the 5 minutes that 
has just been yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. So at the end of 
that, it will be 2 hours and 16 minutes 
for the Senator from New Mexico, and 
2 hours and 40 minutes for the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. I assume at that 
point the opportunity is going to come 
back to this side of the aisle. Would 
that be correct? 

Mr. SASSER. It is my understanding 
the Senator from New Mexico wished 
to speak himself, and then recognize 
two Members on his side. In all fair­
ness, I think it ought to swing back 
now. 

Mr. SARBANES. I will wait on the 
Senator from Washington, but I cer­
tainly think it ought to swing back 
after he completes his statement. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, 

let me say we have no intention on mo­
nopolizing the time. 

Mr. SARBANES. I was not suggesting 
the Senator did. I realize these things 
sort of gain a momentum of their own. 
Some of us have been waiting quite a 
while, as well. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, 
might I indicate for the RECORD that I 
am in charge of the time by designa­
tion of the Republican leader. I have 
the privilege of controlling that. I want 
to indicate that Senator GRASSLEY is 
going to control the remainder of the 
Republican time on our side. I know of 
only one other Senator who desires to 
speak along with my friend Senator 
GRASSLEY, and that is Senator BROWN. 
Obviously, I am sure we are going to be 
cooperating, letting the Senator from 
Maryland speak, too. 

I thank the chairman for his kind­
ness throughout all this debate, and for 
the good work he does. I compliment 
him. I am hopeful some day while we 

are still in this position, we will find a 
reason to be on the same side. 

Mr. SASSER. I hope so. May I in­
quire of my friend from New Mexico, or 
inquire of the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, how long does he con­
template speaking this evening? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. In my particular 
case-I do not know about Senator 
BROWN-but in my particular case, 
probably not more than 30 minutes. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I 
wish to than.k my friend from New 
Mexico for his courtesies, and I wish to 
commend him for the clarity of his ex­
position of the shortcomings of this 
budget. I suppose one could look on the 
bright side. It is barely a week ago that 
Members on this side were told that 
this budget could not be changed by Sl 
million, by $10 million. The $295 billion 
in new taxes was absolutely essential 
for the salvation of the Republic. 

And now we have a budget resolution 
back which has a mere $273 billion in 
new taxes, almost a 10 percent im­
provement over what we were told was 
inflexible and unchangeable just a 
week ago. But 10 percent less of an out­
rageous and unnecessary tax increase 
does not make that tax increase rea­
sonable. Ten percent less in the in­
crease in burdens on Americans across 
income scales, and most particularly 
on those Americans whom we are ask­
ing to create new jobs and new eco­
nomic opportunity during the balance 
of the 1990's, will not result in the cre­
ation of those opportunities. 

This budget, as was so well pointed 
out by the Senator from Texas, is pri­
marily a new tax budget. It is sec­
ondarily a new spending budget. In 
tiny print, it promises sometime in the 
far off future by and by a tiny decrease 
in the budget deficit, a time so far in 
advance that, Madam President, all ex­
perience tells us that it will never 
come. 

In fact, all of the net decreases in do­
mestic spending in this budget resolu­
tion are consumed by the so-called 
stimulus, or perhaps it would be more 
accurately described as pork package, 
which this Senate has been debating 
since last Thursday, a graphic illustra­
tion of the fact that it is easy to talk 
about fiscal responsibility 3 or 4 or 5 
years from now, but far easier to talk 
about new spending programs at the 
present time. 

This budget resolution will not meet 
the promises of the President of the 
United States. Those promises were to 
create economic opportunity and to 
lower budget deficits. Those promises 
the American people have signed up to 
support. But when the American people 
are given the details of this budget, 
they disagree with every single ele-
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ment in it. And they know why they 
disagree with those elements. They 
know that this budget resolution will 
not lead us to prosperity, will not lead 
us to anything other than a more in­
trusive Government in the lives of all 
of us and of all of them. 

The President has had the right 
goals. The President has rhetoric 
which resonates across the American 
landscape. The President and this con­
ference committee have presented us 
with a program that does not meet the 
rhetoric, and the greatest single favor 
we can do for the President of the Unit­
ed States is to reject this budget, to 
send him back to the drawing boards 
and to ask him to come up with a budg­
et which does not increase tax burdens 
on the American people, which de­
creases the rapid increase in domestic 
spending as sharply as it does spending 
on defense, and which truly gives us 
the promise of lower and eventually 
disappearing budget deficits. 

This budget resolution does not do 
that. This budget resolution should be 
defeated. 

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

ator from Tennessee. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of the remarks of the Sen­
ator from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN], and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY] that the Senate stand 
in recess under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it so ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
yield such time to the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland as he may 
consume. 

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

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I want to first 

commend the very able Senator from 
Tennessee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, for the extraordinarily fine 
job which he has done in managing this 
budget resolution in the committee, on 
the floor of the Senate, in the con­
ference, and now, once again, back on 
the floor of the Senate. 

I am frank to say I do not know that 
I have seen as skillful and as dedicated 
an effort in the time that I have been 
in the Senate, and I really want to ex­
tend my profound respects for the 
chairman of the committe~ for the 
very fine work which he has done. 

Mr. SASSER. Madam President, I 
would like to express my thanks to the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
for his very kind words. I also want to 
say that without his cooperation and 
leadership, which was displayed both in 
the Budget Committee and on the floor 
of the Senate, I doubt very seriously if 
this budget resolution and budget con­
ference report, which has such a sig-

nificant amount of deficit reduction in 
it, would have come to fruition. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 
the chairman is very kind. I appreciate 
his remarks. 

I want to just for a moment talk 
about what President Clinton faced, or 
what he found when he came into office 
on the 20th of January, just over 2 
months ago, about 2 months and a 
week ago. 

It is very important to understand it 
because you have to appreciate the sit­
uation with which he was confronted to 
understand in part what the President 
has been trying to do, and which is re­
flected in this budget resolution. 

The first thing the President con­
fronted when he came in, as he looked 
back over our recent economic past, 
was this performance on budget defi­
cits. 

Madam President, this is 1945 back 
here-in other words, the end of the 
Second World War-and as one can see 
we were running some budget deficits 
at that time. And then we really ran at 
a pretty good performance here until 
we got into the 1970's when they start­
ed going up. But then look what hap­
pened beginning in 1981. They literally 
soared. Then they came back down 
again. And then this is President 
Bush's term and these budget deficits 
went up and up and up. 

So President Clinton came in, and he 
· looked around and the first thing he 

saw were these huge budget deficits 
that had been run in the 1980's. 

Well, people say the Congress is re­
sponsible along with the President. It 
is important, to note this point. The 
budgets passed by the Congress during 
this period were smaller than the budg­
ets submitted by the Presidents. In 
other words, during the Reagan-Bush 
years, the Congress actually passed 
spending measures below the spending 
measures submitted by the Presidents. 
It is very important to understand 
this. 

Now, we changed the nature of the 
spending. That was part of the debate. 
We shifted the priorities. But in terms 
of the total amount, we lowered-"we" 
being the Congress-the spending fig­
ures below-below-what the Presi­
dents had proposed in this time period. 

Now, the consequence of running 
these large deficits, which President 
Clinton looked back on and could see, 
was an explosion in the Federal debt. 
In other words, you run a budget defi­
cit this year, you add to the debt. You 
run it the next year, you add further to 
the debt. 

This was the Federal debt in 1980. 
And you then can begin to see what 
happened to this Federal debt as it 
climbed and climbed and climbed and 
climbed and climbed. This is what 
President Clinton faced when he came 
in. So he i's facing these large budget 
deficits which have resulted in this ex­
plosion in Federal debt, and the con-

sequence of this buildup in the Federal 
debt is that we get an increase in the 
interest charge on the Federal debt. 

Now, I want to underscore, this is 
what President Clinton was confronted 
with when he came in. Look at what 
has been happening to the interest 
charges during this period of time, 
going from about just over $50 billion 
to about $200 billion a year-a year. 

Now, just imagine at the beginning of 
the Reagan-Bush years-that is when 
we had a national debt at this level­
we were paying about $50 billion in in­
terest on that debt. That debt rose 
throughout this period, so that now we 
are paying about $200 billion a year in­
terest charge on this increase in the 
debt. 

Obviously, what happened in the 
1980's was President Reagan and Presi­
dent Bush pursued a borrow and spend 
policy-borrow and spend, borrow and 
spend. Well, the other side says spend. 
What did they spend it on? They spent 
it on huge increases in defense. 

There is a tendency on the other side 
of the aisle to treat defense as though 
it is not spending. The only thing that 
is spending is domestic programs that 
we spend on our people here at home. 
They regard that as spending and get 
very upset about it. But they tend, 
most of them-not all but most of 
them-to treat defense as not being 
spending. 

But we had this borrow and spend ap­
proach, and the debt went up, the in­
terest charge went up, so President 
Clinton faces a budget deficit problem 
which he needs to address. The budget 
deficit has resulted in a large increase 
in the national debt, and the large in­
crease in the national debt results in 
significant interest charges on the debt 
which we have to pay each year. We 
have to, in effect, find over $200 billion 
each year now just at the beginning of 
the year simply to pay the interest on 
the debt right from the outset. It is a 
big indigestible lump that appears in 
the budget. 

The next point, though, is this is not 
the only deficit President Clinton 
found when he came into office as a 
consequence of the policies of the pre­
vious decade. He also found an invest­
ment deficit. Now, this is a very impor­
tant point because, if we do not invest 
in our economy for the future to build 
its strength and viability, we are not 
going to be a more productive and com­
petitive Nation. We now are in a global 
economy, and our competitors from 
abroad are all making these invest­
ments. 

This chart shows real net investment 
in this country since the end of World 
War II. 

Mr. SASSER. When the Senator, if I 
may just inquire, says investment, 
what does the Senator mean by invest­
ment? 

Mr. SARBANES. I am going to show 
two charts. This is in the private sec-
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tor, and then I am going to show a pub­
lic sector chart, because you make in­
vestments in both places. The private 
sector invests in plant and equipment 
in order to have a modern industrial 
establishment, and the public sector, of 
course, invests in infrastructure, the 
transportation network, the commu­
nications network, in research and de­
velopment, in education and training. 

Now, what happened in this coun­
try-and you can trace it. This is 1980-
we began to get a real drop in net in­
vestment as a percent of our national 
product. In other words, there is an in­
vestment deficiency in historical terms 
compared with what we had been 
doing. This is the average from 1946 to 
1990-this line here. And as you can see, 
we have been below that line now, ex­
cept for this just brief touch there, 
throughout the 1980's and through the 
Bush administration. So we are not in­
vesting anywhere near the same 
amount that we were investing earlier, 
in the 1950's, the 1960's, and even into 
the 1970's. 

Someone may say, well, we may not 
be doing as well as we were doing his­
torically in the United States, but we 
are still doing better than other coun­
tries. 

We are ahead of what other coun­
tries? I wish that were true. The fact of 
the matter is, when you compare fixed 
investment as a share of percentage of 
the gross product, this is the United 
States. We actually are the lowest of 
the 10 largest economies. This is Japan, 
Spain, Australia, Germany, The Neth­
erlands, France, Italy, Canada, the 
United Kingdom, and this is the United 
States. 

The President looked at this and he 
said, we have an investment deficit. In 
fact, just to take one specific area in 
order to underscore this point, this 
compares nondef ense research and de­
velopment, which is very important. 
You are talking about research and de­
velopment in the nondefense sector, 
which is, of course, the arena in which 
we compete with all these countries 
around the world, talking about civil­
ian products. And that, of course, has a 
big impact on our trade deficit and our 
ability to compete. 

In 1971, the United States, Japan, 
West Germany, were all fairly close. 
We were a little behind, but we were 
doing pretty well. 

Look at what has happened as we 
come out to 1989. This line is the 
United States here, which has moved 
roughly straight with some pickup 
here. This is West Germany and Japan. 
Look at the size of this gap today in in­
vestment, in civilian nondefense re­
search and development. That is just 
one example of the discrepancy be­
tween the investments we are making 
to other countries. 

I could produce another chart that 
shows a discrepancy between what the 
Germans invest in apprenticeship and 

training programs for the part of their 
population that does not go on to col­
lege, compared with what we do. The 
gap is enormous. Seventy percent of 
our people do not go on to college. Yet 
we do not have a major apprenticeship 
and training program, certainly noth­
ing that compares with what the Ger­
mans have. 

So we are not investing in our coun­
try. We are not investing in education 
and training. We are not investing in 
infrastructure. We are not investing in 
research and development, compared 
with our competitors abroad. 

As a consequence of their invest­
ments, they gain an advantage on us in 
the international competition. So we 
run these trade deficits. We have been 
running trade deficits throughout the 
1980's, and because we have run trade 
deficits, the United States, which used 
to be a creditor nation, is now a debtor 
nation. Ever since World War I we were 
a creditor nation. We held more claims 
on people abroad than they held on us. 
That has now reversed itself. We are 
now a debtor nation. We are going even 
further into debt. 

This pick up that took place right 
here were the payments we got for 
doing the Persian Gulf operation. In 
other words, we got these payments 
from countries. But as soon as that was 
over with, we moved back down here 
again. It is expected that the trade def­
icit is going to worsen. This line will 
lead us even more into a debtor status. 

So, President Clinton looked at this 
and said, we have a budget deficit, we 
have an investment deficit, the invest­
ment deficit is helping to contribute to 
a trade deficit, the trade deficit is 
turning us into a debtor nation. He 
says, well, we have to do something 
about this. What he proposed to do was 
to have an economic strategy that 
would address both the budget deficit 
question, and the investment deficit 
question. The President has been very 
up front about that. In fact, during the 
campaign, he made the point that we 
needed an investment strategy. Con­
sistently throughout the campaign, 
then-Governor Clinton talked about 
the necessity to address the budget def­
icit problem, and the necessity to ad­
dress the investment deficit, that we 
needed an investment strategy for 
America to build a stronger economy 
for the future, and we needed an eco­
nomic strategy that would bring down 
the budget deficits. That is what he set 
out to accomplish. That is what this 
resolution reflects. 

This resolution reflects, as the chair­
man says, the largest deficit reduction 
program that has been put forth. And 
it also reflects investments in certain 
key programs to build the future 
strength of the economy. 

Well, you say, where are you finding 
the resources, the financial resources 
with which to do this deficit reduction, 
and to do this investment strategy? 

The President is finding it from two 
places, from spending cuts and from ad­
ditional revenues. That is where he is 
finding it. 

I want to ask the chairman of the 
committee a couple of questions on 
this. As I understand it, the total defi­
cit reduction in this package is $496 bil­
lion over 5 years. Is that correct? 

Mr. SASSER. The Senator is correct. 
It is $496 billion in deficit reduction 
over 5 years. 

Mr. SARBANES. How much of that 
comes from net revenue changes? 

Mr. SASSER. That comes from net 
revenue changes in the amount of $272 
billion. 

Mr. SARBANES. So the deficit reduc­
tion is significantly greater than the 
additional revenues. Is that correct? 

Mr. SASSER. That is correct. The 
deficit reduction is over $200 billion 
more than the net revenue that is 
raised. 

Mr. SARBANES. Where does that 
other $200 billion come from for the 
deficit reduction? 

Mr. SASSER. One hundred and six 
billion dollars comes from reduction 
over 5 years in military spending. This 
is the first, really, post-cold war budg­
et that the country has had. President 
Clinton has sought to reduce military 
spending over the 5-year period by $106 
billion. 

In addition, he has reduced discre­
tionary or domestic discretionary 
spending over the same period of time 
by about $81 billion. And he has re­
duced the so-called entitlement pro­
grams or mandatory spending by $19 
billion over the 5-year program. 

So he has cut military spending by 
over $100 billion, he has cut domestic 
discretionary spending by $18 billion, 
and he has cut entitlements or manda­
tory spending by $91 billion. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, 
clearly what the President has done 
then is, he has increased some spend­
ing. That is his investment strategy. 
He has put some money into invest­
ments for the future of the country. 

But over and above that, he has real­
ized significant savings in spending to 
go toward deficit reduction, and the 
deficit reduction significantly exceeds 
the additional revenues. So one could 
legitimately say that every dollar of 
additional revenue that is in this pro­
posal is going to go for deficit reduc­
tion, and that, furthermore, on top of 
that, a significant amount of the 
spending ~uts will also go for deficit re­
duction. 

Mr. SASSER. The Senator from 
Maryland is absolutely right. That is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. Actually, he had 
even more spending cuts, but he uses 
some of that for the investment strat­
egy. Is that correct? The President has 
been very up front about the necessity 
of doing both things. The President 
says we have to have an investment 
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strategy for the country, we have to in­
vest in our human capital, and in our 
physical capital. And if we do not do 
this, we are not going to be a competi­
tive nation in the 21st century. We will 
not have the productivity with which 
to meet this competition from abroad. 
And we will not be able to build a high­
skill, high-wage economy. 

Mr. SASSER. The Senator is quite 
correct. And what the President has 
done here, and what his plan proposes 
and what it will do, if it is adopted by 
the Congress, is over a 5-year period, 
the President reduces the deficit as a 
percent of gross domestic product by 50 
percent. He cuts the deficit in half as a 
percent of gross domestic product, over 
the 5-year period. 

While he is cutting the deficit in half, 
simultaneously, he is investing in pro­
grams for the long-range development 
of the country, to make it more com­
petitive over and against our trading 
partners and trading adversaries, to 
make us more competitive in a world­
wide economy and at the same time in­
vest in the human resources of our own 
people. So it is a finely balanced pack­
age that reduces the deficit, while si­
multaneously investing for the future. 

Mr. SARBANES. Well, I am struck 
by the way my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, the Republican Mem­
bers of the Senate, seem to treat mili­
tary spending as though it is not spend­
ing. I mean, they consistently want to 
talk about the spending cuts and ig­
nore the cuts that have been made in 
the military budget. And I really raise 
this question, that with the implosion 
of the Soviet Union-I mean, we now 
talk about the former Soviet Union. In 
fact, we are trying very hard to sort of 
educate ourselves, so we talk about 
each particular republic that used to 
constitute the Soviet Union and, clear­
ly, the level of threat has markedly 
reduced. 

That is not to say there are not any 
threats in the world; we still face dif­
ficult situations. But in terms of their 
order of magnitude, they do not com­
pare to what we were confronting when 
we faced the Soviet Union and the War­
saw Pact's aggressiveness and expan­
sionism in its objectives. I think most 
of the American people want to shift 
some of the money out of defense and 
into other purposes. In fact, what 
President Clinton is doing is he is 
shifting it for investment purposes and 
for deficit reduction. Those are his two 
objectives. Invest in America and re­
duce this deficit, get this deficit on a 
downward path which is, of course, 
what this proposal does. 

Let me ask the Senator this ques­
tion, because there are some revenue 
increases in here, and my colleagues on 
the other side, of course, are sort of 
screaming about that. 

Am I correct that 65 to 70 percent of 
the revenue increases that this resolu­
tion would produce in the President's 

proposal to the Congress would come 
from the people at the top of the in­
come scale-in other words, the top 1 
or 2 percent of our population? 

Mr. SASSER. Well, the Senator is en­
tirely correct. I have a chart here 
which represents the distribution of 
the President's revenue package. And 
as you look at this chart carefully, you 
find that almost 65 percent of the reve­
nue comes from those who make 
$200,000 a year or more. 

Those represent the top 1.5 percent of 
the population in earnings. And that is 
the proportion of the population that 
has benefited disproportionately from 
the large tax cuts that were passed 
principally during the Reagan years. 

This chart also indicates that 8. 7 per­
cent of the revenues come from those 
who made between $100,000 and $200,000 
a year. So it is no exaggeration to say 
that 75 percent of the revenues come 
from those at the very top of the in­
come scale. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I 
think this is a very important chart 
which the chairman has just shown in 
this explanation. It makes the point 
that there was one other thing that 
President Clinton found when he came 
into office. 

We talked about the fact that he 
found a budget deficit, a big run-up in 
the national debt; and as a corollary to 
the big run-up in the national debt, 
there was a run-up in the interest that 
we have to pay on the debt each year. 

We have made the point that he 
found an investment deficit. We were 
not investing anywhere near at the lev­
els that we have invested historically 
in this country, nor were we investing 
at the levels that other countries, our 
competitors abroad, are investing. In 
fact, of the 10 largest economies, we 
were the lowest in that regard. 

We have run large trade deficits 
which have turned us into a debtor 
country. And the President tried to put 
together a package of spending cuts 
and revenue increases, which will then 
provide the resources with which to do 
deficit reduction and an investment 
strategy. But when the President put 
that package together, particularly 
when he addressed the revenue in­
creases, I am sure he had in mind the 
fact that over this decade of the 1980's 
there has been a major shift in this 
country in the share of income held by 
the top 10 percent of the income scale. 

In other words, what has happened is 
that the bottom fifth of our population 
actually lost 18 percent. They had 18 
percent less of a share of the Nation's 
income at the end of the decade than at 
the beginning of the decade. The next 
fifth was minus 13.6 percent. The third 
fifth, minus 8.6 percent. The fourth 
fifth, minus 5.2 percent. The ninth dec­
ile , which are the people between 80 
and 90 percent, minus 1.6 percent. The 
only people during that period who 
gained in their share of the Nation's in-

come were the top 10 percent of the 
population. This is 91 to 95, 2.5 percent; 
95 to 99, they gained 11.3 percent. Look 
at this, the top 1 percent had a 60-per­
cen t increase in their share of income. 

So the President obviously saw that 
there had been a tremendous shift of 
benefits to the very top of the income 
scale. That is also dramatically illus­
trated by this chart, which shows that 
this is for the top 1 percent. This is a 
rather complicated chart. I will take a 
moment on it. The top 1 percent, rising 
income, falling tax burden per family. 

Here is what happened--
Mr. SASSER. If I may interrupt the 

Senator, what we are saying here is 
their income was going up; their tax 
burden was actually declining? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is right. Here 
is what happened: Their pretax income 
rose along this line. It rose from 
$305,000 per family-per year now we 
are talking, the top 1 percent of the 
country-to $566,000. Their Federal 
taxes went up 50 percent. So they have 
had a slight increase in the Federal 
taxes they were paying. Of course, the 
reason for that is that they had a big 
increase in their income. 

In fact, what happened is that their 
after-tax income went up 105 percent. 
My Republican friends spend a lot of 
time putting out charts arguing that 
the very rich paid more taxes during 
this period. 

That is correct. They did pay more 
taxes. But what is also correct is that 
they had much, much, much more in­
come, and in fact their income went up 
by a significantly larger percentage 
than their taxes did. So they came out 
ahead in after-tax income. The logical 
extreme of this would be if one person 
had all the income and paid all the 
taxes, he would say, "I paid more taxes 
than I used to pay." You would say, 
"Yes, you do, but the reason is you 
have so much more income than you 
used to have." 

Their taxes did not rise proportion­
ally to their income as this dem­
onstrates. In fact, their taxes went up 
50 percent, their after-tax income dou­
bled-doubled. That is why they got a 
bigger and bigger share of the Nation's 
income. 

President Clinton looked at that and 
I think he said to himself, as I would 
have said: "Well, this is not fair. This 
is not equitable. There are people here 
who reaped enormous benefits." 

We have been borrowing and spending 
throughout this period, running up the 
deficit, borrowing and spending, sad­
dling the Nation with that large debt 
and those heavy interest charges and 
that as we address how we are going to 
deal with this problem. Those who 
reaped such enormous, disproportion­
ate benefits ought to step up and make 
a contribution. I do not mind them 
reaping benefits. I just want people to 
contribute in a reasonable, propor­
tional and progressive way to address-
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ing our Nation's problem. That is why 
in the President's revenue package of 
the total revenues raised in this pack­
age, 65 percent come from people with 
incomes above $200,000 a year. 

It is very important to keep that in 
mind, that the real contribution on the 
revenue side is being made by the peo­
ple at the top of the income scale, and 
it is important to keep in mind that 
the people at the top of the income 
scale benefited disproportionately 
throughout the last 10 or 12 years, 
throughout, roughly, the last decade. 

So, what the President has done is he 
has, I think, put together a very bal­
anced package. We have one piece of it 
that we are still dealing with that is 
not in this budget resolution, which is 
the stimulus package that is on the 
floor of the Senate. 

The stimulus package is separate be­
cause of the way we do our business 
here. If we did our business differently 
in terms of how we handled legislation, 
it might well have been part of the ac­
tual package. But we are not able to do 
that. The President has put it forward 
as an integral part of his package, and, 
in effect, what the President is saying 
is, "I need to give some lift to the 
economy in the short run to assure 
that it is going to move on a growth 
path, that it is going to continue to 
rise." 

You see, we have had a recession here 
in which we are not recovering jobs. 
And the President's stimulus package, 
which if it were included in the resolu­
tion itself, would result in a somewhat 
lower deficit reduction figure, not 
much in the total context. We are talk­
ing about a deficit reduction figure of 
$496 billion over 5 years, and the stimu­
lus package is a total of $30 billion if 
you count the tax side. Is the tax side 
figured into this figure? 

Mr. SASSER. The total value of the 
stimulus package for budgetary pur­
poses would be about $14 billion, and so 
that is the answer. 

Mr. SARBANES. In a total picture of 
$496 billion, so that is about 21/2 percent 
of that, not even 3 percent. 

The President is trying to use the 
stimulus package to get the economy 
moving. In previous recovery after re­
cessions, we recovered jobs on this sort 
of growth path. In this recession recov­
ery, we are getting jobs back on this. 
Look at this contrast between previous 
recession-recovery cycles and this re­
cession-recovery cycle. 

So, Madam President, I just draw to 
a close with this observation: I think 
the President has put together a very 
balanced package. I think his analysis 
of the Nation's problems and needs is 
right on target. No one has dealt with 
these problems for 12 years. We hear all 
these protestations from the other side 
of the aisle. They did not deal with 
these problems. Clinton was handed 
these problems when he came into of­
fice, and he is trying to turn the econ-

omy around. He said he was for change 
and he is. We must be for change. 

We cannot go on with these trends 
that have taken place through the 
1980's. We cannot go on running those 
deficits up, building up the debt. We 
cannot go on failing to invest in the 
country. 

I gather people on the other side dis­
agree with that. They do not want to 
do investments. They do not want to 
tax the very wealthy, and they have 
been very clear about that. That is a 
sort of no-no in their book. 

What Clinton is saying is: "Look, we 
are going to change some of our prior­
i ties. We are going to shift some money 
out of defense because we do not need 
to make the same kind of commitment 
that we made in the defense budget." 
The other side thinks there is too 
much in the defense cuts. They are ar­
guing against that. Clinton is saying 
we have to start changing. It is still a 
very big defense budget. 

If the chairman will yield, what lev- · 
els are we still running out? 

Mr. SASSER. I am delighted that the 
Senator from Maryland asked that 
question because even under the Clin­
ton budget with about $108 billion in 
military spending cuts over the next 5 
years, we will still be spending over the 
next 5 years the mindboggling figure of 
$1.34 trillion for the military purposes. 

So, it is interesting to hear my 
friends on the other side of the aisle in­
dicating that we are going to ruination 
because we are cutting military spend­
ing by $108 billion over 5 years. It 
seems incredible to me that they would 
say that in light of the fact that Presi­
dent Clinton proposes under this budg­
et to spend over $1.3 trillion over the 
next 5 years on the military. 

Mr. SARBANES. Every survey I have 
seen of public opinion in this country 
indicates that people believe by very 
large margins that we can reduce the 
military budget, that we ought to re­
duce the military budget, and then 
some say we should use that for deficit 
reduction, and others say we should 
use it for an investment strategy, to 
meet the needs of our people here at 
home, the domestic needs of our peo­
ple, which are obvious to their very 
eyes. 

I invite people to take a careful look 
at the infrastructure around them in 
their cities, towns, villages, and in the 
rural areas across the country, and if 
they do that, they are going to con­
clude that there are needs there that 
must be met. 

So that is one thing the President is 
doing. He is changing the priorities. He 
wants to shift some of that money. He 
is also cutting a lot of domestic spend­
ing. Everyone is complaining that this 
is not a tough program and everything. 

Well, this is a tough program. This 
budget gives some tough figures to 
committees to comply with. And you 
are going to see a squeezing of that do-

mestic budget. It is not going to be 
uniformly squeezed. In other words, the 
President is not mindless about this 
thing. The President is not coming 
along and saying we are going to cut 
any and all Gqvernment programs of 
whatever sort, nature, or description. 

The President is saying we have to 
cut some programs, but there are other 
programs that we have to, in effect, 
carry forward if we are going to meet 
our problems. So he is talking about 
investment in technology, in research 
and development, to keep the United 
States on the frontiers of technical 
progress and knowledge. He is talking 
about educating and training our work 
force. 

Look at what the other countries are 
doing here-the Germans are spending 
huge amounts of money on an appren­
ticeship program. Everyone who goes 
over and looks at it says this is a tre­
mendous program. These are people 
who do not go to college. They have a 
whole program geared to train them, to 
give them sort of status as master 
craftsmen, whatever the particular 
craft may be and to move them in to 
the work market. 

How can you have a first-class indus­
trial power if you do not have a first­
class transportation network? 

The President recognizes all of that, 
so he is squeezing domestic spending. 
He is shifting money out of the mili­
tary. 

He is doing his investment strategy 
and he is bringing some of that money 
over in order to do deficit reduction, 
and joining that money, which comes 
out of the spending cuts for purposes of 
deficit reduction, with the additional 
revenues that he is raising, $272 billion 
over 5 years, with a deficit reduction 
figure of $496 billion. 

The additional revenues over 5 years 
. are $272 billion, 65 percent of those rev­
enues will come from people making 
more than $200,000 a year, and the defi­
cit reduction is $496 billion. 

I want to repeat that. The total defi..: 
cit reduction is $496 billion in this reso­
lution. The additional revenues are $272 
billion. 

So a large amount of the deficit re­
duction is coming, I ask the chairman 
is it not the case, coming from spend­
ing cuts? 

Mr. SASSER. No question about it. A 
very substantial portion of deficit re­
duction is coming from spending cuts. 

And there are some very tough 
spending reductions here. For example, 
the President's program proposes $48 
billion in cuts to payments to hospitals 
under the Medicare Program. In other 
words, no cuts to Medicare bene­
ficiaries-the elderly who rely on Medi­
care will receive no cuts-but he is re­
quiring the hospitals to engage in some 
very serious cost control measures. 
And those funds are then being used to 
either reduce the deficit or throw some 
back into investment. 
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Mr. SARBANES. And, of course, what 

the President is talking about is the 
next big issue that he will seek to deal 
with. Another issue that was handed to 
him that had not been addressed by 
this previous administration is the 
whole heal th care issue, both the cost 
control, people's access to health care, 
and shifting it to preventive medicine. 

And, of course, I ask the chairman, is 
it not correct, when people talk about 
entitlements affecting the deficit, is 
that not essentially health care costs 
that they are talking about? Is that 
not, when we project out into the fu­
ture, where the problem is with the 
rise in health care costs, which are ris­
ing at about three times the rate of in­
flation; is that not correct? 

Mr. SASSER. The Senator is quite 
correct. 

When we talk about entitlement pro­
grams and growth in entitlement pro­
grams, as the Senator from New Mex­
ico discussed earlier this evening, say­
ing that entitlement programs were 
what were driving the increase in the 
deficit, what we are really talking 
about is health care. Because 85 per­
cent of the growth in so-called entitle­
ment programs comes from two pro­
grams: Medicare, health care for the el­
derly; and Medicaid, health care for the 
poor. 

That, in essence, is what is driving 
this growth in entitlements. The Gov­
ernment, just like everybody else, is 
caught up in this never-ending cycle of 
increased health care costs. Clearly, 
that is going to have to be addressed. 

And President Clinton has indicated 
that, once this economic program is in 
place and once this deficit reduction 
program is in place, then the next ini­
tiative of his administration will be to 
deal with the escalating cost of health 
care. 

Mr. SARBANES. Well, I want to say, 
to President Clinton's credit, he is try­
ing to come to grips with real issues in 
a real way. 

My own view is that we ought to stop 
using the word "entitlements" and we 
ought to talk about what program it is 
that you are talking about when you 
start talking about entitlements. 

Because we get people who come in 
here and say, "We are going to put a 
cap on entitlements. We are just going 
to lay a cap on it, and that is that." 

Then you say, "What do you mean by 
that? What is the program you are 
talking about?" 

Well, in this instance what they are 
talking about is medical care. And 
what that means, if you do not have a 
fully developed medical reform plan, as 
President Clinton is now trying to de­
velop, what it means is a lot of people 
are not going to get medical care. 

That is what it means, right? 
Mr. SASSER. No question about it. 

The Senator is entirely correct. 
Payments by the Federal Govern­

ment for Medicare and Medicaid 

amount to approximately 24 percent of 
the total health care payouts in the 
whole economy. 

If you are going to put a ceiling on 
what we pay for Medicare, health care 
for the elderly, that we are going to 
pay so much and no more; going to put 
a ceiling on what we pay for health 
care for the poor, that we are going to 
pay so much and no more; and then, 
outside of this one-quarter of the 
health care payouts, health care costs 
continue to grow, what you are going 
to find is that hospitals will start say­
ing: "We are not going to admit Medi­
care patients." Doctors will start say­
ing, "We are not going to treat Medic­
aid patients," because you will put a 
lid on what you will pay there. And, at 
the same time, other heal th care costs 
have been growing three times faster 
than the Consumer Price Index. 

It will mean eventually that people 
who rely on Medicare, doctors and hos­
pitals will not treat them, and the 
same with Medicaid patients, poor 
people. 

So that is really no solution to the 
problem. You have to deal with the 
whole constellation of health care 
costs. And that is what the President is 
proposing. 

You cannot deal with just a quarter 
of it and put a lid on it and say, "We 
will pay so much and no more." Then 
people just will not treat Medicare pa­
tients or Medicaid patients. 

Mr. SARBANES. The President is 
trying to grab hold of this pro bl em, as 
sticky as it is, because he knows it has 
to be addressed. 

That is the same thing he is doing 
with these economic issues. These past 
patterns are not going to work. They 
are giving us bigger budget deficits. 

We have an eroding investment situa­
tion in our country. We are increas­
ingly a debtor nation. We have a great­
er disparity of income, with the bene­
fits being reaped only at the top end of 
the scale. 

What the President is trying to do, 
and this budget resolution represents a 
first major step-and I will close with 
this observation-the President is try­
ing to move the economy off of quick­
sand and get it onto firm ground, 
where we can then build for the future. 

These trend lines that the President 
confronted when he came in-deficits 
up, budget deficits up, investments 
down, a worsening debtor status inter­
nationally, a growing inequity in in­
come distribution, a jobs recession, 
poor economic growth-I mean, you are 
on quicksand when you have those 
kinds of trend lines. 

The President is trying to change 
this. The President ran on the propo­
sition that he would change it. 

I think the chairman of the Budget 
Committee has done an admirable job 
in supporting the President and bring­
ing forth this budget resolution. 

Mr. President, it is imperative for 
the future of this country that the 

President's economic program, all of 
the pieces of it, be put into place. That 
is our one hope to get out of the quick­
sand and onto firm ground and in a po­
sition where we can build for the future 
strength and vitality and prosperity of 
this country. 

I thank the chairman for yielding me 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRYAN). The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the Senator from Mary­
land for a very scholarly and dis­
passionate and objective, I think, pres­
entation this evening of where this 
country has been in the past few years 
economically, where we are now, and 
what we must do for the future. It has 
been a very thoughtful presentation 
and very comprehensive. 

I think what the Senator from Mary­
land has done this evening is to 
present, in a very cogent way, the need 
for a coordinated plan to deal with the 
problems that this country finds itself 
in today and has indicated, I think 
very clearly, that President Clinton 
has such a plan, and the Senator from 
Maryland has pointed out the 
strengths of that plan and the neces­
sity for its acceptance here. I thank 
him very much for his presentation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is rec­
ognized under the time agreement. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I might 
consume. 

Mr. President, we have just heard a 
very good history lesson. Would the 
Senator from Tennessee like the floor? 
I will yield if I do not lose my right to 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 
that understanding, the Senator from 
Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I was 
just wondering, I thought perhaps in 
the previous unanimous-consent re­
quest I had requested the Senator from 
Colorado speak prior to the Senator 
from Iowa. It makes no difference to 
me who speaks first. But that was the 
unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Iowa retains the floor. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we 
just heard a history lesson, a history 
lesson of, I think, the last 12 years. We 
saw some defense of the budget before 
us. But for the several minutes, maybe 
40 minutes in which the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland was speaking, 
he was speaking for the most part 
about history. And I suppose if I were 
trying to defend a budget that is going 
to, in 4 years of the term of one Presi­
dent, increase the national debt by the 
most that it has ever been increased in 
the history of any Presidential term, 
and that is $1.4 trillion, I would want 
to talk about the past all the time as 
well. I would not want to focus the Na­
tion's attention on this budget. In 5 
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years, the 5-year projection of this the chart where you saw the quintile of 
budget is going to lead to an additional economic class, the lowest quintile, 
$1.8 trillion added to the national debt; and then the next highest quintile, all 
from $4.4 trillion today to $5.8 trillion the way up to the very wealthy. Just as 
after 4 years of a Clinton administra- if for the decade of the eighties, the 
tion. And then additionally at the end people who were in the lowest quintile 
of 5 years, to $6.2 trillion. were always there, and the people who 

Whoever thought, when they were were in the highest income quintile 
voting for a President Clinton who de- were always there. It avoids the facts 
plored the trillion dollars of Reagan of the economics of the 1980's and the 
deficit, a trillion dollars in Reagan's public policy of the 1980's that it was to 
second term, and a trillion dollars in a create opportunity. The decade of the 
Bush term, that they were going to get eighties became a decade of opportuni­
an additional $1.4 trillion in a Clinton ties because in that lowest quintile, 
term? People thought they were voting you will find out in the decade of the 
for change, and they are getting the eighties that 60 percent of the people 
same old trillion dollars debt in a term that were in that lowest quintile found 
of office. What is different about that? their way into the third, fourth, and 
When that is in this budget-and that fifth quintile, moving up the economic 
is what is going to be foisted upon the ladder. 
people of this country-you can under- There is so much talk about the rich, 
stand why we will have speeches on just as if it is the same static class of 
this floor from the other side of the people over a long period of time. If 
aisle talking about the last 12 years. you look at Forbes richest 400, the 

It would not be so bad, maybe, with Forbes 400 of 1980, and look at the 
$1.4 trillion debt, if at the same time Forbes 400 of 1990, you will find that 60 
we were not getting the biggest tax in- percent of the people that were listed 
crease in the history of the country, in that highest income bracket were no 
$272 billion, the second biggest reduc- longer there in 1990. 
tion in defense since the post-cold war So we had a period of opportunity in 
period was entered, and hardly any re- the 1980's when the people who were in 
duction in domestic expenditures. lower income levels because of oppor-

I know a case was made between the . tuni ty and reduced taxes were able to 
Senator from Tennessee· in the discus- improve tremendously their status in 
sion with the Senator from Maryland- life, and it also shows that the rich can 
oh, there are lots of reductions in ex- become poor as well. Those are the dy­
penditures on the domestic side of the namics of the American economy. 
ledger. Yes, there are. But there are I heard one of my colleagues on the 
massive increases in domestic pro- other side of the aisle today say that 
grams. So that when it is all said and the American people voted for change 
done on the domestic side of the ledger, last November; that they voted for a 
there are minuscule reductions in the new direction. I look at the tax-and­
deficit. And when you add in the $16, spend budget that we have before us 
$17 billion stimulus package we have, and I look at the deficit spending stim­
there is no reduction on the domestic ulus package before us. I listen to the 
side of the ledger. So we are going to Secretary of Labor who says that the 
end up after 4 years of an administra- stimulus bill that we have before us is 
tion that was elected on a platform of only the first of several such emer­
bringing change and reinventing Gov- gency bills, and you can read that as 
ernment, with still a $1.4 trillion in- deficit spending bills, that are going to 
crease in the national debt, the biggest come down the pike this year. Then 
tax increase in the history of the coun- suddenly, I gain a new found apprecia­
try, the second biggest reduction in the tion of what this new direction is that 
defense budget, and still no change on people on the other side of the aisle are 
the domestic side of the ledger. talking about. And the answer is, quite 

They run on a platform of soaking factually, it is the same old direction 
the rich, and it is the nonrich who are that has been traveled by their party 
going to get soaked in this budget, par- in the past; most recently traveled in 
ticularly with the Btu tax that every- the 4 years of the Jimmy Carter admin­
body is going to pay regardless of eco- istration. 
nomic status in life. There is particu- So when the rhetoric of the other 
larly a very detrimental increase in the side describes change and a new direc­
tax of Social Security recipients, when tion, all that means is we are going 
we increase the tax on Social Security backward in time to the philosophy ·of 
recipients from 50 percent being taxed 16 years ago. How hollow their words 
to 85 percent being taxed. Those are ring. 
the so-called rich. the trouble with this America does not want a new direc­
soak the rich economics is that every- tion in just any direction. Yes, we are 
body gets wet and only the rich can af- getting a new direction under this ad­
ford umbrellas. And of course with this ministration, but it is in the wrong 
budget, the elderly are going to need new direction. It is heading us in the 
hip boots when it is finally imple- wrong way, down a one-way street. We 
mented. are on the southbound street of the 

We saw chart after chart. One chart I highway heading north, and that is not 
cannot help but comment on. That was what America voted for in November. 

America sent a clear message in No­
vember. But the other side did not get 
it. They think that 43 percent of the 
voters gave them a mandate for the 
highest tax increase in history, a whop­
ping spending increase, and the largest 
increase ever in the national debt. 
That is what my Democrat friends call 
a new direction. That is what they call 
change. 

But America did not say that we 
want change, just any old change. 
Americans did not say that we want a 
new direction, just any direction. They 
had enough of the direction rep­
resented by this budget under the phi­
losophy · of their previous administra­
tion, the ·Carter administration. We 
cannot help but remember nationwide 
malaise so deeply rooted and so perva­
sive that to this very day, we have not 
forgotten. 

Under this new administration, we 
are getting all over again the sultans 
of spending, the titans of taxing. This 
is back to business as usual. This is 
just simply deja voodoo. Rather, Amer­
ica sent, in the last election in Novem­
ber, a more bottom-line message. They 
said to all of us, just fix it. Fix the def­
icit problems. Fix up your act in Wash­
ington. 

How can we be doing that when we 
are right back to business as usual? 

I participated in that last election as 
a candidate. I went through a cam­
paign last year, just like the President 
of the United States did. I was near the 
people last year, near their concerns, 
near their desires, learning about their 
fears and, most important, about their 
frustrations. I had opponents who ad­
vocated the kind of proposals we have 
before us, particularly in this budget 
compromise which is before us. It just 
seems like candidates of the other side 
of the aisle can only talk program after 
program, more and more spending, def­
icit spending at every turn. These can­
didates proposed more spending and 
more programs. 

Like a lot of my colleagues, both Re­
publican and Democrat, I won reelec­
tion. I think I won because I cam­
paigned on what the citizens in my 
State wanted: Responsible Govern­
ment, good Government and an end to 
deficit spending. That is what the peo­
ple want. That is what America wants. 
That was the mandate given us in No­
vember. That is what was promised us 
in November and, of course, it is not 
being delivered by our friends on the 
other side of the aisle, neither by the 
President nor his troops in Congress. 

I think there has been a default, 
squandering a mandate, and so that is 
why the obligation has fallen to those 
of us on this side. These are not par­
liamentary games we play on this side 
of the aisle. We are trying to, and at­
tempting to deliver on a mandate given 
to us by Americans in November. 

Now the President could have acted 
· on that mandate. He could have deliv-
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ered on his promises. For some reason, 
he chose not to. And the majority 
party failed to hold his feet to the fire. 

So often tonight, as well as before, in 
this debate we heard the other side use 
the term "guardians of gridlock." Let 
me suggest to you why that term is ir­
relevant. Had the Democrats accepted 
and understood the mandate that 
America gave us in November, it would 
have been reflected in their budget, the 
principal statement of policy of any 
administration of any party. 

It was not so reflected, Mr. Presi­
dent. Had it been reflected in their 
budget, and if Republicans had then op­
pnsed the budget by offering amend­
ment after amendment to frustrate the 
process, then that would be legiti­
mately called gridlock. But in this 
case, Mr. President, the budget and the 
stimulus bill reflect the opposite of 
what was promised and the opposite of 
the mandate that we were given. 
Therefore, what Republicans are doing 
on this conference report, like what we 
did on the budget the first time it was 
before this body is a legitimate and re­
sponsible exercise in delivering what 
the American people want and what 
they were promised. We are trying to 
deliver fiscal responsibility and we are 
trying to reinvent the Government. We 
are not the "guardians of gridlock," 
Mr. President. We are the "guardians 
of good Government.'' 

The majority party in this body had 
a chance to be the guardian of good 
Government, but they squandered the 
opportunity with their tax-and-spend 
conference report and the next bill that 
is to be taken up here, this deficit 
spending pork bill that we have been 
considering for a couple 3 days. 

I predict that down the road over the 
next 4 years there will be two clear 
choices for the American people. 

One choice will be what they were 
promised in November, and of course 
what they legitimately thought they 
were getting with the new administra­
tion. That is the choice of a better 
Government, spending less money, a 
reinvented Government within spend­
ing limits, and all within what we can 
afford. 

The other choice is what we have in 
this tax-and-spend budget conference 
and on the stimulus bill. That choice is 
the business as usual choice, the status 
quo, the exact target of the November 
mandate. I predict, Mr. President, that 
when all is said and done, the Amer­
ican people will choose a more effective 
Government living within its means 
and they will resoundingly reject what 
is represented in this new wrong direc­
tion. 

I know we have a long ways to go, 
Mr. President, before we are able to 
turn this around. The people thought 
that it was turned around in the last 
election. But when they see Sl.4 tril­
lion, the bottom line of the policy 
statement, the economic policy state-

ment of this administration, the budg­
et before us, they will know that they 
have been had and that the promises of 
last fall are not being carried out. 

I will yield the floor, and the Senator 
from Colorado can have whatever time 
he wants on this side. 

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

ator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] is rec­
ognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise out 
of concern over the budget resolution 
that is before us, and while the hour is 
late, I want to make a few remarks be­
fore the vote that comes up tomorrow. 

First, Mr. President, let me extend a 
word about the gentleman who is not 
here at this moment but who is here in 
spirit and has been here throughout 
the process. PETE DOMENIC!, the distin­
guished Senator from New Mexico, has 
led the Republican effort. And I must 
say in the decade that I served in the 
House of Representatives and the 2 
years that I have had the privilege of 
serving here, I have never seen a more 
dedicated, conscientious, hardworking 
legislator. PETE DOMENIC! does what he 
says, and he means what he says. He 
has led the fight to reduce this deficit 
perhaps with more vigor and more de­
termination and more hard work than 
anyone I know. 

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I 
did not also take a moment to thank 
the distinguished Senator from Ten­
nessee, the chairman of our Budget 
Committee. Senator SASSER has put up 
with my amendments, listened to my 
suggestions, and all with good humor 
and often with a straight face. His per­
sonal kindness is greatly appreciated, 
and I can only imagine it is because my 
family a long time ago was from Ten­
nessee. At any rate, his kindness and 
his indulgence I deeply appreciate. 

Mr. President, I think it is also im­
portant, although I certainly am not 
the one to extend the formal thanks, to 
acknowledge the fine work of Larry 
Stein and Bill Dauster. They have been 
of immense help to me, perhaps more 
than their boss ought to know, but I 
think they have gone out of their way 
to help someone of the opposite party. 

I must also take a moment to thank 
Bill Hoagland and Austin Smythe, 
staffers on the Republican side who 
have done such an outstanding job. Bill 
Hoagland is outnumbered in terms of 
staff, I have suspected perhaps out­
numbered in terms of pay, but he is the 
most informed and the hardest working 
staffer I have ever met in 12 years on 
the Hill. His patience and kindness and 
incredible depth of knowledge are an 
enormous benefit to this Member and I 
think everyone who serves with him. 

Mr. President, the budget before us is 
pretty straightforward. What it ulti­
mately comes down to is some total 
figures. Annual spending with regard 
to this budget breaks down I think as 
follows: First of all, if you take the 

first year, this year we are in now, 
compared to the end of the budget 
cycle what this bill does is cut $41 bil­
lion in defense. Those are real dollars, 
that is, net reductions. That is not in 
comparison to what we might have 
spent, but it is a $41 billion cut in ac­
tual dollars. It increases domestic 
spending $42 billion over that time pe­
riod. When I say that I mean discre­
tionary domestic spending, up $42 bil­
lion, not down. 

Non-Social Security mandatory pro­
grams-that is, mandatory programs 
not counting Social Security-go up 
$76 billion over those 5 years. Perhaps 
a surprise to everyone is if you com­
pare 1993 numbers to 1998 numbers, rev­
enue is up $410 billion per year. It is 
not only the biggest tax increase in the 
history of this country, it is the big­
gest tax increase in the history of any 
country. As I think Members need to 
know, that $410 billion increase in an­
nual revenue is not all tax increase. 
Much of it is related to inflation and to 
simple growth in the economy that is 
projected. But the net figure as we 
have used in the comparison with the 
spending numbers is $410 billion more. 

Second, Mr. President, I think we 
would be remiss if we did not at least 
note at this point that this is the big­
gest increase in the national debt that 
any budget resolution has ever called 
for in the history of this Nation, an 
over $1.1 trillion increase over that 
budget cycle. 

It is also, in current dollars at least, 
the biggest tax increase in the history 
of this country or any country in the 
history of the world. 

Mr. President, the irony of all of 
these numbers is this incredible sac­
rifice by the American people does not 
eliminate the deficit. 

It does not even come within $200 bil­
lion of eliminating it. The number in 
1998 after the most unbelievable sac­
rifice any country has been called on to 
make is $201.9 billion. 

Mr. President, I ask you to think 
about the kind of things that have been 
said about this budget deficit. Let me 
give you some examples. 

During the campaign, President Clin­
ton promised $3 of spending cut for 
every dollar of tax increase. Later on, 
the Office of Management and Budget 
Director Panetta testifying before Con­
gress called for $2 of spending cuts for 
every dollar of tax increase. I suspect 
everyone is aware of the date that we 
will vote on this-April Fool, America. 

This budget deficit, this budget plan, 
will involve $3 of tax increase for every 
dollar of spending cut, the opposite or 
worse than the opposite of what the 
President had called for originally. 
During the campaign, the President 
made this statement on "Larry King, 
Live." I quote it: "I would present a 5-
year plan to balance the budget." April 
Fool, America. This misses the mark 
by over $200 billion. 
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During the campaign, the President 

also said this: "I want to make it very 
clear that this middle-class tax cut, in 
my view, is central to any attempt we 
are going to make to have short-term 
economic strategy and a long-term 
fairness strategy." April Fool, Amer­
ica. The middle-income class get a tax 
increase, not a tax cut, whether it is 
Social Security for the elderly, or an 
energy tax for the rest, all of us, mid­
dle-income class, as well have a tax in­
crease. 

Finally, Mr. President, in the process 
of the campaign, the President talked 
about taxing the rich. Early on he 
talked about the rich being those over 
$200,000 that would have to pay higher 
taxes. But on October 29, he further re­
fined his intent for the campaign and 
for the tax. "The way I would define it 
in terms of people who would be immu­
nized from paying any more would be 
families with family income above 
$80,000 a year or less." 

April Fool, Mr. President. 
Those who have $25,000 a year or 

more in Social Security will get a tax 
increase. And those who consume en­
ergy in almost any form will get a tax 
increase as well. 

We would be remiss not noting, I sus­
pect in this regard, that indeed there is 
supposed to be a low-income tax credit. 
I hope there is. But my guess is that 
when it is all said and done, we will 
have far more in the way of taxes for 
the poor, and the middle income than 
we did before. 

Mr. President, I want to not leave 
here without making some forecasts 
because when we become sincere legis­
lators to the end of a long road-this 
has been a long road-we ought to 
stand by what we do and how we vote. 

I intend to vote against this package. 
I believe it is the wrong course for 
America. I do not believe higher spend­
ing and higher taxes will make us ei­
ther more prosperous or eventually re­
duce the deficit. 

So here is my forecast. The Budget 
Committee has put out theirs. First, I 
believe when we assemble here a year 
from today, or perhaps next year when 
we do the final drafting of the budget, 
instead of the documents reflecting 
what this budget document calls for, I 
believe you are going to see that spend­
ing will have exceeded the budget and 
will have exceeded it dramatically. 

Mr. President, I must say I hope I am 
wrong. I hope the chairman's figures 
are right. I believe you are going to see 
spending far higher than what is even 
in this document that calls for huge 
spending increases. 

Two, Mr. President, I believe when 
we assemble a year from now, we will 
hear a call from the President of the 
United State&--having served the big­
gest tax increase in the history of any 
nation in the world-the President of 
the United States will call for more 
new taxes. Yes, Mr. President, these 

will not just fall on the rich. They will 
fall on everyone. 

My third for forecast , Mr. President, 
that I again also hope is wrong, is this: 
This budget document calls for a defi­
cit of a little over $201 billion in 1998 
after incredible sacrifice by the Amer­
ican people. 

Mr. President, I believe when 1998 
comes, that the deficit will not be $201 
billion, it will be more than double 
that and perhaps even far beyond it. 

I mention all of this because I think 
we ought to be held accountable for 
what we vote for, how we stand, and 
what kind of results our actions bring 
to the American people. I can only say 
that I go forward with a firm and a fun­
damental belief that the strength of 
America does not lie in this Chamber 
no matter how bright or how dedicated 
the people who serve here are. I believe 
the strength of America is in the men 
and women who do the work of this 
country, the people who drive the 
trucks, dig the ditches, and work in the 
butcher shops, the people who earn 
their living by the sweat of their brow, 
the people who spend every day with 
long hours to eke out a living, the ones 
who do not come in for the special 
breaks or the special privileges. 

I believe the key to making America 
strong is giving the men and women 
who make America go the right to 
make their own decisions and the op­
portunity to decide how their own 
money is spent. I think taking 30, 40 
percent of what working men and 
women earn for themselves and giving 
it to the Government and have Govern­
ment spend their own money is a mis­
take. It is a mistake not because there 
are not good things to spend it on. 
Heavens, we know in listening in this 
Chamber every day there are new pro­
grams that money could be spent on 
that could be passed. The problem is 
that for every dollar we take away 
from the men and women who work for 
this country and make it go is $1 less 
they have to spend and $1 less of incen­
tive for them to work and $1 less for 
them to be productive. Oftimes we de­
cide for them how their lives ought to 
be run. There is less and less incentive 
for them to be creative. 

If there is one secret America has 
discovered, if there is one reason why 
America is strong, if there is one thing 
that sets us apart as a country, it is a 
belief in the individual, in individual 
freedom and opportunity. America is 
not great because we are all of one 
race. We are not. We are mixed. Amer­
ica is not great because we are blessed 
with such great resources. We have 
great resources, but there are other 
countries with far more, including one 
that recently fell apart. America is not 
great because of our climate or our to­
pography, although we have a beautiful 
country to enjoy. America is great be­
cause we have discovered the secret, we 
have discovered the secret of what can 
make any country strong. 

Mr. President, we have understood 
that what makes America strong is 
being able to tap the creative force in­
side each and every individual in the 
Nation, to give them a chance to run 
their own lives, and to spend their own 
money, and to enjoy the rewards if 
they work hard. 

This budget says they are going to 
take more from the people who work in 
America and we will give them less 
control over their own lives. It is a 
budget that will harm America, and I 
shall vote against it. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d-276g, as 
amended, appoints the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] as Vice Chair­
man of the Senate Delegation to the 
Canada-United States Interparliamen­
tary Group during the 1st session of the 
103d Congress, vice .the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 
9:20 A.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until Thursday morn­
ing, April 1, 1993, at the hour of 9:20 
a.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 11:46 p.m., 
recessed until Thursday, April 1, 1993, 
at 9:20 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive Nominations Confirmed by 

the Senate March 31, 1993: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

J . BRIAN ATWOOD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT. 

LYNN E . DAVIS, OF VIRGINIA , TO BE UNDER SEC­
RETARY OF STATE FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AF­
FAIRS. 

STEPHEN A. OXMAN, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE AN AS­
SISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE. 

JOAN E . SPERO, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNDER SEC­
RETARY OF STATE FOR ECONOMIC AND AGRICULTURAL 
AFFAIRS. 

HARRIET C. BABBITT, OF ARIZONA, TO BE THE PERMA­
NENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA TO THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, 
WITH RANK OF AMBASSADOR. 

ZTHOMAS E . DONILON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE. 

GEORGE EDWARD MOOSE, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC­
RETARY OF STATE. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE­
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

LAWRENCE H. SUMMERS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM­
BIA, TO BE AN UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DANIEL 
B. CONABLE, AND ENDING FRANKLIN D. LEE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP­
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 9, 
1993. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MELVIN 
W. SEARLS, JR., AND ENDING THEODORE J . VILLINSKI, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 9, 1993. 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROBERT 
BEMIS, AND ENDING WILLIAM J . WEINHOLD, WHICH 
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NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP­
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 9. 
1900. 

... 

FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM 
M. TAPPE, AND ENDING DANIELL. DOLAN, WHICH NOMI­
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-

PEAR.ED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 9, 
1900. 



7136 EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS March 31, 1993 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
DOWNEY'S ORIGINAL McDONALD'S; 

PRESERVING A HISTORIC PLACE 

HON. STEPHEN HORN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, one of America's 
truly historic landmarks-one which should be 
of interest to the President himself-is in jeop­
ardy as a result of corporate shortsightedness. 
The last of the original McDonald's restaurants 
is targeted for closing by corporate executives. 
They apparently have little or no awareness of 
their firm's history or of the special role in the 
American culture played by this small res­
taurant, located in the city of Downey in Cali­
fornia's 38th Congressional District. 

This is not the first time that a lack of vision 
has plagued a corporate giant or jeopardized 
a symbol or historic landmark. Here in Wash­
ington, DC, it was only through determined ef­
forts on the part of preservationists that the 
Greyhound Bus Depot with its art deco design 
was saved. The historic Willard Hotel, in which 
Lincoln stayed prior to his inauguration, almost 
fell victim to the wrecker's ball. Many cor­
porate symbols have been retired, often to be 
resurrected later by more savvy executives 
who recognize the positive historic draw these 
symbols have for consumers. 

But it is one thing to bring Tony the Tiger 
out of retirement to sell gasoline. It is quite an­
other to try to resurrect a building which has 
been torn down because of a wrongheaded 
decision based on an erroneous analysis of 
what is important to the so-called bottom line. 

I fear this is the challenge facing community 
leaders in Downey and officials of the Los An­
geles Conservancy, who are united in oppos­
ing the decision by regional executives of the 
McDonald's Corp. to close the historic ham­
burger stand which played a seminal role in 
our evolving American culture. 

Why do these McDonald's executives want 
to close down this historic outlet? Incredibly, 
because it is too successful. According to a 
company spokeswoman, it is too small to 
modernize. "We can't offer them the conven­
ience of drive-through or (indoor) sit-down din­
ing space. It doesn't make good business 
sense to keep the restaurant open." 

I could not disagree more. This is a truly 
historic landmark, not unlike the Brome-Seltzer 
Tower in Baltimore or the Chrysler Building in 
New York City. This small fast-food restaurant 
can and should serve as a symbol of what 
McDonald's has represented in the lifestyle of 
millions of Americans-and others throughout 
the world-in these past several decades. 

It was in 1953 that the brothers Richard and 
Mac McDonald opened the Downey McDon­
ald's, the oldest original red-and-white McDon­
ald's in existence. It was the third restaurant of 
what would later become a worldwide empire 
under Ray Kroc, the milkshake machine sales-

man who was so impressed with the ability of 
the McDonald brothers to serve quality food 
fast that he bought the franchise and made it 
an international giant. 

As the Los Angeles Conservancy has noted, 
the golden arched, red-and-white fast food 
stand was the prototype for a way of business 
and way of living that changed America and 
the world. Located at the corner of Florence 
Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard in Downey, 
it remained independently run by the original 
franchisees until 1990, when its lease was 
purchased by the McDonald's Corp. 

The current lease expires in August, and a 
corporate spokeswoman says she does not 
know when the location will serve its last burg­
er. According to an article by Natalie Shore of 
the Long Beach Press-Telegram, McDonald's 
officials have indicated that they are commit­
ted to preserving the 60-foot neon sign that 
showcases Speedee, the chubby, twinkling 
chef who is the restaurant's original mascot. 
What they propose to do is to relocate the 
sign to a newer outlet in the city while closing 
the original restaurant itself. 

Downey community leaders and the Los An­
geles Conservancy, though, are fighting to 
preserve this cultural icon. "I don't think peo­
ple making the final decision on this know how 
important this McDonald's is, not just for Dow­
ney but for Southern California and clear 
across the country," said Downey City Coun­
cilwoman Joyce Lawrence. "it's 'SO's nostalgia 
for some people, part of our commercial his­
tory, the forerunner of most of our fast-food 
business." 

An article by Gerald Faris in the Los Ange­
les Times makes clear the importance of pre­
serving this McDonald's. Its two predecessors, 
the outlet that introduced the golden arches­
a converted car hop drive-in in San 
Bernardino-and the second, in Phoenix, have 
been demolished. While others remain-one is 
a McDonald's museum-only the one in Dow­
ney serves burgers today as it did 40 years 
ago. 

Councilwoman Lawrence, in a letter to 
McDonald's executives, tried to make clear the 
sense of significance historians place on this 
landmark. "it is important to me that you un­
derstand that interest in this unique business 
is not a local whim, but reflects a growing na­
tionwide appreciation for McDonald's commer­
cial history, its architectural significance-and 
even its neon as an art form," Lawrence said. 
She noted that in 1984, the drive-in became 
the first hamburger stand in America to be eli­
gible for the National Register of Historic 
Places, the U.S. Department of the Interior's 
list of architecturally and culturally significant 
structures. It has been profiled in a segment of 
"Smithsonian World," a Public Broadcasting 
System series, and has been featured promi­
nently in a book by Alan Hess, "Googie: Fif­
ties Coffee Shop Architecture," as well as 
being mentioned in "Orange Roofs, Golden 
Arches," by Philip Langdon. 

I bring all of this to the attention of my col­
leagues because I think that, all too often, we 
think of history as being something that hap­
pened a century or more ago. Too often, his­
toric buildings or landmarks have been torn 
down, only to be recreated at some later point 
by those who have, too late, realized their sig­
nificance. 

We have in Downey and in the Los Angeles 
Conservancy people of foresight who realize 
what they have and know what a significant 
part of our culture-and the world's-it has 
been. They need help if they are to convince 
those who do not have that sense of vision 
that they should not make an irreversible deci­
sion which would almost certainly be regretted 
later. 

At a time when a child born in the second 
half of this century-one who has repeatedly 
and unabashedly demonstrated the important 
role McDonald's plays in his life-sits in the 
White House, it would be a sad irony if a 
shortsighted decision forced the closure of this 
historic example of American entrepreneur­
ship. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I insert 
Councilwoman Lawrence's letter and the arti­
cles to which I made reference in the RECORD: 

Ms. ANITA FAUNCE, 

CITY OF DOWNEY, CA, 
February 22, 1993. 

Marketing Manager, McDonald's Corp., Wood­
land Hills, CA. 

DEAR Ms. FAUNCE: I have been anxious to 
follow up with you about discussions I par­
ticipated in between our Director of Commu­
nity & Economic Development Art Rangel 
and John Dawson, Real Estate Manager for 
McDonald's Corl')oration, regarding the fate 
of the historic Downey McDonald's Drive-in 
at 10207 Lakewood Blvd. 

I have heard from our city staff that we 
will not be meeting with you and I am dis­
appointed. In addition to sharing my respect 
for the McDonald's Corporation, which has 
grown into a commercial cornerstone of 
American life and culture, I also wanted to 
talk with you about what I consider to be 
some overlooked advertising and marketing 
opportunities for this unique restaurant that 
has so long been a part of our community-
40 years this August! 

It is important to me that you understand 
that interest in this unique business is not a 
local whim, but reflects a growing nation­
wide appreciation for McDonald's commer­
cial history. its architectural significance­
and even its neon as an art form. While the 
Downey drive-in was not developed as a part 
of Ray Kroc's visionary fast food empire, it 
most certainly had to have been one of the 
inspirations that led to his interest in the 
first place. Mr. Kroc retained the distinctive, 
exuberant architecture for his own res­
taurants; for many years. 

The J{akewood Boulevard McDonald's file 
in our Downey History Center archives is 
about 3 inches thick, with newspaper clip­
pings and articles from popular magazines 
and scholarly journals from across the coun­
try. As you may know, this drive-in is fea-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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tured prominently in a book by Alan Hess, 
"Googie: Fifties Coffee Shop Architecture," 
as well as being mentioned in "Orange Roofs, 
Golden Arches" by Philip Langdon. 

In 1983 a film crew from the Smithsonian 
Institution came to Downey to profile the 
historic McDonald's for a segment on 
"Smithsonian World", a PBS series that was 
screened across the United States at inter­
vals for about seven years (locally on KCET). 

In 1984 the drive-in became the first ham­
burger stand in America to be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places, the 
U.S. Department of the Interior's list of 
architecturally and culturally significant 
structures. 

Next month the Los Angeles Conservancy 
will highlight the restaurant as they discuss 
preserving 1950's architecture. 

Through the efforts of historians and the 
media, then, your corporation has received 
15 years of positive, free publicity-even 
when you did not actually own this particu­
lar restaurant. Based on what the corpora­
tion recently spent for a slot on the Super 
Bowl telecast, I would think those 15 years 
could fit very respectably on the credit side 
of any balance sheet. 

The Lakewood Boulevard drive-in has mar­
keted some interesting souvenir items that 
could be profitable if they were bought in 
larger quantities and promoted with pride by 
the McDonald's Corporation. The restaurant 
could be used in films and your own commer­
cials, or as a site for fund raising, (either for 
Ronald McDonald's houses, or for other cor­
porate giving). I am sure that the talent 
within your own organization could think of 
many other ways to capitalize on this tour­
ist attraction. 

To wind up, we are proud to have this 
McDonald landmark in our community from 
a historical perspective and as a welcome 
business and job source-and we would like 
to work with you to keep it. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider 
this letter. We will continue to be in contact 
with Mr. Dawson and others in the McDon­
ald's Corporation as to how we can work to­
gether. 

Sincerely, 
JOYCE L. LAWRENCE, 

Councilmember, District Five. 

DOWNEY BURGER STAND To CLOSE 
(By Natalle Shore) 

DOWNEY.-A piece of America's past will 
soon be history. 

Burgers won't be cooking, fries won't be 
frying, and S:Peedee won't be winking his 
way into the hearts of McDonald's fans who 
frequent the last original restaurant still op­
erating. 

Corporate officials confirmed the news Fri­
day. After 40 years of millions served, it's 
curtains for the McDonald's stand at Lake­
wood Boulevard and Florence Avenue. 

"We have made a decision, a very difficult 
decision, but the decision was made to close 
the restaurant," said Anita Faunce, senior 
marketing manager for the Woodland Hills 
regional offices of McDonald's Corp. 

The chief problem is the size of the prop­
erty: It doesn't allow McDonald's to serve its 
customers in the manner they've become ac­
customed to, Faunce said. There is no room 
to expand the red and white ceramic tile 
stand. 

"We can't offer them the conveniences of 
drive-through or (indoor) sit-down dining 
space. It doesn't make good business sense to 
keep the restaurant open," she said. 

The company is losing thousands of dollars 
because it cannot expand, Downey officials 
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say. Faunce declined to comment on the pro­
ductivity of the site. 

The lease is due to expire in August, but 
Faunce said she does not know when the lo­
cation will serve its last burger. The prop­
erty is owned by Pep Boys Inc. 

"I'm surprised," said Downey City Council­
woman Joyce Lawrence, who has lobbied the 
fast-food chain both publicly and privately 
to keep the landmark open. "I know that 
public opinion matters to them because of 
all the other things they do," she said. 

Lawrence said she is still hopeful the com­
munity can save the outlet, and the Los An-
geles Conservancy agrees. · 

"It's a cultural icon, not just for Southern 
California but the rest of the country," said 
Pete Moruzzi, chairman of the conservancy's 
Modern and Post World War II Committee. 

Faunce said the McDonald's Corp, is com­
mitted to preserving the 60-foot neon sign 
that showcases Speedee, the chubby twin­
kling chef who is the burger joint's original 
mascot. 

The corporation is willing to relocate the 
sign to one of the newer outlets in the city, 
Faunce said. "We do place a lot of value on 
that (preservation)." 

Pep Boys reportedly offered to lower the 
lease rate in an effort to keep its tenant, but 
company officials could not be reached for 
comment. Faunce would not discuss the re­
ported offer. 

GOLDEN MEMORIES? 
(By Gerald Faris) 

Joyce Lawrence discovered McDonald's 
hamburgers under a pair of giant golden 
arches in Downey. 

"It was 1957 and I was at Downey High 
School when I ·had my first burger there," 
the Downey city councilwoman said. "You 
could get a hamburger, fries and a Coke and 
get change back from 50 cents." 

Lawrence still buys Big Macs occasionally 
at the same stand, which is virtually un­
changed almost 40 years after it opened in 
August, 1953, at Lakewood Boulevard and 
Florence A venue. 

With its two golden arches, red and white 
tile walls and towering neon sign crowned by 
Speedee the Chef, it is the only McDonald's 
still operating with the chain's original ar­
chitecture. 

And its future is in doubt, with Downey of­
ficials fearing that the stand may be closed, 
relocated or modified and lose its historical 
significance. The lease on the property is up 
this summer and there have been rumors on 
and off for years that the stand was in dan­
ger. 

John Dawson, real estate manager with 
McDonald's Los Angeles regional office, 
would confirm only that the company is con­
sidering changing the location or modifying 
the present stand. 

But not trusting to chance, Downey offi­
cials are rallying to save it. 

"I don't think people making the final de­
cision on this know how important this 
McDonald's is, not just for Downey but for 
Southern California and clear across the 
country," Lawrence said. "It's '50s nostalgia 
for some people, part of our commercial his­
tory, the forerunner of most of our fast-food 
business." 

The Downey McDonald's was the third lo­
cation opened, one of about 1,000 golden 
arches stands that were the company proto­
type until 1968. The outlet that introduced 
the golden arches-a converted car hop 
drive-in in San Bernardino-and the second, 
in Phoenix, have been demolished. While 
others remain-one is a McDonald's mu-
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seum-only the one in Downey is still serv­
ing burgers. 

Downey officials say the problem is eco­
nomic. The company-owned stand is losing 
as much as $50,000 a year, is too small to 
house up-to-date equipment and lacks a 
drive-through window, the officials said. 

The property was bought in 1982 by The 
Pep Boys-Manny, Moe & Jack automotive 
company, which has a store a few doors 
away. The company and McDonald's are ne­
gotiating on the lease, which expires in Au­
gust. 

Rumors circulated that Pep Boys wanted 
the land for parking, but a company execu­
tive in Philadelphia denied this. "We want a 
tenant, and they are the most logical tenant 
if only because of the nostalgic value," said 
Pep Boys Vice President Fred Stampone. 

Last year, rumor had it that McDonald's 
wanted to move the sign to a nearby location 
and tear down the old stand, selling the dis­
tinctive red and white building tiles to raise 
money for the Ronald McDonald Foundation. 

Things seemed shaky, too, when the ham­
burger stand opened on Aug. 18, 1953, across 
the street from a citrus grove. One man who 
remembers is Richard McDonald, 84, who 
started the business in 1948 in San 
Bernardino with his late brother, Maurice. 

In a telephone interview from his home in 
Bedford, N.H., McDonald said people thought 
the Downey stand would flop, "but that 
night, you couldn't get within a mile of the 
place. There were hundreds and hundreds of 
people." 

McDonald said he devised the golden arch­
es for the Phoenix stand so motorists would 
see the low building from the road. 

"We had a large colonial home with four 
big columns in San Bernardino," he said. "I 
drew in a couple of those, but they looked 
terrible. Then I drew in one arch running 
parallel with the building. That looked a lit­
tle better. Then I drew in two arches like 
they finally came out." 

The brothers had been running a San 
Bernardino car hop drive-in since 1940. But 
after World War II, McDonald said, people's 
eating habits changed: "They were impatient 
and we were starting to get complaints 
about how slow the service was. We thought 
there must be a faster system." 

So the car hop drive-in was transformed 
into a hamburger stand. "We advertised 
[that] instead of serving you in 20 minutes, 
we're going to serve you in 20 seconds," he 
said. 

Observers say the Downey stand survived 
because it was owned for more than 35 years 
by Roger Williams and Burdette Landon, 
who got their franchise from the McDonald 
brothers. Even after the company was sold to 
Ray Kr:oc in 1961, Williams and Landon main­
tained their independence, spurning cor­
porate offers to buy their store. Williams and 
Landon were in their 80s when they finally 
sold to the company in 1990. 

Architectural historian Alan Hess calls the 
McDonald's an invaluable piece of American 
history, a great expression of mid-20th-Cen­
tury eating habits. 

"What they have here is an icon equal to 
the 1950s Cadillac fin, the picture of Marilyn 
Monroe over the subway grate, or Elvis Pres­
ley on the Ed Sullivan Show," Hess said. 
"They have something here that is engraved 
on the consciousness of everyone born since 
1940." 

At McDonald's on a recent afternoon, cus­
tomers-from businessmen in ties to high 
school students just out of class-were lined 
up for burgers and fries. 

Downey receptionist Denise Gonzales said 
she first visited the stand nearly 20 years ago 
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when she . was 5. " I like the little guy up 
there, the sign," she said, pointing to 
Speedee the Chef. 

The towering, 60-foot Speedee, added in 
1960, runs on legs of neon. He wears a white 
hat, white coat, blue pants and bow tie, and 
he's winking as if to say, "Come on in." 

The main change at the stand over the 
years has been the menu, which has grown 
since 1953, when it featured eight items and 
service calculated in seconds. 

The interior was rebuilt after a 1978 fire , 
but the squat stand is still marked by its dis­
tinctive tiles, angled roof and the curving, 
25-foot neon-lighted golden arches at each 
end. An overhang, which originally protected 
walk-up customers from the clements, 
shades a group of red tables and stools. 

Councilwoman Lawrence recalls that by 
the 1960s, the stand had become a rowdy 
spot. "At that time, it was cruised by a lot 
of kids. Some girls in our senior class put on 
a skit about how it was evil to go to Mac's. 
They dressed like temperance women and 
carried signs that said, "Macs is evil.' " 

For 15 years, Laguna Beach real estate 
agent Glen Fishbach has been coming to the 
McDonald's when he's in the area-about 50 
times by now, "Let them modernize the food 
preparation area, but preserve the building 
and ambience," he said. "You need a little 
corniness and garishness, particularly if it's 
an original." 

The stand has capitalized on its historic 
significance, hawking souvenirs and attract­
ing camera-toting tourists. A classic car club 
and a motor scooter group from England 
stopped there. In 1984, a girls basketball 
team from Smith, Nev., drove seven hours 
through the night to stop at McDonald's for 
breakfast before heading to Disneyland. 

The Downey Historical Society named 
McDonald's a landmark in 1980. Four years 
later, it was declared eligible for the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places, but Pep 
Boys declined to have it included for fear it 
could hinder use of the property. 

Preservationists concede that saving the 
historic stand will be difficult if McDonald's 
decides the arches must fall. 

Said Pete Moruzzi, an officer of the Los 
Angeles Conservancy, which supports preser­
vation of the stand. "Without public support 
of these types of landmarks, they will be 
torn down. But if the local community feels 
strongly, it can have an effect." 

HONORABLE MENTIONS 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, three outstand­
ing gentleman from Peoria, IL were chosen for 
honorable mentions for the 1993 Enterprise 
Award. These men are named for their dedi­
cation to Peoria, its people, and its economy. 

Charles T. Ruppman, CEO of Ruppman 
Marketing Technologies, Inc., is celebrating 30 
years in business. Ruppman is Peoria's fifth 
largest nonmanufacturing employer. 

Thomas E. Spurgeon, president of Lincoln 
Office Supply Co., Inc., who purchased the 
company 4 years ago, has brought a plenitude 
of jobs to the Peoria area. 

Gerald D. Stephens, president and founder 
of RU Corp., a New York Stock Exchange list­
ed companies. The company has contributed 
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more than $13 million of wages to the local 
economy. 

All three of these men and their companies 
contribute to the success Peoria is toady. 

I would like to insert into the RECORD the ar­
ticle from the Observer by Debbie Hanson, 
"Three Named 'Enterprising' in Local Busi­
ness", to further detail the wonderful accom­
plishments and untiring efforts of these three 
individuals. 

THREE NAMED "ENTERPRISING" IN LOCAL 
BUSINESS 

(By Debbie Hanson) 
Three Peoria businessmen were chosen for 

honorable mentions for the 1993 Enterprise 
Award. 

In an ordinary year of judging for the Ob­
server's annual award, two honorable men­
tions are selected. 

This year, however the judges-Martin 
Mini, vice president of the Economic Devel­
opment Council for the Peoria Area; Bonnie 
Russell, owner of Ja Bo Enterprises; and Bob 
Viets, CEO of Cilcorp-were unable to nar­
row two out of the top three contenders. 

Honorable mentions are named for their 
dedication to Peoria, it people and its econ­
omy similar to the Enterprise award winner. 

The following are this year's winners. 
CHARLEST.RUPPMAN 

Charles T. Ruppman, CEO and chairman of 
the board of directors of Ruppman Market­
ing Technologies Inc, was also named an 
honorable mention. 

Nominated by Jane Genzel , Kitty Ryan and 
Valerie Clark, Ruppman was acknowledged, 
"because Ruppman Marketing celebrates 30 
years in business (in 1993), which translates 
to three decades of employment and eco­
nomic opportunity for area residents." 

With more than 800 employees, Ruppman is 
Peoria's fifth largest non-manufacturing em­
ployer. 

Ruppman was also noted for his: great 
strides in the Yellow Pages industry; insight 
in customer service through toll-free calls; 
National Recognition Award from the Cre­
ative Thinking Association of America for 
"pioneering new techniques for advancing 
telemarketing technologies and applica­
tions"; and service on the board of directors 
for Proctor Hospital, the Peoria Area YMCA, 
WTVP Channel 47 and the Peoria Economic 
Development Council. 

THOMAS E. SPURGEON 

Thomas E. Spurgeon, president of Lincoln 
Office Supply Company Inc. was named, be­
cause he "purchased the company in the fall 
of 1988 and in the ensuing four years has 
changed its complexion and culture. 

Nominated by Diane Cullinan, president of 
Cullinan Properties, Ltd., Spurgeon was 
credited for relocating the company's head­
quarters in 1990 to its current location at 
7707 N. Knoxville Ave.-bringing jobs to the 
Peoria market. 

"Under (Spurgeon's) leadership, Lincoln 
Office has developed a reputation for being 
an excellent corporate community citizen. 
The company provided furnishings for 
Peoria's Hult Health Education Center and 
for the offices of the Peoria Arts and 
Sciences Council, Tri-Centennial Committee 
and Bradley University's dean of the college 
of business administration," the nomination 
read. 

Spurgeon has also chaired the Pillars, 
Pacesetter and Pilot programs for the Heart 
of Illinois United Way campaign. 

GERALD D. STEPHENS 

Gerald D. Stephens, president of RLI Corp, 
was also selected as an Enterprise honorable 
mention. 

March 31, 1993 
James E. Zogby of Chartered Property and 

Casualty Underwriters, nominated Stephens 
as "the founder of one of Peoria's 'home­
made' New York Stock Exchange listed com-
panies." · 

Stephens, Zogby noted, has not only built 
a very successful and profitable enterprise 
that contributes more than $13 million of 
wages to the local economy, but also has 
" rewarded many local investors and share­
holders with outstanding returns." 

Original investors purchased RLI stock in 
1965 for 10 cents per share. The shares are 
now worth more than $25, Zogby said. Em­
ployees own more than 24 percent of the cor­
poration. 

RLI also contributes to the Peoria econ­
omy through local operations, which help to 
diversify the local economy and labor force 
to cushion any stocks of the business cycle. 

Stephens' contributions to the community 
include serving on the board of directors of 
St. Francis Medical Center and the Peoria 
Economic Development Commission. He is 
also a Bradley University trustee. 

UNOFFICIAL, NOT SO 
CONFIDENTIAL, UNTRUE 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I recommend the 
following March 26, 1993, Washington Times 
editorial to the attention of my colleagues. 

UNOFFICIAL, NOT SO CONFIDENTIAL, UNTRUE 

For the past month or so, the civilized 
world has been atwitter with the secret life 
of J. Edgar Hoover, the man who created the 
modern Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
served as the schoolboy symbol of American­
ism for some 40 years and presided over the 
capture or killing of some of the most leg­
endary criminals and spies in the country's 
history. Having exhausted the lore of the 
Kennedy assassination with conspiracy theo­
ries that implicate every organization from 
the CIA to the Elks Club in the murder of 
the 35th president, the civilized world and its 
self-appointed mouthpieces have now fixated 
on the tale of the G-man in drag. 

The current round of folklore surrounding 
the late FBI director comes from a best-sell­
ing investigation by British author Anthony 
Summers, "Official and Confidential: The 
Secret Life of J. Edgar Hoover." Mr. Sum­
mers manages to lay the blame for nearly 
every scandal and disaster of 20th-century 
America at Hoover's long-deceased feet, in­
cluding the Kennedy assassination itself, the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and the 
rise of organized crime. Just about the only 
bad things Hoover wasn't responsible for, in 
Mr. Summers' account, were the destruction 
of the Hindenburg and the stock market 
crash of '29, but give him time and another 
several hundred pages and he'll probably get 
to work on it. 

The centerpiece of Mr. Summers' tome is 
his allegation that Hoover was a homosexual 
and transvestite. According to the book, the 
chiefs of organized crime had in their posses­
sion a photograph of Hoover having sex with 
another man, and they used the picture to 
blackmail the FBI head. That's why, you see, 
the FBI never went after organized crime 
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and we had to wait until Robert Kennedy 
was attorney general before any one ever did 
anything about the Cosa Nostra. 

Mr. Summers, however, doesn't have the 
photograph of Hoover, nor has he ever seen 
it. His source for it is a man who was himself 
a longtime "associate" of the late Meyer 
Lansky, the Mr. Big of the mob who sup­
posedly had the photo. But the absence of 
evidence for the existence of the picture be­
comes a triumph of historical scholarship 
compared to Mr. Summers' other bombshell. 

Mr. Summers quotes the widow of a former 
admitted bisexual and associate of the mob 
to the effect that she once was introduced to 
Hoover at a party when he was dressed as a 
woman. Mr. Summers' account offers no 
other living witnesses to this peculiar event, 
however. The husband of his witness and the 
host of the party as well as Hoover himself 
are long cold in their graves. No one else has 
stepped forward to say, oh, sure, I saw Hoo­
ver wearing drag all the time. Didn't you 
know? 

The problem with the Summers book, as 
The Washington Times' Jerry Seper pointed 
out several weeks ago, is that it relies on "a 
cast of questionable characters": former or­
ganized crime members or groupies, ladies of 
dubious reputation, former FBI agents who 
left the Bureau under a cloud and the usual 
gang of dolts and idiots, all of whom have 
gone to the Big House in the Sky. 

Moreover, as Mr. Seper also pointed out, 
while rumors of Hoover's homosexuality 
have long floated around no one has ever 
come up with any proof of it. Curt Gentry, 
author of a sizable biography of the FBI di­
rector, heard the rumors but didn't include 
them in his book because he could find no 
evidence to substantiate them-after re­
searching his subject for 15 years. 

The fact is that there is simply no evidence 
that J . Edgar Hoover was a homosexual or 
that he was being blackmailed by the mob, 
and there is reason to think that the black­
mail charge is hooey. As former Assistant 
Director of the FBI W. Raymond Wannall 
has written, the FBI was not exactly out to 
lunch when it came to chasing major hood­
lums and their rackets. "If there were such 
a photograph with which to blackmail Hoo­
ver," asks Mr. Wannall, "why was it not used 
from 1961 to 1972 when 10 Cosa Nostra 'family 
bosses' were arrested and convicted, when or­
ganized crime convictions based on his inves­
tigations totaled 131 in 1965, 281 in 1986, and 
escalated to 813 the last year of his life?" 

J. Edgar Hoover was a man who had many 
flaws. He was deeply prejudiced and imported 
his prejudices into his work. He was power­
hunger, and he may have misused his power 
to pressure presidents and congressmen into 
letting him keep and enhance his power. De­
spite those flaws and others, however, Hoo­
ver remains an American giant and one of 
the world's greatest cops. He lifted the FBI 
from scandal during the days of Teapot 
Dome to what was at his death the foremost 
law-enforcement and counter-espionage 
agency in the world. That legacy, and Hoo­
ver's lifelong war against crime and subver­
sion, will outlive the rumors, jokes and po­
litically convenient double standards in 
which phony scholarship, scandalmongers 
and conspiracy freaks seek to dress his 
corpse. 
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THE FUTURE OF HOMOSEXUALS IN 
THE MILITARY 

HON. PHIUP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, while the debate 
over allowing homosexuals into the military 
has focused on how the individuals directly in­
volved would be affected, the overall impact 
on the services has been neglected. We must 
remember that serving is a privilege, not a 
right, and that the military is designed to per­
form a specific mission, and not to act as a 
social laboratory. I hope that the following arti­
cle written by a young man in the military can 
shed some light on how homosexuals might 
change military operations. 
CIVIL RIGHTS OR COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS: 

WHICH WILL DETERMINE THE FUTURE OF HO­
MOSEXUALS IN THE ARMED FORCES? 

(By Peter G. Ross) 
"Where you from, turd?" 
"Texas, sir." 
"Texas! only queers and steers come from 

Texas, and I don't see no horns on you." 
With those words Aviation Officer Can­

didate Class 33-82 was introduced to its new 
drill instructor, a Staff Sergeant of the Unit­
ed States Marine Corps who would transform 
(or eliminate), 35 "long-haired, cheese-burger 
eating, college boys" into Naval Officers. I 
was a member of that class. 

Eleven years later Bill Clinton announced 
his intention to lift the ban on homosexuals 
in the military. 

As a member of the armed forces, I am offi­
cially prohibited from making any state­
ment that could be construed as descriptive 
of military policy. For that reason, this arti­
cle, in its entirety, should be considered only 
my opinion, based on my observations. 

From a military standpoint, an alarming 
trend has become evident in Congress. It in­
volves a policy making process that seem­
ingly ignores combat effectiveness. The 
trend has ominous implications for those in 
uniform who will fight in our next conflict. 
They are the ones whose lives will pay the 
cost of our policy decisions. Whether the 
cause of this trend is a Congress which re­
cently, and for the first time in our history, 
is composed mostly of non-veterans, or 
whether it is the false sense of security gen­
erated by years of relative peace, matters 
little to the soldier engaging the enemy. 

In peace-time, it is easy to lose sight of the 
true purpose of the military. While Toys­
For-Tots may be a wonderful Christmas ac­
tivity for the U.S. Marine Corps, we should 
not forget that the Corps' primary respon­
sibility is to quickly reduce the enemy to 
untidy piles of blood, bone splinters, bowels 
and sand. When we ignore this unsavory re­
ality, special interest groups begin strug­
gling, like so many hobos, to board the mili­
tary gravy train, in search of job training, 
benefits and social acceptance. Typically, 
these hobos march behind a banner of 
"rights." Actually, none of us has a right to 
serve in the military, any more than we have 
the ability to waive the right during times of 
conscription. Any special interest group that 
seeks access to the military on grounds 
other than enhanced combat effectiveness is 
clearly self-serving, a trait proven destruc­
tive to combat effectiveness. 

Unfortunately, it is difficult to objectively 
assess combat effectiveness without actual 
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combat. This program is exacerbated by 
funding cuts that have forced many military 
commanders to turn a blind eye to falsified 
documentation of required training, and 
combat readiness assessments. The actual 
combat readiness of most military units is 
typically less than the documentation re­
veals. Everyone knows it is occurring yet no 
one wants to expose the emperor's nudity. 

In some cases, documentation of the effec­
tiveness of pet programs is designed to pro­
vide intentionally misleading figures to cre­
ate an unrealistically favorable success rate. 
To bolster the documented effectiveness of 
women in the military, the concept of 
"equivalent training" was adopted. Equiva­
lent training means that where men must 
clear a twelve foot wall on an obstacle 
course, the women must only clear an eight 
foot wall to be considered equivalent. Like­
wise, men do pull-ups and women do a flexed 
arm hang. The discrepancies are too numer­
ous to list here, but the point is obvious. 

The concept of equivalent training was 
promoted by the Defense Advisory Commit­
tee on Women in the Services (DACOWITS), 
to augment arguments for women in combat. 
DACOWITS, and the National Organization 
of Women (NOW), have lobbied mightily to 
eliminate strength tests for determining 
combat effectiveness. This approach might 
have some merit if the rules of engagement 
contained provisions for "equivalent com­
bat," but, to my knowledge, that has never 
been the case, nor will it likely ever be. Con­
gressional policy may eliminate strength re­
quirements in determining combat effective­
ness, but it cannot eliminate the require­
ment of strength for combat survival. 

If the decision regarding women in combat 
is based on something other than actual 
combat effectiveness, it may not be long be­
fore we are exporting America's young 
women to foreign shores like self-propelled, 
gun-toting bags of fertilizer. 

So how can we predict the impact a deci­
sion will have on combat effectiveness? One 
way is to isolate the components of combat 
effectiveness to determine the likely impact 
on them individually. 

Some of the most obvious components are 
strength, endurance, training, equipment, 
and logistical support. None of these would 
be expected to suffer by lifting the ban on 
homosexuals. Less apparent, but equally fun­
damental, is the notion of group unity. 

Throughout history the world's militaries 
have fostered group unity by crushing indi­
vidualism. This is done by systematically at­
tacking the things that differentiate one 
member of the group from the others. The 
opening dialogue of this article is an exam­
ple. 

Recruits are taught that they only have 
value as a group, and are forbidden the use of 
first person pronouns. They dress alike, eat 
the same food, have the same haircut, and 
share showers and toilet facilities. When one 
person makes a mistake, the entire group is 
punished. Because of this intra-group same­
ness, competition among members is elimi­
nated, and inter-group competition is en~ 
hanced. 

Sexual distraction has proven destructive 
to group cohesion because, typically, sexual 
impulse awakens individualism. I observed 
this in a military setting in 1985. I was a 
flight instructor in a Navy jet training 
squadron in Texas. That year the squadron 
received its first female student. The squad­
ron quickly divided into four distinct parts: 
the men that wanted sexual relations with 
the female, the men that despised the fe­
male's intrusion, the men that were indiffer­
ent, and the female. 
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Sexual politics commenced immediately, 

and became very divisive to a previously co­
hesive group. The political correctness police 
might describe the squadron males as a 
bunch of improperly indoctrinated 
Neanderthals. Be that as it may, it is men 
like that who have proven to be the world's 
most ruthless and efficient warriors. We 
must resist the peace-time temptation to 
confuse the military with the Peace Corps. 

So where does homosexuality fit into this 
analysis? It is quite possible that open homo­
sexuality could splinter a cohesive group 
into at least three of the above parts (sub­
stituting the homosexual for the female). It 
is certainly an issue that should not be ig­
nored. The price of combat ineffectiveness is 
very dear, and one that deserves serious con­
sideration before we send another generation 
of American youth to be harvested on the 
World's battlefields. 

Whatever the ultimate outcome of Bill 
Clinton's announcement, I can only hope 
that the likely impact to combat effective­
ness is objectively assessed during the deci­
sion-making process, for the benefit of all 
Americans in uniform, irrespective of sexual 
preference or gender. As Professor Richard 
A. Gabriel so rightly stated, "It will avail us 
little if the members of our defeated forces 
are all equal. History will treat us for what 
we were: a social curiosity that failed." 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
FOUNDERS OF NEWARK EMER­
GENCY SERVICES FOR FAMILIES 

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to bring to the attention of my col­
leagues 52 individuals who personify dedica­
tion, commitment, hard work, cooperation, and 
caring. They are the founders of Newark 
Emergency Services for Families. 

Newark Emergency Services for Families 
[NESF] has always been ahead of the curve. 
It was founded in 1977 to meet the needs of 
families who experience emergencies after 5 
p.m. and on weekends when the social serv­
ice agencies are closed. It recognized that in 
order to plan and serve the burgeoning need 
for social services we have to coordinate and 
share available resources. Whether it is keep­
ing a family off the streets by paying their rent, 
providing milk for a hungry baby, or helping 
senior citizens keep their heat on, NESF has 
prevented thousands of emergencies from be­
coming tragedies. Since its founding, NESF 
has provided food, shelter, utilities assistance, 
information, referrals, and other social services 
to over 150,000 individuals and famines-at-risk 
in the Greater Newark, NJ, area. 

The primary mission of the organization is to 
enable families-at-risk to stay together during 
times of crisis. NESF does this by providing 
them with crises counseling, referrals, and 
emergency assistance. Case management, 
advocacy with other agencies, mentoring, and 
self-help forums and workshops are also of­
f er ed. Clients facing crises are ref erred to an 
agency with appropriate resources. When re­
sources cannot be located, NESF may provide 
emergency assistance. NESF has cooperative 
agreements with over 40 provider agencies 
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and sponsors annual networking conferences 
where agencies learn of one another's serv­
ices. NESF sponsors community-based task 
forces that identify deficiencies in existing 
services and develop avenues for filling those 
gaps. 

I am proud to let my colleagues know that 
I am one of the NESF founders. I had the 
privileges of working with these extraordinary 
individuals while I served as freeholder direc­
tor for the county of Essex. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to extend my congratulations and 
best wishes to my fellow founders: Catherine 
Ashman, Denise Trower Banks, Councilman 
Quaadir Bilal, Fred Butler, Marvin Byers, 
Aaron Cohen, Thomas Comerford, Frances 
Copeland, John Cosgrove, Muriel Crowley, 
Harry Dworkin, Judy Farrell, Juliet Grant, Rose 
Marie Hintze, Annette Hubbard, Maxine 
James, J. Daniel Keppel, Jim Keys (de­
ceased), Gwendolyn Long, Patty Lugaric, 
Catherine MacFarland, Judith Mack, Anna 
Maldonado, Joel Marshall, Eugene McDonald, 
Evelyn Mason, Juanita Mayo, Michelle Murchi­
son, Evelyn Myers, Leo Nover (deceased), 
Elizabeth Pennick, Sandra Phelps, Julia Rev­
eille, Karen Reid, Richard Roper, Hilda Siegal, 
Hinda Simon, Patricia Sobering, Geraldine 
Staadecker, Dr. Hardat Sukhdeo, Joy Stelle, 
Charles Swift, Agnes Taylor, Judy Tiersten, 
Mary Tuttle, Julia Watson, Greta Wheeler, Lt. 
Ken Wilson, Linda Woods, William Wooddell, 
and Maria Young. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1726 Johnathan Swift in 
"Gulliver's Travels" wrote, "And he gave it for 
his opinion, that whoever could make two ears 
of corn or two blades of grass to grow upon 
a spot of ground where only one grew before, 
would deserve better of mankind, and do more 
essential service to his country than the whole 
race of politicians put together." This state­
ment adequately describes just what hap­
pened in 1977 when 52 individuals got to­
gether and set up a structure that helped peo­
ple help themselves. I am sure my colleagues 
will also want to extend their cong;atulations 
as these individuals are recognized on April 8, 
1993, at the Newark Emergency Services for 
Families Founders' Recognition Ceremony. 

MY VOICE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE 

HON. PAT ROBERTS 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, every year the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars and its ladies auxil­
iary hold a "Voice of Democracy" broadcast 
scriptwriting contest, and this year one of their 
scholarship winners is from Garden City in the 
First District of Kansas. Jennifer McGovern 
won one of the 29 national scholarships writ­
ing on the theme of "My Voice in America's 
Future." I would like to submit her award-win­
ning essay to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
Her theme focuses on the impact one person 
can make on the life of another, and in the 
Halls of Congress it never hurts to be re­
minded of the affect we have on millions of 
Americans. 

March 31, 1993 
MY VOICE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE 

(By Jennifer McGovern, Kansas winner, 1992/ 
93 VFW Voice of Democracy Scholarship 
Program) 
When I first considered the subject, "My 

Voice in America's Future," the first thing 
that came to mind was a story my mother 
once told me. It begins with an old man who 
lives near the sea, who has no connection to 
Ernest Hemingway. As this older man 
walked along his beach at dawn, he noticed 
a young man ahead of him picking up 
starfish and flinging them into the sea. As he 
caught up with the youth, the older man 
asked him why he was throwing the starfish 
back into the water. His answer was that the 
stranded starfish would die if left until the 
morning sun. "But the beach goes on for 
miles and there are millions of starfish," 
countered the old man. "How can your effort 
make any difference?" 

The young man looked at the starfish in 
his hand, then tossed it to the safety of the 
waves. "It makes a difference to this one," 
he said. 

What kind of a difference can one person 
make? In a world of 5.46 billion people, one 
would think each individual has as much ef­
fect as one grain of sand has upon a beach. 
However, each grain of sand must be present 
to shape a sand dune, or build a sandcastle 
for a child. The same is true for us. The ex­
istence of each person affects the outcome of 
our entire civilization. Undeniably, some 
people affect the world more than others. 
For good or bad, people such as Stalin, Gan­
dhi, Aristotle, and Hitler have changed the 
face of the world. In America, men and 
women like John F. Kennedy, Abraham Lin­
coln, Susan B. Anthony, and Martin Luther 
King, Jr. have shaped the course of our na­
tion. These people were powerful and un­
usual; not everyone can be a Gandhi or a 
J.F.K. Most of us are ordinary people living 
ordinary lives, and do not wish to be great. 
These very ordinary people managed to alter 
the perceptions of the world by living their 
normal lives; they have come to symbolize 
for me what one voice can achieve. 

The first person who comes to mind 
changed history with one simple action. 
Rosa Parks, a black seamstress from Mont­
gomery, Alabama, wanted to rest her tired 
feet after a long day at work. When she sat 
down in the front of a bus in a section re­
served for whites, she began a chain of 
events which led to increased freedom for 
black people across the globe. Her voice is 
clear, when she stated: "For a long time I 
had resented being treated a certain way be­
cause of my race. We had always been taught 
that America was 'the land of the free and 
home of the brave' and that we were all 
equals. That is why I said 'No.'" Rosa Parks, 
when she refused to give up her seat on that 
Montgomery bus, gave our society the right 
to be free from prejudice. 

One person who will never be applauded for 
his actions was a junior senator from Kan­
sas, Edmund G. Ross. In 1868 he cast the de­
ciding vote in the impeachment trial of 
President Andrew Johnson. The strength and 
courage he needed to withstand the dis­
approval of the Senate, his state, and the na­
tion was unprecedented. A professor of his­
tory at K.U., Frank Hodder, stated that: "I 
like to think of Senator Ross's vote in the 
Johnson trial as the most heroic act in 
American history, incomparably more dif­
ficult than any deed of valor upon the field 
of battle." Ross's political career ended and 
his life was never the same, but he was satis­
fied with knowing that he had averted a 
"tremendous political tragedy." Unknow-
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ingly, he also guaranteed Americans the 
right to voice their own opinion. 

Another young woman like myself used her 
voice to spread hope across a world filled 
with tragedy. Anne Frank was a Jewish teen­
ager living in Amsterdam during World War 
II. For nearly two years, her family hid in an 
attic to avoid Nazi persecution. During that 
time, Anne made observations about life, 
adulthood, war, and humanity which are still 
widely read today. Her writing encourages 
all mankind to share with one another, work 
together, and search for peace. Most impor­
tantly, Anne Frank believed in the power of 
the people: 

"How lovely to think that no one need 
wait a moment, we can start now slowly 
changing the world. How lovely that every­
one, great and small, can make their con­
tribution toward introducing justice straight 
away." 

The power of the people is a strong and un­
swerving force, something that we should 
never forget. The voices of Rosa Parks, Ed­
mund G. Ross, and Anne Frank deliver this 
message. They also tell us that our society 
must speak out against prejudice, strive for 
truth and justice, and work in harmony to 
accomplish our goals. I believe that to suc­
ceed in the future, we must remember the 
past. I feel strongly that each and every 
human being makes a difference to the 
world, whether they are a tired blue-collar 
worker, a wealthy senator, or a young girl 
struggling in a cruel world. There may be 
millions of starfish beside the ocean, and 
many miles yet to travel. Yet if all of us, 
five billion of us, were to throw back just 
one starfish-our voices would be heard. 

IN OPPOSITION TO COMMITTEE 
FUNDING RESOLUTION-HOUSE 
RESOLUTION 107 

HON. HENRY BONill.A 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 29, 1993 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, P.T. Barnum 

would be proud of this Congress today. The 
man who believed "there's a sucker born 
every minute" would be proud of a committee 
funding resolution which uses that credo as its 
premise. 

The committee funding resolution before this 
body today promises to cut committee inves­
tigative costs by $2.8 million or 5 percent. In 
a twist that would make Barnum proud $2.7 
million of the so-called cuts comes from sav­
ings already realized from the elimination of 
the select committees. In fact, real new cuts 
only total $100,000. Even Barnum would have 
a hard time claiming that we are biting the bul­
let with these cuts. He'd need a side show like 
the select committee cuts to sell this package. 

My friends, there was one thing that Barnum 
feared: the truth. The light of day was not visi­
ble under the big top. He manufactured the 
fantasy. The American people believe that 
those of us working under the Capitol dome, 
America's big top, are running a circus which 
bears no resemblance to their day-to-day 
lives. They want the truth, they want honesty 
and recognition of reality from their elected 
representatives. America wants the light of 
day to shine on all aspects of this institution. 

We in this body have given one committee 
responsibility for maintaining accountability, for 
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spotlighting the truth. That committee is the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
popularly known as the Ethics Committee. 
Well, guess what happens to Ethics Commit­
tee funding in this package. It is cut by 75 per­
cent, enough to account for all the real cuts in 
this resolution and still provide an over 
$200,000 increase for other committees. Bar­
num would have loved this twist; I do not. 

The people of my district don't want a Con­
gress of Barnums. They want straight talk and 
accountability. They want real cuts and they 
want the truth. Let's not clown around with the 
facts and the voter's trust. Let's reject Bar­
num's deplorable philosophy. Vote no on this 
effort to increase spending and reduce ac­
countability. Vote no on the committee funding 
resolution. 

A SALUTE TO 
HEIGHTS HIGH 
HOCKEY TEAM: 
PIO NS 

THE SHAKER 
SCHOOL ICE 

STATE CHAM-

HON. LOUIS STO~ 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute members of the Shaker Heights High 
School ice hockey team. The "Red Raiders" 
recently capped a winning hockey season by 
capturing the 1993 State championship title. I 
am pleased to note that winning is a tradition 
for the "Red Raiders." They were State cham­
pions in 1981 and the runner-up for the title in 
1979. In previous years, the team has also fin­
ished as semifinalists in the statewide com­
petition. 

Under the direction of athletic director, Jerry 
Masteller, and head coach, Mike Bartley, the 
Red Raiders finished the ice hockey season 
with an impressive 26 wins. The players ex­
hibited outstanding teamwork and determina­
tion to secure the State title. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to extend a special 
salute to the Shaker Heights "Red Raiders." 
The school, which is located in my congres­
sional district, has a tradition of excellence in 
both sports and academics. I offer my con­
gratulations to Dr. A. Jack Rumbaugh, the 
principal of Shaker Heights. I also salute head 
coach, Mike Bartley, who was named "Coach 
of the Year" for 1992-93. I wish the ice hock­
ey team and the school much continued suc­
cess. 

SHAKER HEIGHTS HIGH SCHOOL lCE HOCKEY 
TEAM 

Athletic Director: Jerry Masteller. 
Assistant Directors: Joe Katzenstein and 

Jill Allen. 
Managers: Alison Lease and Rebecca 

Molyneaux. 
Head Coach: Mike Bartley. 
Assistant Coach: David Harackiewicz. 
Team Assistant: Mike Mayhugh. 
Team Trainer: Bob Collins. 

1993 ICE HOCKEY TEAM MEMBERS 

Larry Boyd, Chris Brown, Ari Chopra, 
Jason Cohen, David Danish, Matt Danish, 
Brad Forward, Scott Frerichs, Dan Glasson, 
David Halle, Michael Laven, Richard Leigh, 
Chris Lockrem, Ryan Mayhugh, Cullin 
O'Brien, David Oliver, Ben Simon, Will 
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Simon, Chris Ticconi, Jeff Ulrich, Dan 
Updegraft, Matt Webster. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, as Congress pre­
pares to undertake the difficult task of reform­
ing our Nation's health care system, I rec­
ommend the following column to the attention 
of my colleagues. It was written by Norman 
Ornstein of the American Enterprise Institute, 
and it appeared in yesterday's Washington 
Post. This is food for thought for policymakers. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM: BEW ARE THE 
ACHILLES' HEEL 

(By Norman Ornstein) 
On July 1, 1988, President Reagan signed 

the Medicare Catastrophic Coverage Act. 
Washington was euphoric. Less than 18 
months later, the act was repealed as bitter 
lawmakers retreated from the onslaught of a 
band of elderly voters. 

Intent on making good public policy by 
providing a safety net for the less-well-to-do 
elderly, policy-makers instead created mil­
lions of enemies. The benefits they were pro­
viding were not desperately desired or par­
ticularly appreciated by the recipients. At 
the same time, the more well-to-do elderly 
saw the program as taking away services 
they liked and making them pay through the 
nose. The affluent elderly went ballistic, 
while the others sat passively. The rest, as 
they say, is painful history. 

Now comes the next large chapter in 
health policy reform. Hillary Rodham Clin­
ton has stressed that it will " take a lot of 
public support to beat back the powerful lob­
bies and special interests that are already 
lining up to defeat any plan we develop." But 
health reform's Achilles' heel is not the spe- · 
cial interests. It is the public. Unless health 
reform can convince voters that they are 
gaining by change, and not receiving nothing 
for something, it's Catastrophic Coverage all 
over again- and catastrophe for the Clintons 
and heal th reform. 

The political landscape here starts with 
the following principles: 

(1) Most Americans do not see the system 
in crisis. Americans like what they get from 
the health system. Seventy-eight percent are 
satisfied with the health care services avail­
able to them; 73 percent are satisfied with 
the health care their families receive. Amer­
icans don' t want to change the services they 
now get. They just want to ensure their 
availability and reduce their costs. 

(2) Most Americans are not gripped by the 
problems of the uninsured. If 37 million 
Americans lack health coverage, 215 million 
Americans have it. When asked: "What is the 
single most important change you would like 
to see in the U.S. health care system?" only 
22 percent picked universal coverage. It is 
not that Americans lack compassion. If it 
doesn 't cost them much, or if it doesn't take 
precedence over their concerns, insured 
Americans will be delighted to see the unin­
sured taken care of. But if this plan is seen 
as one that revolves around making the 
haves pay for the have-nots, watch out. 

(3) Don't tax you, don' t tax me, tax the 
special interests behind the tree. Voters see 
the problem of high health costs largely in 
the hands of the interests. Americans believe 
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that most health reform can be financed by 
making doctors and insurance executives 
give up their Mercedeses to drive 
Mercuries-with no need to tax the rest of 
us. 

If voters do not see a crisis upon us, ex­
perts do. The policy dilemma starts with a 
paradox: Reducing the growth in overall 
costs means increasing individual costs. Se­
rious change will mean that individuals will 
pay more-through higher premiums, higher 
taxes, reduced benefits and/or reduced or dis­
located services. 

Mutual sacrifice for a greater good is a 
hallmark of Americans. But if the public 
does not see the crisis in the same terms as 
the pols and policy wonks-and if the public 
believes the costs belong elsewhere, while 
the benefits are misplaced-we will see pub­
lic wrath. What then to do? 

(1) Frontload positive policy changes. The 
best way to build a public consensus for 
health reform is to do some things the public 
wants-upfront, directly and blatantly. Vot­
ers want something for nothing-more serv­
ices for less money. The worst outcome 
would be to tell them they are getting noth­
ing for something. The realistic approach is 
to at least give voters the sense that health 
reform means they are getting something for 
something. 

A national safety net-protection against 
bankruptcy from a catastrophic illness or 
health problem-is feasible at a reasonable 
cost. Make it a prominent part of health re­
form. Let people know that reform will mean 
that they will be protected against the costs 
and the threat of loss of future coverage and 
against losing insurance if they change jobs, 
and they will be more receptive to paying for 
change. 

(2) Stress fairness-in the plan and in its 
public presentation. Emphasizing things like 
malpractice reform and making insurance 
forms uniform would help convince voters 
that the pols have gone the extra mile to 
make the system efficient before hitting 
them up. In addition, there are ways of sell­
ing mutual sacrifice that emphasize the mu­
tual as much as the sacrifice. Clinton art­
fully sold tax increases this way. Average 
voters were willing to pay a little more so 
long as they saw the well-heeled paying a 
greater share. 

Reform has to push forward the costs of 
health elites and phase in the costs of rank­
and-file voters. But reform also bas to avoid 
unrealistically overselling the pain incurred 
by the special interests. Lower doctor and 
hospital fees will affect the availability and 
delivery of medical services. Price controls 
will mean deterioration of services and un­
necessary tests. Making employers pay more 
for the health insurance of employees and 
their families means higher payroll costs for 
the employers. The result will be lower real 
wages or fewer jobs or both. The pain of 
health reform needs to be distributed widely 
and fairly but not oversold as pain for oth­
ers, pleasure for you. 

(3) Move in increments. Asking the public 
to accept sweeping change in one gulp will 
not work. Coverage for the uninsured, the 
most expensive part of comprehensive re­
form, has to be phased in over a period of 
several years. The same is true for other 
changes that mean higher taxes and pre­
miums for most taxpayers or serious changes 
in the availability and flexibility of care. At 
each stage, voters need to be educated about 
why the pain will result in gain for them and 
for the system. 

The strategy promoted by Senate Majority 
Leader George Mitchell to fold the whole 
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health reform package into the budget defi­
cit reduction plan, and have one monstrous 
up-or-down vote in the Senate on both plans 
combined, is exactly the wrong approach to 
take. Rather than increase their chances for 
passage, it would ensure their mutual doom. 

There will be nothing easy about real 
health reform. But to move ahead without 
considering both the public perceptions of 
the problems and the political implications 
that flow from them is to court policy fail­
ure and political suicide. We've done that 
once already. 

HAPPY CAMBODIAN NEW YEAR 

HON. STEPHEN HORN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday, April 
10, 1993, the Cambodian community through­
out southern California will gather to celebrate 
the Cambodian New Year at the El Dorado 
Park in Long Beach. The Year of the Rooster 
will be celebrated with traditional and modern 
music and dance, Cambodian arts and crafts, 
traditional games and competitions a soccer 
tournament, martial arts demonstrations, eth­
nic food, and other festivities. In past years, 
over 20,000 people have attended this event. 
I take this opportunity to wish all Cambodians 
a very happy New Year. 

The Cambodian New Year is celebrated 
during the Cambodian month of Chetr, the 
month that follows the harvest season. The 
New Year's celebration lasts 3 days, and be­
gins on April 13 or 14. On the first day of the 
Cambodian New Year, or Sankran Day, can­
dles and incense are lit and family members 
make wishes at the altar. The second day of 
celebration, or Vannabad Day, is when people 
build small sand mounds in the pagoda and 
pray that their prosperity and happiness will be 
as numerous as the grains of sand. On the 
third day, or Laeung Sak Day, old and young 
people gather at the temple to wash the stat­
ues of Buddha. They also bathe their parents 
and grandparents to show gratitude, and by 
doing so they gain merit. On all three nights, 
families light a star colored lamp called Korn 
in front of their homes. 

This new year is a particularly meaningful 
one for the Cambodian people. On May 23, 
pursuant to the provisions of the 1991 peace 
agreement, elections will be held to establish 
a constituent assembly in Cambodia. Hope­
fully, this will mark an end to the bloody 13-
year conflict that has engulfed that nation. De­
spite efforts by the United Nations, the political 
and military situation in Cambodia remains 
precarious. The Cambodian New Year is an 
appropriate time to remind the United States 
Government and the international community 
of the importance of developments in Cam­
bodia and to urge continued international ef­
forts to stabilize that area of the world so that 
the people of Cambodia, who have suffered 

. for so long, may enjoy future new years in 
peace, health, and prosperity. 

March 31, 1993 
HOW MUCH DEFENSE BUDGET IS 

ENOUGH? 

HON. NEWf GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, as we discuss 

how we will structure our military and national 
defense forces to meet the challenges of the 
future, I would recommend that all of my col­
leagues read a recent article by Harry Sum­
mers, a retired U.S. Army colonel and a distin­
guished fellow of the Army War College, 
called How Much Defense Budget is Enough? 
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 18, 1993) 

How MUCH DEFENSE BUDGET Is ENOUGH? 

Pay them now in dollars or pay them later 
in lives. For much of this century, that has 
been the tragic albeit unintended lot of those 
formulating the military budget. False 
peacetime economies resulted in terrible loss 
of life on the Western Front in World War I, 
at Bataan in the Philippines and Faid Pass 
in North Africa in World War II, and in the 
Pusan Perimeter in Korea when ill-trained 
and ill-equipped soldiers were committed to 
battle. 

With the Cold War and the threat to our 
very survival posed by the Soviet Union, we 
were much better prepared materially to 
fight in Vietnam and especially in the Per­
sian Gulf. As Bill Clinton said last year, 
high-quality manpower and high-tech weap­
ons were the "keepers" of that conflict. 

But traditional pressures are once again 
upon us to make massive cuts in the defense 
budget, especially since defense is one of the 
few areas of discretionary spending left. The 
rest of the federal budget is consumed by so­
cial entitlement programs that long ago 
dwarfed the allocation for national defense. 

This year, in particular, there are strident 
calls to cut the deficit and to divert funds to 
stimulate economic growth. But, critics not­
withstanding, no one in the Clinton adminis­
tration or in the Congress wants to put the 
national security of the United States in 
jeopardy by gutting our military defenses. 

The problem, simply stated, is how, in the 
absence of a tangible threat, can legislators 
determine how much is enough? One method, 
now in use, measures the defense budget 
against the roles and missions that Congress 
by law requires the military to perform. 

First is to support and defend the Con­
stitution against all enemies, foreign and do­
mestic. Second is protection of the American 
homeland. While the nuclear threat to our 
survival has radically diminished, it has not 
gone away. There are still nations capable of 
destroying us in a matter of minutes. That is 
where our nuclear arsenal and the Strategic 
Defense Initiative come into play. After the 
Gulf war, the Air Force's Strategic Air Com­
mand was eliminated and these defenses 
were consolidated under the U.S. Strategic 
Command. 

Third is safeguarding internal security. 
That mission has almost entirely been dele­
gated to local law enforcement agencies, 
backed by the National Guard under state 
control. Only rarely do regular military 
forces become involved. 

The final mission is to "uphold and ad­
vance the national policies and interests of 
the United States." Although usually justi­
fied in terms of national survival, this mis­
sion has actually been the basis for almost 
every war 'in U.S. history . 

Not only is it the military's most demand­
ing mission, it's also the most ambiguous 
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and the most unpredictable. "What are 
America's vital interests?" I once asked Gen. 
Fred Weyand, who was then the Army's chief 
of staff. "The best that can be said," he re­
plied, "is they are those interests the presi­
dent says are vital when he commits troops 
to their defense." 

Thus, even though it was disavowed by the 
secretary of state himself four months ear­
lier in June 1950 President Truman declared 
Korea a vital interest and committed Amer­
ican troops to its defense. Later, presidents 
declared Vietnam and Grenada and Panama 
and Kuwait and Somalia to be vital inter­
ests. Now it looks like Bosnia may be slip­
ping into that category. 

Not only the president, but the American 
people as well expect their military to be 
fully prepared to execute these missions 
once they are ordered to do so. That means 
maximum flexibility in arms, equipment and 
training must be built into the force. The 
United States is now the world's only mili­
tary superpower. Its tanks and planes and 
ships and high-tech missiles and computers 
must work on the plains of Europe as well as 
in the jungles of Southeast Asia and in the 
sands of the Persian Gulf. And so must the 
men and women who operate and maintain 
them. 

Too often these complex requirements are 
reduced to simplistic slogans, most recently 
the call to eliminate the military's "four air 
forces." As Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman 
Gen. Colin Powell said in his February 1993 
report on "Roles, Missions and Functions of 
the Armed Forces of the United States": 
"America has only one air force, the United 
States Air Force." 

In words familiar to anyone who has been 
on a modern battlefield, Gen. Powell ex­
plained further: "The Army, Nayy, and Ma­
rine Corps each have aviation arms essential 
to their assigned war-fighting roles. Each air 
arm provides unique but complementary ca­
pabilities. They work jointly to project 
America's Air Power." 

Now in the hands of the defense secretary 
for transmittal to the Congress, the Roles, 
Functions and Missions" report should pro­
vide the yardstick by which the Congress can 
realistically and intelligently measure how 
much is enough. 

RECOGNIZES MARYELLEN 
JOHNSON 

HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Maryellen Johnson, a high 
school senior in Gabbs, NV. Miss Johnson re­
cently won a script writing contest sponsored 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars on the topic 
of "My Voice in America's Future." In her elo­
quent statement, Maryellen describes how her 
voice will be heard through representative 
government. Through the election process, the 
voice of her generation will be heard. 
Maryellen is, indeed, an inspiration to her 
peers. With young people such as Maryellen 
ready to help guide America into the future, I 
have no doubt that our Nation will be able to 
meet its challenges. Once again, I would like 
to congratulate Maryellen Johnson on her 
achievements and the example she provides. 

'T'" - ...., ,.,,_ I -" ~-~ I - -r -~ ---. •-, ""I~~-
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MY VOICE IN .AMERICA'S FUTURE 

(By Maryellen Johnson, Nevada winner, 1992-
93 VFW Voice of Democracy Scholarship 
Program) 
As I look into the future of America I see 

my generation joining with the generations 
before me to speak out and let our voices be 
heard. We together will work for the changes 
our nation needs. 

To voice my opinion I will use the system 
our founding fathers have established: the 
government by the people and for the people. 
The Constitution was developed insuring my 
rights and making sure no one could take 
them away. Many people worked hard, mak­
ing it possible for me to have a voice in my 
future and I intend to use it! As an eighteen 
year old I will be registered and ready to 
vote. 

You see I feel voting is a way to voice my 
opinion. We are given the right to vote and 
if used correctly this is a strong, clear voice. 
I, as an American, can have my say in our 
country's welfare. 

I believe it is never too early to become in­
volved. The first thing to do is learn the sys­
tems of government and get an understand­
ing of how it works. This is where it begins, 
and this is where I have started. I know the 
more you learn the more you want to take 
part in our unique and democratic system. I 
will learn all I can about the system and use 
my knowledge to develop a voice. 

Our country is important to me and I want 
to help in the decision making. My involve­
ment has encouraged others to become in­
volved. And as my role in the future opens, 
I will continue to help others use their voice, 
and I will soon use mine. By really under­
standing the government we realize one vote 
makes a difference. By uniting our votes we 
can amplify our voice. The more united we 
are the louder our voices will become. 

Developing my opinion will come after 
closely observing the candidates and study­
ing the issues. I won't vote on anything until 
I am convinced it is what I want. My belief 
is that we should cast our ballots after re­
searching the facts. I will be informed and 
then make a responsible decision. By listen­
ing to the candidates I will gain an under­
standing of their ideas. I will also check 
their voting records. 

Our closest link to Washington is the 
House of Representatives. If we are properly 
represented our voices will be heard. We 
must elect Representatives who will stand 
up for our beliefs. Their common concern 
should be with us, promoting the general 
welfare. We want our thoughts to be known. 

There have been many times candidates 
will say one thing and do another. The selec­
tion of these people is important. When in of­
fice they should take responsibility for their 
actions. We want our ideas to be presented 
and not the ideas of special interest groups. 

After my ballot has been cast this is not 
the end of my voice in America's future. I 
will then watch to see if their promises will 
be carried out. Will their campaign speeches 
become reality? My voice will now follow our ' 
elected officials throughout their terms. 

At this time I will know whether or not 
they have fulfilled their promises. Did they 
represent the voices of those who trusted 
their votes? My voice will now re-elect the 
incumbent or work to place someone new in 
office. 

This process will keep our country pro­
gressing and with it I will continue to learn. 
I will use my voice in America's future to 
make a difference and I hope to help others 
do the same. I look forward to my future and 
to letting my voice be heard!! 
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AN ACHIEVABLE DREAM 

HON. HERBERT H. BATEMAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize an extraordinary program in my dis­
trict that is succeeding in its efforts to encour­
age economically disadvantaged youngsters to 
rise above the social environment that sur­
rounds them and dare to dream and achieve. 
That program, known as An Achievable 
Dream, works with at-risk school children in 
the city of Newport News, VA. It instills dis­
cipline, work ethic, goalsetting, teamwork, and 
a sense of self-confidence and self-respect in 
its participants through extra curricular tutoring 
in critical subjects such as math, science, lan­
guage, and reading, with regular field trips, 
visiting mentors from the local community, and 
involvement in tennis. 

Tennis is the keystone of an Achievable 
Dream. While one may not automatically asso­
ciate tennis with a successful program de­
signed for inner-city kids above basketball, 
baseball, or football, its ability to capture the 
imagination of children is simply wonderful to 
behold. Its allure may have a bit to do with the 
fact that it is something of a novelty. That 
would certainly be acceptable. But I believe 
that the self-discipline and concentration it re­
quires, the chance to see the world from an­
other perspective, and the immense satisfac­
tion that comes from mastering the unknown 
all work in their own way to take hold on these 
children. The greatest lesson in tennis is that 
ultimately you succeed or fail based upon your 
own dedication, skill, and performance. 

Tennis is certainly not a sport that is limited 
to a privileged few, either in terms of its par­
ticipants, or its appeal. The late Arthur Ashe 
certainly proved that point. His tremendous 
dignity, poise, and love for his sport tran­
scended all barriers and certainly serves as an 
inspiration for the children in An Achievable 
Dream. 

Last summer, An Achievable Dream began 
as a pilot program, working with 1 00 children 
who would soon enter the fourth grade. Mon­
day through Thursday, for 8 weeks, the chil­
dren received 3 hours of basic tennis instruc­
tion every morning followed by another 3 
hours of academic instruction every afternoon. 
Fridays were reserved for field trips to local 
museums, businesses, military bases, and 
even our Nation's Capital, Washington, DC. 
The program was staffed by teachers, teach­
er's aides, and tennis instructors and was fi­
nanced with private donations and some help 
from local, State, and Federal agencies. 

An Achievable Dream has come a long way 
since last summer. It was so successful that 
the city of Newport News and the local school 
system asked An Achievable Dream to extend 
its services year round. This summer, another 
120 children will be added to the program. 
Plans have already been laid to add an addi­
tional 120 children every summer, and con­
tinue to work with enrolled children through 
the eighth grade. 

An Achievable Dream is already having a 
tremendous impact on the children who par­
ticipate in it in the classrooms, at home, and 
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yes, on the tennis courts. I believe that this 
program, and others like it across America de­
serve our support. They work, not because the 
Federal Government pays out large sums of 
money, although some money is certainly 
being spent, but because the people involved 
genuinely care about the future of the children 
they're helping and for our Nation as a whole. 
We must all become involved, Mr. Speaker. 
Every child deserves an education, every child 
deserves a chance at success. It is up to us, 
as individuals and communities, to do what we 
can to help them on their way. Without per­
sonal commitment, we cannot expect to have 
an impact on the problems facing our great 
Nation. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
pause to pay tribute to the man whose per­
sonal commitment and daring made An 
Achievable Dream a reality, Walter S. 
Segaloff. I have known Walter for many years, 
and feel honored to call him a friend. The suc­
cess of An Achievable Dream is a tribute to 
his abilities and his genuine concern for those 
around him. I am sure that I speak for the en­
tire city of Newport News, and especially 
those children whose lives he has touched, by 
thanking him for his generous efforts to make 
our city and our Nation a better place to live 
for everyone. Every community needs a Wal­
ter Segaloff. 

TRIBUTE TO LINDA STEELE 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
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things that has never changed, however, for 
the more successful Members of Congress is 
the value of top-flight, loyal, and professional 
staff. Linda Steele's career should be used as 
an example of first rate congressional staff 
service. We will certainly miss her many con­
tributions to our office, but I know I can always 
count on her friendship. 

LET THE 
DETAILS 
REFORM 

PUBLIC SEE 
OF HEALTH 

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

THE 
CARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, health care re­
form has become an issue of great concern to 
all Americans due to the dramatic increase in 
health care costs in recent years. However, as 
President Clinton's Task Force on Health Care 
Reform prepares its recommendations, which 
are expected to set the tone for future con­
gressional debate on this issue, there has 
been much concern expressed about the lack 
of openness in the task force's proceedings. 
Surely, on an issue of such great importance 
to every American as a consumer of health 
care, the public has a right to know what spe­
cific changes are being considered. On this 
basis, I submit the following editorial from the 
March 7, 1993 edition of the New York Times 
to my colleagues and urge them to read and 
consider its conclusions. 

OF ILLINOIS OPENING UP ON HEALTH CARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES People, get ready. The health care debate 
Wednesday, March 31, 1993 is about to go public. That means life will 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, with a mixture of get more complicated for the President's 

Pride and sadness, I would like to take this op- Task Force on National Health Care Reform. 
The White House's effort to keep secret the 

portunity to mark today's retirement date of my deliberations of Hillary Rodham Clinton and 
Deputy Chief of Staff Linda Steele. 400 others involved in the task force is un-

When Linda leaves the Capitol today, she seemly, possibly illegal and wrong. Secrecy 
will be closing the book on a model congres- is contrary to the spirit of the public forums 
sional staff career. In her 32 years of service planned by President and Mrs. Clinton later 
to the House, Linda has built a reputation of - this month on the gritty questions awaiting 
unselfish public service, devotion to adminis- the voters and Congress. 

Two of these questions are: 
trative detail, and respect for the institution of How much freedom of choice in doctors and 
Congress. medical tests will most consumers have to 

Linda's career on Capitol Hill began in 1961 give up in order to make universal health 
when she arrived from her hometown of Cam- care affordable? 
den, ME, at the age of 19 to work for former When it comes to money, who will be the 
Representative Stan Tupper, Republican of big winners-the insurance companies, the 
M · Sh b rk' f · 1970 health care industry or consumers? 

aine. e egan wo ing or me in · The interesting thing about these ques-
As my career flourished, so did Linda's. As tions is that they have been known to ex­

my responsibilities grew, so did Linda's. When perts since the outset. But they have been 
I was elected whip, then leader, Linda was masked from public view by the generalized 
one staff member I could always count on to proposals of the election campaign and the 
take on new jobs and execute them with skill antiseptic language of the think-tank semi­
and professionalism. nar. At its most basic, Mrs. Clinton's task 

Most recently, Linda's responsibilities have force is a mechanism for setting policy be­
included serving as the chief staffer for the · fore the public gets stirred up about the dif-

ficulty of these choices. 
Committee on Committees, the panel charged The most explosive issue has to do with 
with making Republican Members' committee freedom of choice in selecting physicians. 
assignments. Linda's work with this group has The next most sensitive is which tests and 
been invaluable. In the tough times when I treatments will be ruled out on statistical 
needed to rely on administrative skill, attention grounds. This is where medicine and econom­
to detail, and confidentiality, Linda was always ics can collide. If you or your child were 
my chief diplomat and assistant. among a tiny minority with atypical symp-

toms, a long-shot test that saved your life 
Many of my colleagues have heard me would hardly seem uneconomical or unneces­

speak of the differences in House procedures sary. 
and ways of life over the course of my 37 Confronted with these conflicting de­
years as a Member of Congress. One of the mands, the Clinton Administration has set,. 
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tled on managed competition as the pre­
ferred model for a national health care sys­
tem. This page has argued for it, too. But po­
litical prudence and intellectual honesty re­
quire full public disclosure of the limitations 
of this or any other system. 

Since health care absorbs one-eighth of the 
nation's income, the White House, Congress 
and the voters also have to decide in public 
view how big the profits will be and whose 
pocket they wind up in-for this being Amer­
ica, profits there will be. 

One editorial cannot cover these questions, 
Indeed, the quarterly journal Health Affairs 
has just taken a stab at explaining managed 
competition in a special issue, and it ran to 
299 pages. The report devotes only a handful 
of pages to the question of consumer choice, 
but those pages clearly point out the trade­
off many will face under managed competi­
tion or other national schemes. 

"Managed competition occurs at the level 
of integrated financing and delivery plans, 
not at the individual provider level," writes 
Alain C. Enthoven, the formulator of man­
aged competition. "For economical behavior 
to occur, doctors must be motivated to pre­
scribe economically." 

In other words, medicine at the individual 
level-single practitioners or small groups of 
physicians seeing patients who sought them 
out specially-could gradually become a 
thing of the past or an add-on luxury to be 
purchased at a premium by the affluent. "To 
prescribe economically" means to forgo 
tests, drugs, surgery or office visits that 
might occur under the present system where­
by doctor and patient do as they choose and 
an insurance company or government pro­
gram like Medicaid bears the cost. 

After serious study, hundreds of experts 
and the President and First Lady of the 
United States think this has to be the way of 
the future. The American Medical Associa­
tion has belatedly come to the same conclu­
sion, hence its unsuccessful effort last week, 
as the physicians' bargaining agent, to 
shoulder its way into Mrs. Clinton's task 
force. 

But some medical experts and politicians 
worry about the financial advantage that 
could accrue to insurance companies and 
health care providers large enough to service 
the new consumer cooperatives envisioned 
under managed competition. For better or 
worse, the folks meeting behind closed doors 
at the White House are talking about creat­
ing a new health care economy that could 
force many existing insurance companies 
and hospitals out of business and change the 
way most doctors practice. Is Congress ready 
to endorse any system that brings such radi­
cal change, but has never been tested on a 
national scale? It will make for an interest­
ing floor debate. 

The Clintons' opponents sniff opportunity 
in the touchy issue of physician choice. In 
the Republican response to Mr. Clinton's 
speech to Congress on Feb. 17, the House 
leader, Bob Michel, said, "Republicans be­
lieve in your right to select the doctor of 
yonr choice and your right to immediate 
care without long waiting lines, and preserv­
ing the best of what health has to offer." 

The Administration says its plan will fea­
ture physician choice, too. But there are few 
details. That's just the point. Details-public 
details-are what is needed. Mrs. Clinton 
should open the curtains and let the sun 
shine in on her task force and let its delib­
erations be exposed to the invigorating dis­
cipline of public scrutiny and political de­
bate. On this issue of surmounting impor­
tance, it is time for the New Democrats to 
behave democratically. 
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HONORING LEWIS H. GOLDSTEIN 

HON. ELIOT L ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31 , 1993 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I today honor a committed public 
servant and a dear friend, Lewis H. Goldstein, 
on the occasion of his 50th birthday. 

I must start by saying that rarely does one 
meet a person like Lewis Goldstein. Through 
his work as an educator and elected official, 
Lew has worked tirelessly to improve the lives 
of the people in the community. I have often 
seen, firsthand, the positive results of his ef­
forts, because Lew has been a steadfast sup­
porter and close confidant throughout my polit­
ical career. We have fought side-by-side in 
many battles to reform the political system and 
make it more responsive to the needs of the 
public. I know it is that desire to see the needs 
of his neighbors met that drives Lew Goldstein 
at all times. 

Lew Goldstein's long-time affiliation with the 
Democratic Party has led him to take on many 
roles, including his current position of New 
York State Democratic committeeman. He has 
served as a delegate to the Democratic Na­
tional Convention, and as a local judicial dele­
gate and county committee member. He has 
also been a leader in the movement to reform 
Bronx politics, from his days in the Bronx­
Pelham Reform Democratic Club to his current 
association with the Co-op City Democratic 
Club. 

The community has been well represented 
through Lew's role as a member of Commu­
nity Planning Board 11 , where he served as 
secretary, and his work on the advisory board 
of Bronx Municipal Hospital. He is also deeply 
committed to his religious beliefs, as wit­
nessed by his active membership and service 
on the board of trustees at the Community 
Center of Israel. 

All these activities are in addition to Lew's 
full-time job as an employee of the New York 
City Board of Education, where he evaluates 
the needs of special education students. His 
unique blend of sensitivity, dedication, and 
knowledge has gained Lew an unsurpassed 
reputation in his field. 

Few people can boast of a record of service 
that I have just mentioned. The titles and affili­
ations help to describe Lew Goldstein's activi­
ties, but they fall short in portraying the many 
lives he has touched in a positive way. I can 
personally say that Lew's friendship has 
helped me through several hard times, and I 
know he will be there when my family or our 
neighbors need his assistance. 

On behalf of all these people who have 
come to appreciate and rely on Lew Goldstein, 
I wish our friend a happy 50th birthday and 
many more years of success. 
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INTRODUCTION OF A RESOLUTION 
OBJECTING TO ANY FURTHER 
INCREASE IN THE INLAND 
WATERWAY FUEL TAX 

HON. WJ. (BlllY) TAUZIN 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 31, 1993 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, today on behalf 
of many of my colleagues representing coastal 
and port areas and districts along our domes­
tic inland waterways, I am introducing a reso­
lution stating objection to any further increase 
in the inland waterway fuel tax as rec­
ommended by the President's economic pro­
posal "Vision of Change for America." The 
proposal phases in a diesel fuel tax over a 4-
year period from the $0.17 per gallon of fuel 
waterway operators now pay to $1.19 per gal­
lon in 1997, which amounts to a 600-percent 
rise in the tax. This does not include the Btu 
tax on diesel, which is estimated to cost barge 
operators an additional $0.10 per gallon. 

While public funds have been used for the 
maintenance of our waterways, these public 
funds have reaped benefits to the 'public that 
far exceed their original costs. Without the in­
land waterway systems, most of the commu­
nities, industries, businesses, and jobs that 
are currently found in the interior of our coun­
try would not exist. The private investment in 
facilities located on inland waterways far ex­
ceeds the public investment in the navigation 
infrastructure. These private investments were 
made with the idea that their partner, the U.S. 
Government, would carry out its function of 
operating and maintaining the public portic;m of 
the investment. 

To attempt to recoup the all of the publicly 
provided costs of O&M from the commercial 
inland waterways users would result, in fact, in 
the future loss of private investment along our 
inland waterways and the subsequent loss of 
jobs and economic activities in inland commu­
nities. 

If the costs of waterborne transport of cargo 
rises demand will fall, and consumers of this 
service may be forced to use other forms of 
transport such as rail or trucking. We believe 
that the increased highway traffic will create 
even more congestion along with a decrease 
in public safety, more air pollution, more acci­
dents involving hazardous materials on our 
highways, and greater highway maintenance 
costs. All of these impacts should be consid­
ered and some additional costs allocated to 
them. If pressure mounts on our rail system 
because of increased demand, we can also 
see very high rail rates and increases in rail 
related accidents. 

Without economical water transportation, 
many river ports and docks will have to phase 
out their operations. Other sectors of the 
economy will also be very adversely affected. 
For instance, farmers receive their fertilizer by 
barge and then ship the harvested crop to 
market by barge. Over 60 percent grain ex­
ports move to seaports by water transpor­
tation. Steel mills receive coal by barge to 
make coke, then ship the coke by barge to 
other mills. Scrap reaches these steel mills by 
barge to be recycled and finished products are 
then shipped out by barge. Can all of these 
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consumers absorb these new and unantici­
pated costs? 

Aluminum companies which are not very 
prosperous at present, receive their alumina 
by barge. In addition, they are very energy in­
tensive and utilize a tremendous amount of 
electric power usually supplied by generating 
plants which receive their coal or oil by barge. 
This is a double hit which becomes a triple 
when you factor in the Btu tax. 

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu­
tion and agree to not increase the inland wa­
terway fuel tax beyond already scheduled in­
creases in current law. 

DOLLARS FOR SCHOLARS COMMU­
NITY SCHOLARSHIP FOUNDATION 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1993 

HON. WIWAM F. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , March 31 , 1993 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, today I am 

joining in introducing the bipartisan Dollars for 
Scholars Community Scholarship Foundation 
Development Act of 1993. 

This bill would establish and endow, through 
a one-time appropriation, 25 regional centers 
throughout the country to assist communities 
in developing community-based, volunteer-op­
erated scholarship foundations. These scholar­
ship foundations would have the twin goal of 
first, encouraging young people to finish high 
school and go on to postsecondary education 
and second, to let young people know there 
will be community support for their efforts. 

The Dollars for Scholars approach is al­
ready being successfully executed in approxi­
mately 650 communities across the Nation. 
One of the most inspiring projects began 3 
years ago when several public housing 
projects in Atlanta, GA, formed a Dollars for 
Scholars chapter. They were tired of hearing 
that project kids should not be expected to go 
on to college. Last year they raised over 
$50,000, much of it from low-income house­
holds that could contribute only a few dollars 
each. 

Many may ask, if this is already happening 
in the private sector, why does the Federal 
Government need to get involved? The funds 
provided under this bill are specifically aimed 
at empowering communities to develop their 
own resources. Areas of the country where 
Dollars for Scholars have had the most suc­
cess, are those areas where there have been 
the people resources available to actively work 
with the community, to organize and train vol­
unteers, and provide ongoing advice and sup­
port. 

Educators, business leaders, Government 
officials, and parents are all concerned about 
lagging achievement levels, high school drop­
out rates, inadequate college enrollments, and 
the insufficient skill levels of our Nation's 
workforce. Answers to these concerns may be 
found if our young people were just encour­
aged to believe they can achieve a higher 
education, and know there will be adequate fi­
nancial support to help them pursue their 
goals and dreams. 

We neea to develop innovative ways to 
achieve new student aid resources so our 
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young people get the message that they can 
go on to postsecondary education. The local 
community, properly organized, trained, and 
motivated, is one of the best resources we 
have got-so let us use it. 

A small Federal investment in this program 
would yield great returns. This type of Govern­
ment investment-limited Federal dollars used 
to challenge and organize significant new pri­
vate sector support-will in the long run help 
alleviate our Nation's financial problems not 
add to it. 

I urge my colleagues in the House to join 
me in cosponsoring the Dollars for Scholars 
Community Scholarship Foundation Develop­
ment Act of 1993. 

TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. AUTO­
MOBILE ASSOCIATION AND BRIG. 
GEN. ROBERT F. McDERMOTT 

HON. LAMAR S. SMI1H 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it is fit­

ting that we pay tribute to the U.S. Automobile 
Association of San Antonio, TX, and its chair­
man and chief executive officer, Brig. Gen. 
Robert F. McDermott [USAF, Ret.]. 

USAA is the recipient of the 1993 "For the 
Love of a Child" corporate award. The For the 
Love of a Child awards are presented annually 
by Childhelp USA to individuals and organiza­
tions who have demonstrated extraordinary 
achievement in child abuse prevention and 
treatment. 

Childhelp USA, a national nonprofit organi­
zation, is dedicated to the prevention and 
treatment of child abuse and neglect. April is 
National Child Abuse Prevention Month. 

Through General McDermott's efforts, USAA 
was the primary sponsor of "Scared Silent," a 
television movie which portrayed the plight of 
abused children. The program was aired na­
tionally on all three major networks and the 
Public Broadcasting System and created 
greater awareness of the tragedy of child 
abuse and neglect. General McDermott and 
USAA will be honored for their commitment at 
a luncheon on Thursday, April 1, 1993. 

Child abuse is one of America's most perva­
sive, destructive, and costly problems. We pay 
for it through increased crime and imprison­
ment, drug and alcohol abuse, higher health 
care costs, family deterioration, lost productiv­
ity, and many other ways. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in honoring 
General McDermott and USAA for their 
achievements. Their efforts serve as an exam­
ple for all Americans in helping children and 
fellow human beings. 

THE NEWHALL WESTERN WALK OF 
FAME 

HON. HOW ARD P. "BUCK" McKEON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor five of Hollywood's best who this past 
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weekend were honored for their contributions 
to American Western films. Sam Elliott, Jack 
Palance, Katharine Ross, Woody Strode, and 
Stuart Whitman were honored last weekend at 
the 10th Annual Santa Clarita Valley Walk of 
Western Stars Program in Newhall, CA, a 
real-life Western town and the home of the 
Old Tom Mix Movie Ranch. 

For many years, the Walk of Western Stars 
has commemorated the heroes that genera­
tions of Americans grew up with. This years 
inductees continue in the grand tradition of 
such stars as John Wayne, Roy Rogers, 
Montie Montana, and Gene Autry. 

Sam Elliott gained star status a number of 
years ago with his performance in the title role 
of the film "Lifeguard." Since then he has 
gone on to star in such films as "Mask," 
"Fatal Beauty," "Roadhouse," and "Prancer." 
He has also starred in a number of mini-series 
for television, among them "Murder in Texas," 
"Gone to Texas: the Sam Houston Story," and 
"The Yellow Rose." 

Katharine Ross is probably best known for 
her role opposite Paul Newman and Robert 
Redford in "Butch Cassidy and the Sundance 
Kid." She has starred in many dozens of fiJms 
with such stars as John Wayne, Kirk Douglas, 
and Laurence Olivier. In 1967, she earned an 
Oscar nomination as the best supporting ac­
tress for her performance in "The Graduate." 
She also received a Golden Globe Award for 
her work in "The Graduate," and in 1976 she 
was awarded a second Golden Globe for her 
role in "Voyage of the Damned." 

Katharine is also married to another one of 
our inductees, Sam Elliott. This is only the 
second time husband and wife are inducted 
together into the Walk of Western Stars. 

Jack Palance will be forever linked to the 
Western because of his best supporting Oscar 
nomination for "Shane," which catapulted him 
to stardom and an acting career that spans 40 
years. In 1991, he tried his hand at comedy by 
starring and winning a best supporting Oscar 
for the blockbuster Western comedy "City 
Slickers." In all, he has appeared in more than 
50 motion pictures and television series. Many 
of them continue to be Westerns. 

Woody Strode is the Walk of Western Stars 
first black honoree. He was an Olympic cham­
pion, professional football player, and then a 
versatile actor. He is probably best known for 
his 1959 performance in John Ford's "Ser­
geant Rutledge." His portrayals in "Pork Chop 
Hill," "The Man Who Shot Liberty Valance," 
and the King of Ethiopia in "The Ten Com­
mandments" have won him considerable ac­
claim. His TV appearances include "Rawhide," 
"Daniel Boone," "How The West Was Won," 
"The Dukes of Hazard," and many more. 

Our final inductee was Stuart Whitman. A 
former light-heavyweight boxer, Stuart broke 
into the movies with a part in "When Worlds 
Collide," but hit the big time by being nomi­
nated for the best actor Oscar for his role in 
"The Mark." Since 1965 he has continued his 
career in Hollywood and Europe as a char­
acter actor both in motion pictures and tele­
vision. Starring in such movies as "The Sands 
of Kalahari," "Death Trap," and "Key West 
Crossing." 

Mr. Speaker, the Western is a key part of 
our American identity. The Western is a staple 
in our culture that will forever identify the 
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brave and courageous citizens that beckoned 
its call. I ask colleagues to join me in saluting 
Sam Elliott, Katharine Ross, Jack Palance, 
Woody Strode, and Stuart Whitman for their 
distinguished contributions to the classic 
American Western. 

40TH ANNIVERSARY OF SUPER IDT 
"ROCK AROUND THE CLOCK" 

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of the 40th anniversary of the super hit 
"Rock Around the Clock," which was co-au­
thored by my constituent James E. Myers, 
a.k.a. Jimmy DeKnight. 

"Rock Around the Clock" changed the face 
of music by propelling rock-a-billy/country to 
mainstream pop, opening the way to a new 
kind of music first coined rock and roll. 

"Rock Around the Clock" is the No. 1 selling 
song in the world, having sold in excess of 
200 million copies. The song has been re­
corded on more than 500 record labels, and 
sung by many of the great rock legends. 

"Rock Around the Clock" is the most played 
cut in the world. It has been translated into 
more than 30 different languages, featured on 
countless commercials, television and radio 
programs, and performed in over 40 movies. 

In conjunction with his continuing career in 
songwriting, Jim Myers is also an actor, a 
screenwriter, and a producer. He has also 
been working to organize the Rock Around the 
Clock Museum and the Rock and Roll Hall of 
Fame. The museum will contain history and 
memorabilia of rock and roll and will be 
headquartered in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Speaker, I join rock and roll lovers 
around the world in honoring James E. Myers 
on the 40th anniversary of this legendary 
song. 

Mr. Speaker, this song's continuing success 
is testament to America's rock and roll tradi­
tion. 

THE RULE ON H.R. 1430, PROVIDING 
A TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT 

HON. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, pursu­
ant to the rules of the Democratic caucus, I 
wish to serve notice to my colleagues that I 
have been instructed by the Committee on 
Ways and Means to seek less than an open 
rule for the consideration by the House of 
Representatives of H.R. 1430, providing a 
temporary increase in the public debt limit. 
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RESTRICTED WEAPONS ACT OF 

1993 

HON. WIUJAM J. HUGm5 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, today I am in­
troducing the Restricted Weapons Act of 1993. 
The bill, which is similar to H.R. 19, which I in­
troduced in the 102d Congress, would ban the 
future acquisition and transfer of so-called as­
sault weapons which have no legitimat~ sport­
ing purpose and have been increasingly used 
by drug dealers, terrorists and mental 
incompetents to carry out acts of violence in 
this country. 

The bill would also ban the manufacture of 
firearms capable of accepting silencers or 
bayonets and the possession and transfer of 
large capacity ammunition feeding devices. 

This . bill will curtail the use of weapons de­
signed primarily for soldiers and commandos 
and for which a gun owner who keeps a fire­
arm for the protection of life and family, or for 
legitimate sporting purposes, has no use. 

One does not have to be a current events 
scholar to recognize what these weapons are 
being used for at the present time. Whether 
you look at the Stockton, CA, massacre, the 
23 people killed in Killeen, TX, or just up the 
George Washington Parkway outside CIA 
headquarters, you will recognize the results of 
our failure to take effective action on this mat­
ter in the past. 

Although the prior administration banned the 
importation of semiautomatic assault weapons, 
we continue to produce them domestically to 
the point where the Bureau of Alcohol, To­
bacco and Firearms estimates there are over 
1 million such weapons in circulation. After 
years of testimony before the House Sub­
committee on Crime, which I chaired at the 
time, I am convinced that these weapons have 
no sporting value, and so I have developed 
the Restrictive Weapons Act of 1993 to bal­
ance the needs of public safety against the le­
gitimate and reasonable interests of those who 
wish to possess firearms. 

With so many horrible examples around us, 
it is time for this body to recognize what an 
overwhelming majority of Americans nation­
wide and all major national law enforcement 
organizations have known for years-that it is 
time for a change. The increasing carnage on 
our streets must be stopped. We need reason­
able regulation of this country's unfettered ar­
senal of military-type weapons. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in a sober 
and reflective discussion of this legislation so 
that we can develop a reasonable and respon­
sible regulation of this military hardware. 

CITIZEN COSPONSORS WHO SUP­
PORT MANDATE REFORM ACTION 

HON. JAMFS P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker; on March 10, 
Representative GOODLING and I introduced the 
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Fiscal Accountability and Intergovernmental 
Reform [F Al R] Act to help State and local gov­
ernments ameliorate their most crushing finan­
cial burden: unfunded Federal mandates. 

We feel this legislation is necessary to safe­
guard against a tendency within our institution 
and among Federal agencies to resort to more 
and more Federal requirements without pro­
viding the funds to implement them. 

Like the National Environmental Policy Act, 
this measure will require Federal agencies to 
analyze the economic costs of new regulations 
before they are adopted. 

And, like the 197 4 Budget Reform Act, our 
bill will require that legislation cannot be con­
sidered by the full House or Senate without an 
analysis by the Congressional Budget Office 
of the costs of compliance to State and local 
governments and the private sector. 

News of this legislation is spreading among 
those it will help most: our cities' mayors. 
Mayors from every State and territory have 
been writing in support of the FAIR Act and 
urge swift congressional action. 

Support for mandate relief is building on nu­
merous fronts. The New York Times recently 
ran a series of articles focusing on how our 
Nation's regulatory policies have strayed from 
their original purpose. 

Mayors from 114 cities in 49 States wrote 
President Clinton urging the White House to 
focus on how policymaking has gone awry. 
And finally, the National League of Cities has 
made unfunded Federal mandates one of its 
top five political priorities in Washington. 

In the next several weeks Representative 
GOODLING and I will be inserting into the CON­
GRESSIONAL RECORD the names of hundreds 
of mayors from both parties and each State 
who have agreed to be citizen cosponsors of 
our FAIR Act initiative. 

The time has come to make the Federal 
Government accountable for the actions it 
takes on behalf of our cities and States. 

Today I am beginning this process by insert­
ing in the RECORD the names of 20 citizen co­
sponsors who are urging us to take meaning­
ful Federal mandate reform action. 

CITIZEN COSPONSORS 

Name, title, and city, State: 
Bill Dukes, Mayor, Decatur, AL. 
Tom Fink, Mayor, Anchorage, AK. 
George Miller, Mayor, Tucson, AZ. 
Phil Sansone, Mayor, Newport Beach, CA. 
Charles A. Witt, Council President, Nor-

wich, CT. 
Daniel S. Frawley, Mayor, Wilmington, 

DE. 
Frank Portusach, Mayor, Agana, Guam. 
Richard A. Brauer, Mayor, Belleville, IL. 
James P. Perron, Mayor, Elkhart, IN. 
Jon Crews, Mayor, Cedar Falls, IA. 
Aaron Broussard, Mayor, Kenner, LA. 
Charles Harlow, Mayor, Portland, ME. 
Michael A. Guido, Mayor, Dearborn, Ml. 
Pat D'Arco, Mayor, Rio Rancho, NM. 
James D. Griffin, Mayor, Buffalo, NY. 
Norman L. Grey, Mayor, Enid, OK. 
William J. Althaus, Mayor, York, PA. 
Gary L. Drewes, Mayor, Pierre, SD. 
Barbara K. Crews, Mayor, Galveston, TX. 
Patrick Zielke, Mayor, La Crosse, WI. 
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AID REPORTS ON EGYPT, ISRAEL, 

AND TURKEY 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, the Sub­
committee on Europe and the Middle East of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee has re­
cently received reports from the United States 
Agency for International Development on the 
economic situation in Egypt, Israel, and Tur­
key-the top three recipients of United States 
foreign assistance. The reports are submitted 
pursuant to section 1205(b) of the Inter­
national Security and Development Coopera­
tion Act of 1985, as amended. 

I wish to draw to the attention of my col­
leagues the summaries of these reports. The 
full text will be made part of the record of the 
subcommittee's hearings on fiscal year 1994-
1995 foreign aid requests for these countries. 
I hope my colleagues find the summaries of 
these reports of interest. 

REPORT ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN EGYPT, 
1991-92 

I. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In the aftermath of the Gulf War, Egypt's 
financial position has greatly improved. For 
the three years prior to the War, Egypt's ex­
ternal current account deficit had ranged be­
tween $2 and S3 billion annually with no im­
provement in sight. The GOE was accumu­
lating large, unsustainable debt service ar­
rears. The budget deficit was about 20 per­
cent of GDP. Both inflation and unemploy­
ment were serious problems. In 1989, total 
external debt reached about $52 billion (rep­
resenting 165 percent of GDP with a debt 
service/exports ratio of 28.5 percent). After 
the War external financial resources poured 
into Egypt. The United States took the lead 
in a program of debt reduction, writing off 
military debt of approximately $7.0 (actually 
$6. 7) billion, pursuant to Congressional au­
thorization. In May 1991, following IMF ap­
proval of a stand-by arrangement, other 
Paris Club creditors agreed to reduce Egypt's 
remaining eligible official external debt by 
50 percent. The debt relief was tranched, 
with later stages conditioned on continued 
adherence to IMF stabilization targets. Fol­
lowing debt reduction, Egypt's outstanding 
debt amounted to about $40.6 billion at the 
end of 1991 and will be reduced further as­
suming that Paris Club conditions are met. 
Egypt's debt service ratio fell from 28.5 per­
cent in 1989 to 17 percent in 1991. 

Under the stabilization program under­
taken pursuant to its IMF Stand-By Ar­
rangement, Egypt's short-term external fi­
nancial position has improved significantly. 
Exchange restrictions were liberalized. The 
currency was floated and the various ex­
change markets were unified. Interest rates 
were freed and rose to about 18 percent per 
annum on short term deposits and short 
term treasury bills. In response, Egyptian­
owned foreign currency, most of it counted 
as workers' remittances, flowed into the 
country. Remittances have recovered from a 
wartime slump and tourism was hitting 
record levels prior to a recent spate of vio­
lence. Reduced annual debt service obliga­
tions and weak demand for imports have re­
duced the demand for foreign exchange, lead­
ing to a substantial buildup in reserves and 
a stable exchange rate despite continuing in-



7148 
nation. The balance of payments position is 
currently very strong. Egypt's overall bal­
ance of payments sprang from a $213 million 
deficit in 1989/90 to surpluses of $2.6 billion in 
1990/91 and an estimated S7 billion in 1991/92. 

Egypt's economy has begun to stabilize, 
and the government has embarked upon a 
wide-ranging program of economic reform 
under the auspices of a World Bank Struc­
tural Adjustment Loan. An expected drop in 
real GDP for FY 1992 did not materialize. 
Various revenue measures and greater con­
trol of expenditures have cut the budget defi­
cit in half, to less than 10 percent of GDP, 
and inflation has slowed. Growth remained 
slow in 1992, however, with real GDP rising 
by an estimated 2.8 percent. There has been 
some delay in meeting IMF and IBRD per­
formance targets and renewed catch-up ef­
forts will be necessary. Public sector restruc­
turing and market liberalization under the 
World Bank program will, if fully imple­
mented, result in improved private sector­
led growth performance, although signifi­
cant economic dislocations are inevitable in 
the short-to-medium run. High-level GOE at­
tention will be required if Egypt is to keep 
its economic policy reform program on track 
and at the same time adopt measures to pro­
vide a safety net for the poor. 

While economic conditions are relatively 
stable due to the influx of foreign aid, it is 
important to keep in mind the deteriorating 
social conditions in Egypt. Structural eco­
nomic reforms are badly needed, yet the gov­
ernment of Egypt feels that it must move 
cautiously. Recent unrest due to dissatisfac­
tion by Islamic extremists has led to vio­
lence directed against the GOE and tourists. 
The tourist incidents will put a damper on 
Egypt's most important (in 1992) source of 
foreign exchange. The unrest is potentially 
destabilizing and therefore bears careful 
watching. 

Debt relief and capital inflows have given 
Egypt an unprecedented opportunity to re­
structure its economy with generous donor 
support. It is critical that Egypt persist, 
within the constraints of a delicate political 
climate, with the reform program that it has 
undertaken if it is to attain its long-term 
economic objectives. This is especially true 
of introducing competitive market forces 
and private enterprise into the productive 
sectors and capital markets as soon as pos­
sible in order to increase productivity, ex­
ports, and domestic and foreign investment. 

REPORT ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN ISRAEL, 
1991-92 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Israel's economy has been expanding at an 
annual rate of about 5 percent during the 
last three years, driven principally by the 
construction sector. This growth appears to 
reflect a cyclical rebound and the one-time 
effects of expanded immigration. During the 
period 1990-92, some 450,000 persons immi­
grated and investment spending jumped 
more than 10-fold compared to the previous 
four years. Even so, the unemployment rate 
rose to about 11 percent from 6 percent in 
1988. 

The central government made some 
progress in reducing its role in the economy 
through restraint in defense spending and 
through cuts in subsidies, but the surge in 
immigration has reversed this progress, at 
least temporarily. Previous commitments, 
pressures from affected groups, and continu­
ing steps taken to reduce the tax burden 
have impeded efforts to make progress in re­
ducing the budget deficit. Progress in eco­
nomic reform was uneven. For example, 
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strong progress was made during 1992 in 
curbing inflation, but progress on privatiza­
tion is still slow. Inflation was brought down 
from an 18 percent average during 1986--91 to 
about 10 percent during 1992 due to wage 
moderation; monetary restraint; the end of 
the housing boom in late 1992; increased im­
port competition; and business confidence in 
a new flexible exchange rate policy have 
brought. The fiscal deficit, excluding foreign 
grants, was brought down to about 10 percent 
of GDP during the late 1980s, but rose to 13 
percent or 14 percent during 1991 and 1992. 
Housing finance commitments and the large 
size of remaining transfer payments and sub­
sidies explain the increase. Major recent ac­
complishments in privatization include the 
sale of some GOI equity holdings in the com­
munications monopoly and in Israel Dis­
count Bank. The pace of privatization, how­
ever, has been slow due to opposition by 
some vested interests and by accounting and 
regulatory difficulties. Substantial progress 
has recently been made in opening up the fi­
nancial markets, but continued progress in 
removing other distortions and controls and 
in eschewing governmental interventions 
would make the supply side of the economy 
more efficient. 

On the external front, the balance of pay­
ments situation deteriorated as the result of 
a strong rise in imports and sluggish export 
performance. There has been recent substan­
tial movement in trade liberalization, while 
exchange rate management has become more 
flexible, thereby improving the competitive­
ness of Israel's exports. Imports have been 
rising at an annual average rate of 14.7 per­
cent since 1989, while exports grew by only 
4.4 percent. The sluggishness in exports has 
been attributed to a slowdown in Israel's 
principal export markets, notably the United 
States, U.K., and some other EC countries. 
Non-tariff barriers on certain imports have 
been replaced by high tariffs, scheduled to be 
reduced gradually to low levels over the next 
five to seven years. An exchange rate insur­
ance scheme for exporters is being gradually 
phased out with the introduction of the new 
flexible exchange rate policy initiated in De­
cember 1991. 

The annual devaluation trend, against 
which the daily devaluations are set, was re­
duced in November 1992 from 9 percent to 8 
percent. The new exchange-rate system has 
bred greater business confidence. 

Israel's total stock of external debt has 
grown in recent years, but with the growth 
of the economy, its debt repayment capacity 
has strengthened. Net external liabilities 
have accordingly declined from 80 percent of 
GNP in 1985 to 26 percent in 1991, and gross 
debt service has declined from 33 percent to 
27 percent of GNP. 

Government debt levels will likely in­
crease in the coming years if the government 
exercises its option to borrow up to $2 billion 
annually over the next five years to assist 
immigrant absorption under the U.S. loan 
guarantee program in addition to planned in­
creases in borrowing from Europe. If the 
funds are used to finance productive projects 
and if additional vigorous economic reforms 
are implemented to assure substantial in­
vestments and strong economic growth, Is­
rael will be in a reasonably good position to 
assume the projected additional debt. Pru­
dence by Israel's government officials in as­
suming additional debt will be particularly 
necessary if future growth proves to be less 
robust than currently anticipated. 
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ECONOMIC REPORT TO THE CONGRESS ON 

TuRKEY 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Policy: Turkish authorities have been im­
plementing vigorously an outward-oriented 
and growth-stimulating adjustment program 
since 1980, when they broke with past poli­
cies which had favored import substitution 
and an industrial structure led by state 
owned enterprises. The adjustment program 
has featured a flexible exchange rate regime 
and extensive liberalization of trade restric­
tions. This resulted in a tripling in exports 
between 1980 and 1985 and another 50 percent 
rise through 1990. Areas of policy weakness 
have been episodes of expansionary fiscal 
policy and generous wage settlements, short­
lived attempts to control inflation, and slow 
progress on privatization. 

As a result of the adjustment program, the 
growth rate in annual GNP averaged 5 per­
cent from 1981-1990. The inflation rate, how­
ever, doubled from 30 percent to 60 percent 
from 1986 to 1990, and by early 1992 had 
reached nearly 80 percent. 

Recent Economic Performance, 1991-92: 
The external shock associated with the Mid­
dle East crisis put a damper on economic ac­
tivity in the second half of 1990. This slump 
intensified in the first quarter of 1991 with 
the outbreak of war, and output declined by 
1.5 percent relative to the first quarter of 
1990. However, losses in the trade and service 
accounts related to the Middle East crisis 
were offset by grants and concessional loans 
from Western and Arab donors, and, when 
these loans are included, Turkey ended 1991 
with a current account surplus of 0.2 percent 
of GNP ( -1.6 percent of GNP without these 
transfers). 

Debt Situation: Through its dramatic 
growth of exports and the steady expansion 
of its economy, Turkey has largely out­
grown its extensive debt management prob­
lems of the 1970s. Reflecting the continued 
high pace of repayment of medium and 
longterm debt, the external debt ratio is 
down to 45 percent of GNP (as of September 
1991). The debt service ratio continues to 
hover around 33 percent of exports. To the 
U.S., Turkey has debt outstanding of $2.6 bil­
lion as of June 1992. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
M CONFERENCE REPORT 
REPRIORITIZES OUR NATION'S 
SPENDING AND INVESTS IN 
AMERICA'S FUTURE 

HON. PATSY T. MINK 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, for 12 long years, 

Mr. Speaker, the American people have been 
ignored. Their basic needs for education, 
housing, childcare, healthcare, and jobs, have 
gone unmet. And what were the con­
sequences of this 12-year legacy, Mr. Speak­
er? 

Low-income housing programs have been 
slashed during the 1980's. 

Homelessness has dramatically increased in 
our urban centers. 

Net interest on our borrowing for spending 
has grown from about $69 billion in 1981 to 
over $200 billion in 1993. 

Education programs have suffered, declining 
as a percent of total Federal spending from 
2.5 percent in 1980 to 1.8 percent in 1992. 



March 31, 1993 
Income of Americans at the bottom of the 

income scale fell, while the richest Americans 
got richer. 

Total national spending for consumption in­
creased, while investment declined. 

The list, Mr. Speaker, is too long to recount 
here today. 

The Clinton plan proposes to address our 
country's economic problems, because the 
President knows that a healthy economy is 
necessary for Government investment in vital 
areas, such as education, housing, health, re­
search and development. President Clinton 
has proposed a full economic package, which 
deals with both investment and responsible 
economic management. 

The 1994 budget resolution, the blueprint for 
appropriations in Congress, has adopted the 
President's proposals, and added to them. 
The resolution, Mr. Speaker, addresses the 
important issue of the deficit. Deficit reduction 
is necessary, if the investment portion of the 
Clinton package will succeed, and the resolu­
tion includes a total of $496 billion in deficit 
cuts over 5 years. Mr. Speaker, we have fol­
lowed the rules of the Budget Enforcement Act 
of 1990, which says that discretionary spend­
ing must be within a defined spending cap for 
1994 and 1995. 

The new vision for change is built on real, 
responsible, and long-term reductions in total 
Government spending. Deficit reduction in the 
resolution includes cuts in defense, Mr. 
Speaker-nearly $12 billion in 1994, and a 
total of over $125 billion over 5 years. Our 
emphasis must be on investing in America's 
future and in our national economy. The budg­
et resolution emphasizes this point by making 
the tough decisions in defense, cutting the 
deficit, and investing for tomorrow. 

In 1980, 85 percent of our national debt­
held by the public-was the result of invest­
ment in real assets such as roads, highways, 
bridges, and research and development. 
Today, investments in such national assets 
are estimated to comprise less than 36 per­
cent of our borrowing. Our country now bor­
rows more for consumption and less for long­
term capital investments. 

The Budget Committee is now presenting to 
Congress a resolution that emphasizes invest­
ment, not consumption. The resolution makes 
cuts in the deficit. The growing deficit our 
country now faces is mainly due to misguided 
leadership in the eighties. If these deficits had 
been for the sake of long-term investments in 
infrastructure, research, and education, they 
would not be viewed with such apprehension 
and fear, as they are now. 

The Federal Government's unified budget 
makes no distinction between consumption 
and investment spending. There are a number 
of budget reform proposals that would focus 
the budget process on long-term investment 
spending. Capital budgeting is one proposal 
which would focus the Federal Government's 
spending on investments for future economic 
growth. Capital budgeting is not a new con­
cept. Many industrialized countries, states, 
and businesses utilize capital budgeting in 
their budget process in order to separate long­
term investments from annual operating costs. 

Capital investments are now hidden in the 
unified budget. The unified budget does not 
make any distinction between operating and 
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capital spending. Thus the current deficit in­
cludes long-term capital investments. In our 
own family budget, we use our paycheck to 
pay for our daily expenses, but we don't report 
a deficit by including the entire mortgage debt 
for our house or our loan for an automobile. 
Government should present its budget to the 
American people in a straight forward way that 
we can all readily understand, showing the OJ:r 
erating budget separate from the capital in­
vestments budget. 

A separate capital budget would more accu­
rately report the composition of Federal 
spending, and it would emphasize the impor­
tance of investing in infrastructure and edu­
cation, for example. It would encourage the 
Federal Government to plan for replacing 
roads, highways, bridges, and other various 
capital investments, before they deteriorate. 
Spending on investment programs should not 
be looked at in the same dreaded way that 
spending on operating expenses is today. In­
deed we could begin to continue even a bal­
anced budget for the operating side of our 
Federal budget same as do most States, and 
allow debt and borrowing for investment and 
capital cost. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress and the President 
should clearly state what capital investments 
have a long-term value in excess of 10, 20, or 
even 30 years. Similar to the way we handle 
our State and county budgets, these capital 
costs should be budgeted separately. Capital 
costs clearly justify borrowing. We borrow to 
buy a home, or to put our children through col­
lege for an education. The American people 
do not have a clear understanding about what 
we mean by our unified budget. They do not 
know that the budget deficit includes capital 
construction costs. 

I believe that what the American people 
want is for us to make sure that the operating 
expenses of the Federal Government match 
up to the revenues. I believe with equal cer­
tainty that they would support investments in 
our Nation's future in the form of borrowing for 
capital improvements for needed infrastruc­
ture, mass transit systems, airports, sewer 
systems, water systems, parks, and other per­
manent improvements to the communities in 
which we live and which enhance our eco­
nomic future and the quality of our lives. This 
is a great importance today, in the midst of the 
President's economic plan. 

INVESTMENTS FOR CHANGE 

The Clinton package and the budget resolu­
tion include major investments in areas which 
have been neglected for too many years. The 
resolution assumes a number of long-term in­
vestments such as: 

Investment in major infrastructure projects, 
imJi'.)rovements, and expansions in such areas 
as highways, mass transit, high-speed rail, air­
ports, and air traffic control. 

Energy-related investments to fund renew­
able energy and energy conservation, acquire 
alternative fuel vehicles, and increase the en­
ergy efficiency of Federal buildings and facili­
ties. 

Research and development investment in 
the area of natural gas utilization; investment 
in an advanced neutron source for medical di­
agnosis, treatment research, and applied re­
search; investment in fusion energy to provide 
abundant energy from available fuels with low 
environmental impact. 
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University-based science and engineering 

research in areas such as environmental engi­
neering, climate systems, computers and digi­
tal networks, biotechnology, materials process­
ing, and advanced manufacturing. 

These are merely a few of the proposals for 
long-term investment which will spur growth in 
the economy. This is also an important signal 
to the private sector, which depends greatly 
on public investment to prime the pump. Even 
more important are the long-term investments 
in people. Investments that a human budget 
should include-educating children, feeding 
and housing families, and creating jobs. This 
is what the Clinton package and the budget 
resolution include: 

Increase in Federal investments for housing 
grants and vouchers for very low-income 
households. 

Funds for the rehabilitation of housing for 
the homeless. 

Investment for assisted low-income rental 
housing. 

Restoration of dilapidated public housing. 
Community development block grants 

[CDBG] for low and moderate income eco­
nomic and community development projects to 
create jobs. 

Investment in children by fully funding Head 
Start to serve an estimated 1.4 million eligible 
disadvantaged children. 

Full funding for the supplemental food pro­
gram for women, infants, and children [WIC], 
to fight child hunger. 

Expansion of the Food Stamp Program to 
target the most needy families and children. 

Investment in education reforms and reau­
thorizations in elementary, secondary, post­
secondary schools, in addition to increasing 
funds for student assistance programs and 
historically black colleges and universities. 

The creation of a National Service Corps to 
provide young people, in their pursuit of a 
postsecondary or college education, an oppor­
tunity to repay their college loans by serving in 
low-paying community jobs. 

Job Corps expansion to provide increased 
participation in remedial education, occupa­
tional skills training, and job placement serv­
ices. 

Summer youth employment and training 
program to offer economically disadvantaged 
youth with experience in minimum wage job 
opportunities in public and nonprofit agencies. 

An expansion of the Earned Income Tax 
Credit [EITC] to assure that working families 
with children will not live below the poverty 
line. 

The fiscal year 1994-98 budget resolution 
restores the promise of America for our work­
ers, our children, and those who have been ig­
nored for too long. As a Nation, shifting our 
priorities from spending on defense to invest­
ment is the most important component of this 
package. It is also a responsible plan, which 
reduces the deficit substantially, and takes into 
consideration the changes which have tran­
spired internationally and affected our econ­
omy. It is a plan America should support and 
be proud of, because it puts them first, for a 
change. 
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TRIBUTE IN MEMORY OF REV. 

JOHN J. RECTOR 

HON. FRANK TEJEDA 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. TEJEDA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
remember a friend and great African-American 
community leader, the Reverend John J. Rec­
tor. I am greatly saddened by his death last 
week and regret deeply that I am unable to at­
tend his funeral today in San Antonio. I hope 
these words offer comfort to his family and 
give the praise that is due to this man of inspi­
ration and hope. 

As he himself quoted his mother, J.J. Rector 
was born in Texas on "a cold rainy morning 
on February 13, 1931 , " only 62 years ago. As 
a young man, his enthusiasm for life drew him 
to the Baptist ministry. Over the years, he 
touched the hearts and inspired the minds of 
young and old alike. His works reached out 
beyond his congregation and his community, 
offering friendship and hope to many. 

Reverend Rector found his way to the Anti­
och Missionary Baptist Church, a warm and 
friendly house of God on San Antonio's east 
side. With the reverend's vision and guidance, 
the congregation prospered. His congregants 
admired him, respected him, loved him. And 
he loved them. Neither illness nor hardship 
clouded his commitment. 

Reverend Rector especially loved the chil­
dren of his community. He preached the need 
for the African-American youth of his church to 
strive for personal development and academic 
excellence, and he took pride in their suc­
cesses. He didn't stop with the children, how­
ever. Reverend Rector empowered his neigh­
borhood by encouraging high voter turnout. He 
provided jobs and created opportunities for 
those in need. Out of nothing, he established 
Antioch Village, a model housing program that 
is home to many. 

Reverend Rector knew well that success 
comes only with vision and hard work. H~ 
gave us both. We will miss him. 

THE DEMISE OF THE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON AGING 

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my extreme disappointment that the 
House Select Committee on Aging has ex­
pired. Despite my cosponsorship of House 
Resolution 30 to reestablish the Select Com­
mittee on Aging, the House was never given 
the opportunity to vote on this resolution. 

Because of intense pressure to achieve 
budgetary savings in the legislative operations, 
the House has been forced to cut back fund­
ing of committees. As a result, the authoriza­
tion for the four select committees has ex­
pired. 

However, the Senate voted to reauthorize 
the Special Committee on Aging. It is too bad 
we could not have followed the Senate's lead. 
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In my 1 O years on the House Select Com­
mittee on Aging, I have been the only Demo­
cratic Member of Congress from Pennsylvania 
representing senior citizens on the committee. 

At a time when our elderly population is 
growing at an unprecedented rate, we should 
not single out the House Aging Committee for 
the sake of reform. The House Select Commit­
tee on Aging has provided the investigation 
and oversight that our standing committees 
could not provide. 

Since the House Select Committee on 
Aging start in 197 4, it has proven to be a bi­
partisan committee, with celebrated leaders 
such as Claude Pepper and Pennsylvania's 
own John Heinz, dedicated to improving the 
quality of life for millions of Americans. The 
House Select Committee on Aging has saved 
taxpayers millions of dollars and is well worth 
the nominal funding we provided each year. 

In addition, the Select Committee has con­
vened and issued nearly 1 ,000 hearings and 
special reports, and helped to launch and 
shape many important pieces of legislation 
that have been enacted into law. 

But perhaps more importantly, the Select 
Committee has developed a strong reputation 
among many of our constituents as a kind of 
conscience of the Congress, serving as a 
voice for some of the Nation's most disadvan­
taged citizens. 

I am hopeful that important concerns of the 
House Select Committee on Aging such as 
quality health care, long-term care, affordable 
housing, age discrimination, and financial se­
curity will be addressed by the House standing 
committees. I will be working with the House 
standing committees to ensure that they ad­
dress the issues of older Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, the senior citizens of the Third 
Congressional District of Pennsylvania and the 
United States can be sure that I will be fight­
ing to make sure that their issues of concern 
are not forgotten. 

SUPPORT FOR BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to strongly 
support passage of the budget resolution con­
ference report. 

This conference report represents meaning­
ful deficit reduction. It reduces the Federal def­
icit by $496 billion over the next 5 years. This 
achievement keeps faith with the demands of 
the American people that Congress stem the 
flow of red ink. 

The budget conference committee has re­
ported a resolution which meets the spending 
caps for discretionary spending contained in 
the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act for 1994 
and 1995. In addition, this resolution limits dis­
cretionary spending to the 1993 level in each 
of the next 5 years and reconciles a 5-year 
total of $335.8 billion in entitlement savings 
and new revenues. 

The budget cont erence committee has re­
ported a document which will achieve Presi­
dent Clinton's goals of rebuilding our econ-
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omy, investing in the future and cutting the 
deficit. The payoff for this national effort will be 
even lower long-term interest rates, more af­
fordable homes, better job opportunities, and a 
more secure future. 

This budget conference report sets a new 
investment-oriented direction for Federal 
spending. The spending and deficit reduction 
levels in this resolution assume increased 
funding for jobs programs and job training, 
education, mass transit, highway construction, 
research and development, defense conver­
sion, and other priority investment programs. 
This budget document also assumes that Con­
gress will approve the Clinton administration's 
proposals to provide full funding for vital pro­
grams serving the human needs of our coun­
try, such as Head Start, WIC, child immuniza­
tion, the Ryan White AIDS Program, and the 
Mickey Leland Hunger Program. It also pro­
vides expansion of the earned income tax 
credit program to reward low-income Ameri­
cans who work but still struggle to make ends 
meet. 

The budget conference committee has suc­
ceeded in maintaining a favorable ratio of 
$1.21 in spending cuts for each dollar of tax 
increases over 5 years. It is important to note 
that the revenues amounts in this conference 
report assume enactment of the administra­
tion's tax package which restores fairness to 
the Tax Code by placing the heaviest burden 
on those best able to afford it-individuals 
who benefited the most from the economic 
policies of the past decade. 

House members of the cooference commit­
tee are to be commended for ensuring that no 
new taxes were approved over those pre­
viously accepted by the House. While the 
other body attempted to add $22 billion in new 
taxes, House conferees were steadfast in 
holding the line on tax increases. 

Enactment of this budget resolution will help 
to change our spending priorities from con­
sumption to investment. This increased invest­
ment will put an end to the stagnation in the 
real incomes of the average American family. 
This budget plan should also help to reverse 
the trend of increased poverty rates and great­
er inequality of income and wealth which 
arose during the 1980's as the result of na­
tional policies favoring the most affluent in our 
society. 

Final approval of this budget resolution con­
ference report will help to ensure that long­
term interest rates continue to drop. Today's 
vote will remove any doubt that Congress is 
serious about stemming the flow of the red 
ink. This is shown clearly by the fact that the 
conference committee's budget resolution 
agreement meets and even exceeds the defi­
cit reduction target set by the Clinton adminis­
tration. 

Mr. Speaker, today, the House can lay the 
groundwork for long-term economic growth. I 
urge my colleagues to support the budget res­
olution as reported by the budget cont erence 
committee. 
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OPPOSITION TO MOTOR VOTER 

LEGISLATION 

HON. JON KYL 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, as Members of the 
House and the Senate go to conference on 
motor-voter legislation, I would like to bring the 
comments of a few officials in my State of Ari­
zona to their attention. 

One of the reasons I oppose this legislation 
is because I believe it represents another bur­
densome mandate on the States. In a letter to 
me, Mr. Charles Cowan, the director of the Ar­
izona Department of Economic Security, indi­
cated, "The AZDES has reviewed the motor­
voter bill, and I am concerned about its impact 
on the department's already scarce resources. 
The bill would require many of the DES offices 
to register voters in addition to the critical work 
they are already required to perform. The bill 
does not appropriate funding for this additional 
workload." And Maricopa County Recorder 
Helen Purcell suggested that the mandate 
would triple the number of affidavits for reg­
istration the county handles, costing the coun­
ty an additional $900,000 a year. Mr. Speaker, 
Congress cannot continue to send mandates 
to the States which drastically increase work­
load and financial hardship. 

Arizona's voluntary voter registration oper­
ates smoothly and effectively. As an editorial 
in the Phoenix Gazette points out: 

The voluntary approach seems more in the 
democratic tradition. If you choose not to 
participate in the election process, that is an 
option open to you. One also could argue 
that state registration lists containing thou­
sands, even millions, of names of people who 
have no intention to vote could be an invita­
tion to fraud. 

Congress need not feel compelled to fix a 
system that ain't broke-particularly if the fix­
ing is of questionable merit. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my colleagues to 
consider these concerns in conference. 

COMMUNITY SCHOLARSHIP 
DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION ACT 

HON. TIMOTHY J. PENNY 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, along with Con­
gressman BILL GOODLING and several of our 
colleagues, today I am introducing the Dollars 
for Scholars Community Scholarship Founda­
tion Development Act of 1993, legislation first 
introduced during the 1 02d Congress. This 
measure would help communities across our 
Nation establish what have proven to be high­
ly successful, local, volunteer-operated pro­
grams to improve educational achievement 
and provide postsecondary education opportu­
nities for their youth. 

The Dollars for Scholars Program began in 
the late 1950's in Fall River, MA, and has 
spread to 650 communities across the Nation. 
One of those programs operates in the small 
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towns of Kasson and Mantorville in the First 
Congressional District of Minnesota. This 
chapter has been phenomenally successful in 
assisting young people. Last year they award­
ed 39 scholarships to needy students. The 
Kasson-Mantorville chapter just recently re­
ceived an endowment gift of $100,000 from a 
local businessperson. A student growing up in 
Kasson-Mantorville gets the message: "You 
are expected to do well in school and prepare 
for college or vocational school. And the com­
munity is committed to helping you get there." 

Three years ago, residents of several public 
housing projects in Atlanta GA, formed a Dol­
lars for Scholars chapter. They were tired of 
hearing that project kids shouldn't be expected 
to go on to college. Last year they raised over 
$50,000, much of it from low-income house­
holds that could contribute only a few dollars 
each. These volunteers are helping their 
young people and their teachers to understand 
that they expect their youth to finish high 
school and go on to postsecondary education. 
Currently across the country Dollars for Schol­
ars chapters are annually providing from sev­
eral thousand to over $300,000 to students in 
their local communities for scholarship assist­
ance. 

Educators, business leaders, government 
officials, and parents are all looking for solu­
tions to the problems of our schools. All sorts 
of educational reforms have been proposed or 
are being tried. We have found one that works 
and works very well because it is built on the 
one overarching, crucial ingredient for suc­
cess-the raising of educational expectations 
on the part of parents, educators, commu­
nities, and most of all, students. 

I am attaching to this statement, Mr. Speak­
er, a question and answers factsheet. I ask 
Members to join me in support of this legisla­
tion. 

DOLLARS FOR SCHOLARS COMMUNITY 
SCHOLARSHIP FOUNDATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

QUESTIONS FREQUENTLY ASKED 

1. What is the fundamental purpose of the 
Dollars for Scholars Community Scholarship 
Foundation Development Act? 

America's educational, business, and gov­
ernment leaders are increasingly alarmed by 
high dropout rates, lagging educational 
achievement levels, inadequate college at­
tendance rates, and the insufficient skill lev­
els of our Nation's work force. America's 
students must be properly challenged and en­
couraged to reach higher educational 
achievement levels, and they must have ade­
quate financial support to pursue success­
fully post-secondary educational opportuni­
ties. The local community, properly orga­
nized, trained, and motivated, is one of the 
best resources for providing support to stu­
dents. The Dollars for Scholars Community 
Scholarship Foundation Development Act 
will make possible the mobilization of Amer­
icans in thousands of communities in sup­
port of their local students. 

2. What are Dollars for Scholars Commu­
nity Scholarship Foundations? 

Dollars for Scholars community scholar­
ship foundations are autonomous 501(c)(3) or­
ganizations, affiliated as active chapters of 
Citizens' Scholarship Foundation of Amer­
ica. They have their own local board of direc­
t ors composed of volunteers from the local 
community. These chapters raise money at 
the local level in order to distribute scholar­
ships to local students, in addition to giving 
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encouragement and backing to these stu­
dents through academic support activities 
and the visible commitment of significant 
numbers of people to education. 

3. Haven't previous federal elementary, 
secondary, and higher education acts met 
the needs outlined above for motivating stu­
dents and funding their education? 

Most educational analysts agree that 
major needs remain. For example, despite 
many positive results from the recent Higher 
Education Reauthorization Act, students 
and families have become more and more de­
pendent on loans to finance post-secondary 
education. New sources of scholarship funds 
must be found to encourage and assist stu­
dents to pursue post-secondaty education. 
The local community provides a largely un­
tapped resource for significantly greater fi­
nancial aid for students. Moreover, the local 
community (including local neighborhoods 
in inner-city areas) produces the personal 
support, motivation, and challenge that can 
more directly impact student decisions and 
achievement at all educational levels. 

4. What is the key element in creating Dol­
lars for Scholars chapters? 

Extremely important is the role of the 
Area Director, a kind of "Johnnie 
Appleseed" or "Circuit Rider" who can move 
from community to community presenting 
the program, assisting local community 
leaders, training volunteers, and providing 
ongoing support services. CSF A's 30 years of 
experience in creating Dollars for Scholars 
community scholarship foundations have af­
firmed the crucial role of this individual. 

5. What funding is required to establish 
and endow the program operations and serv­
ices of an Area Director? 

CSFA's Dollars for Scholars operation is a 
highly cost-effective means of rallying the 
resources of the private sector to provide sig­
nificant new resources for students. An area 
operation serving up to 150 chapters costs 
only $70,000 to $80,000 annually. Thus, this 
area program operation (consisting of an 
Area Director, office and secretarial serv­
ices, travel and training progI'.ams) can be 
endowed for approximately $1,500,000. 

6. How many such area operations will be 
required to service communities throughout 
the United States? 

CSFA estimates that approximately 25 
area service operations, strategically placed, 
will be able to assist directly in the develop­
ment of Dollars for Scholars chapters in 
urban, suburban, and rural communities 
throughout the country. The Dollars for 
Scholars bill requests a one-time authoriza­
tion of $40 million to create and endow the 25 
area operations, plus some additional fund­
ing required for implementation and coordi­
nation. 

7. Why should the federal government con­
sider such an allocation in light of the fed­
eral budget pro bl ems? 

This approach to government funding is 
different. The bill calls for a one-time alloca­
tion of $40 million. (This allocation could be 
spread over a three- to four-year period, if 
necessary.) The government will not be re­
quired to put more and more money into the 
program every year, as is too often the case 
with similar programs. Yet this one-time al­
location will return almost $750,000,000 over 
the coming decade in new scholarship sup­
port for students. In addition, millions of 
Americans will be mobilized as strong sup­
porters of educational achievement in their 
local communities. This type of government 
action-Federal dollars used to challenge 
and organize significant new private sector 
support-will in the long run help alleviate 
the deficit problem, not add to it. 
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8. Won't the federal government need to 

continue to spend money overseeing the pro­
gram? 

As with other endowment programs the 
federal government has supported, the Edu­
cation Department (the likely administering 
agency) will need to formally monitor the 
use of funding and the program's growth for 
a limited time (a period of three to five years 
has been suggested). After this initial period, 
federal monitoring will be unnecessary. The 
program is based on 30 years of successful ex­
periences and is designed to rally private 
sector resources, while not adding to federal 
staffing and office requirements. 

9. Don't many communities already pro­
vide scholarships for local students? 

Communities often provide a very limited 
number of scholarships usually sponsored by 
local service clubs or other organizations. 
Normally these are small in number and size. 
The Dollars for Scholars program coordi­
nates existing scholarships, increases their 
visibility, yet adds significantly more schol­
arships through organized community-wide 
fund raising. 

10. Can the Dollars for Scholars program 
work in low-income communities? 

Yes. Already CSFA has organized effective 
Dollars for Scholars chapters in low-income 
urban and rural communities. Residents are 
trained in organization, fund raising, and 
academic support activities. Money comes 
from the residents themselves and from do­
nors who respond to effective fund-raising 
events and programs. The Dollars for Schol­
ars program is as much a community 
empowerment program as a scholarship pro­
gram. 

11. Why shouldn't the federal government 
give the $40 million directly to communities 
for scholarships? 

This action would represent a poor invest­
ment of federal resources. This method 
would benefit some students immediately 
but the money would quickly be gone. Allo­
cating $40 million through the endowment of 
the Dollars for Scholars service operations 
will produce thousands of new and perma­
nent scholarship foundations and will allow 
this original money to be multiplied 10 or 20 
fold in new scholarship funding in the first 
decade alone. 

12. Why should this federal funding be ear­
marked for CSF A? 

This bill does not earmark funding for 
CSF A. The organization will have to com­
pete for the funds and work closely with the 
Education Department in implementation. 
However, no other organization has over 30 
years of experience in creating, developing, 
and sustaining the work of volunteer-oper­
ated, community-based scholarship founda­
tions. Moreover, the Dollars for Scholars 
chapters started with CSFA's help are inde­
pendent 50l(c)(3) organizations. Thus, the bill 
will result in thousands of new, largely au­
tonomous scholarship organizations serving 
their local communities, students, and 
schools, for many, many, years to come. 

13. CSF A's Dollars for Scholars program 
has grown rapidly in recent years. Can't this 
program automatically keep growing? 

CSF A currently has over 600 Dollars for 
Scholars chapters and is creating one new 
Dollars for Scholars community scholarship 
foundation every four days. That growth is 
impressive until one realizes that our nation 
has over 16,000 school districts (and the larg­
er districts require not one but several or 
many chapters). Moreover, CSFA can no 
longer create, develop, and sustain larger 
numbers of new Dollars for Scholars chap­
ters without significant new, ongoing finan-
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cial resources. The Dollars for Scholars Com­
munity Scholarship Foundation Develop­
ment Act provides a means of "jump start­
ing" the mobilization of Americans in com­
munities throughout all fifty states-ex­
panding this effective, well-tested program 
rapidly, while ensuring a permanent base for 
ongoing service to all the new Dollars for 
Scholars chapters. 

14. How can the Dollars for Scholars pro­
gram relate to Bill Clinton's National Serv­
ice Proposal for helping students pay off 
their education through public service? 

In three ways. (1) The more scholarship 
funding that students have, the less will be 
the financial burden the federal government 
will need to assume for this form of student 
loan payback. (2) The Dollars for Scholars 
program has always encouraged students to 
be very active in community service. Large 
numbers of young people are active in volun­
teer activities for local Dollars for Scholars 
chapters. (3) College graduates could help 
fulfill their public service option through as­
sisting Dollars for Scholars volunteers in 
local communities in a variety of activities 
(including mentoring, tutoring, administra­
tive duties, and chapter fund-raising). In this 
way the Dollars for Scholars program could 
provide a means for students to pay off col­
lege loans while helping to lessen the finan­
cial burdens for the next generation of stu­
dents! 

15. Can't CSFA simply raise this $40 mil­
lion in the private sector? 

CSFA has launched a National Campaign 
that is seeking to raise considerable funds 
from the private sector as well. But few pri­
vate sector sources have the capability of 
providing $40 million in endowment funding 
in a relatively short period of time. In the 
years to come CSF A will be able to broaden 
its constituency nationally as the Dollars for 
Scholars program takes hold in more states 
and communities and endowment funding 
will be more likely attainable. But our na­
tion cannot afford to miss reaching several 
generations of needy and deserving students 
in the meantime! Now is the time to make 
sure that this effective program begins to 
impact nationally our country's educational 
needs and goals. 

CONGRATULATIONS 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAF1CANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in honor of the forthcoming marriage of Brian 
K. Osterhus and Pamela J. Lewis. 

Mr. Speaker, on January 23, 1994, two 
bright young people will begin their lives with 
one another. Both of them have succeeded in 
their careers, and now they have turned their 
attentions toward one another. I would like to 
take this special opportunity to congratulate 
these two fine individuals on their engage­
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD my 
heartfelt support of the future Mr. and Mrs. 
Osterhus. 

March 31, 1993 
THE DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME 

EXTENSION ACT OF 1993 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
introduce the Daylight Saving Time Extension 
Act of 1993. 

I am very pleased to have the honorable 
gentleman from California, Representative 
CARLOS MOORHEAD, the ranking Republican 
member of the Energy and Commerce Com­
mittee, join me in introducing this important 
bill. 

Unfortunately, it's quite rare when two Con­
gressmen can stand before the American pub­
lic and offer them enormous health, safety, 
recreational, and financial benefits-without 
spending a single dollar of tax money. And it's 
even rarer when the Government gives away 
something with no redtape and no restrictions 
on its use. But that's exactly what we are of­
fering with the Daylight Saving Time Extension 
Act of 1993-we're giving every man, woman, 
and child in this country something they can 
really use, more daylight. 

Every year when spring arrives, most Ameri­
cans wonder why for the~nlike for the 
Rolling Stones-time is not on their side. De­
spite the onset of warmer weather, the Sun 
sets all too early to enjoy the evenings of early 
spring-it's still 2 weeks away until daylight 
saving time starts, and with it the afterwork 
light that lets Americans play softball and ex­
ercise outdoors, walk safely home from work, 
cook out with their families, use less energy, 
and drive more safely. And for those Ameri­
cans who suffer from night blindness, addi­
tional daylight time gives the priceless gift of 
more vision each day. 

Building on the success of our 1985 legisla­
tion, which extended daylight saving time from 
late April to early April, this bill will extend day­
light saving time 2 weeks in the spring and 1. 
week in the autumn-which will help protect 
young trick-or-treaters and can help improve 
voter turnout. The act also calls on the Fed­
eral Government to study the potential bene­
fits of double daylight saving time during the 
long days of early summer. 

I am also introducing today a separate bill 
that would couple extended daylight saving in 
the autumn with other election reforms, in 
order to implement uniform poll closing and 
improve voter turnout. 

During the debate on our earlier legislation 
there were assertions by others that additional 
daylight saving time would be hazardous on 
the highways. But what Representative MOOR­
HEAD and I knew then to be true has been 
documented today by the President of the In­
surance Institute for Highway Safety. The In­
surance Institute today released the results of 
a new study that finds-beyond any doubt­
that additional daylight saving time saves lives 
on the roads: as many as 200 lives saved per 
year. I am enclosing a copy of an explanation 
of their study. 

In 1784, Ben Franklin-who taught us that 
time is money-first proposed daylight saving 
time. Now, over 200 years later, in 1993, the 
75th anniversary of the beginning of daylight 
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saving time, it's high time to get it right. Victor 
Hugo said: "Greater than the tread of armies 
is an idea whose time has come." Extended 
daylight saving time is just such an idea, and 
now is its time. 

I am pleased to have the support of a vari­
ety of groups concerned with improving the 
quality of life for Americans across the Nation. 
Groups such as the RP Foundation, which 
helps those suffering from retinitis pigmentosa, 
or night blindness, and groups like the 
Kingsford Co., the National Association of 
Convenience Stores. the Daylight Saving Time 
Coalition, and the Amateur Softball Associa­
tion, which make warm summer evenings out­
doors so enjoyable. 

I invite my colleagues in the House to join 
Representative MOORHEAD and me in cospon­
soring the Daylight Saving Time Extension Act 
of 1993. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Daylight 
Saving Time Extension Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. DAYLIGHT SAVING EXTENDED TO START 

IN MARCH AND END IN NOVEMBER. 
Section 3(a) of the Uniform Time Act of 

1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a(a)) is amended-
(1) by striking out "first Sunday of April" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "third Sunday 
of March"; and 

(2) by striking out "last Sunday of Octo­
ber" and inserting in lieu thereof "first Sun­
day of November". 
SEC. 3. EFFECT ON EXISTING STATE ELECTIONS. 

Any law in effect on the date of the enact­
ment of this Act--

(1) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)(2) of 
the Uniform Time Act of 1966 by a State with 
parts thereof in more than one time zone, or 

(2) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)(l) of 
such Act by a State that lies entirely within 
one time zone, 
shall be held and considered to remain in ef­
fect as the exercise by that State of the ex­
emption permitted by such Act unless that 
State, by law, provides that such exemption 
shall not apply. 
SEC. 4. ADJUSTMENT OF OPERATING HOURS OF 

DAYTIME BROADCASTERS. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other law or any 

regulation issued under any such law, the 
Federal Communications Commission shall 
consistent with any existing treaty or othe; 
agreement, make such adjustment by gen­
eral rules, or by interim action pending such 
general rules, with respect to hours of oper­
ation of daytime standard amplitude modu­
lation broadcast stations, as may be consist­
ent with the public interest, including the 
public's interest in receiving interference­
free service. 

(b) Such general rules, or interim action, 
may include variances with respect to oper­
ating power and other technical operating 
characteristics. 

(c) Subsequent to the adoption of such gen­
eral rules, they may be varied with respect 
to particular stations and areas because of 
the exigencies in each case. 
SEC. 5. STUDY. 

The Secretary of Transportation shall con­
duct a study on the effects of 1 additional 
hour of daylight saving time from the first 
Sunday of June to the last Sunday of Au­
gust. The study shall be completed no later 
than July 1, 1994. 
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SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, except 
that if such effective date occurs in any cal­
endar year after March 1, this Act shall take 
effect on the first day of the following year. 

SAFETY BENEFITS OF DAYLIGHT SAVINGS TIME 

When Benjamin Franklin conceived of day­
light savings time, he reasoned that it would 
save candles. Two hundred years later, it's 
saving lives. 

It's a simple proposition. Addition of an 
hour of light to the afternoon increases the 
visibility of both vehicles and pedestrians. 
This enhanced visibility is associated with 
fewer afternoon crashes and fatalities. 

Of course, daylight savings time also 
eliminates an hour of light in the morning. 
Does this increase the number of fatal morn­
ing crashes and thus offset the benefits of 
extra afternoon light? There's a small in­
crease, but it's not enough to outweigh the 
lives saved in the afternoon when many more 
pedestrians and vehicles are on the road. 

These are the key findings of a new Insti­
tute study, which concludes that the net ef­
fect of daylight savings time is fewer deaths. 
"If we extended daylight savings time year 
around," say Adrian Lund, the lnstitute's re­
search vice president we could save nearly 
200 lives annually." 

Analyzing 1987-91 data from the federal 
government's Fatal Accident Reporting Sys­
tem, researchers from the Institute and the 
Preusser Research Group estimate that 
about 900 fatal crashes-727 involving pedes­
trians and 174 involving vehicle occupants-­
could have been avoided during the study pe­
riod if daylight savings time had been in ef­
fect throughout the year. 

The researchers tabulated the number of 
fatal crashes during six-hour periods around 
sunrise and sunset. They looked at a period 
beginning 13 weeks before the start of stand­
ard time in the fall and lasting until nine 
weeks after the start of daylight savings 
time in the spring. Fatal crash data for these 
hours were counted based on actual sunrise 
and sunset times in each of the more than 
3,000 counties in the contiguous United 
States, excluding Arizona and most of Indi­
ana where daylight savings time isn't ob­
served. 

The analysis clearly shows that by adding 
an hour of daylight in the morning and 
eliminating an hour of daylight in the after­
noon, as is the practice when standard time 
resumes every fall, lives are lost on the na­
tion's highways. The analysis also shows 
that the hour immediately before sunrise or 
after sunset is most affected by the light 
change. 

Daylight savings time has had a number of 
proponents since Franklin suggested the idea 
while serving as Minister to France in 1784. 
The measure was instituted in the United 
States for energy conservation purposes dur­
ing World War I and again during World War 
II, when year-round daylight savings time 
was in effect from February 1942 until Sep­
tember 1945. 

From 1946 to 1966, decisions about whether 
to observe daylight savings time and for how 
long were left up to states and localities. The 
resulting confusion especially in interstate 
commerce, led Congress to pass the Uniform 
Time Act of 1966. This law didn't mandate 
daylight savings time but required areas ob­
serving it to do so from the last Sunday in 
April to the last Sunday in October. 

Beginning in 1987, a new law added three 
weeks to daylight savings time by moving 
the starting date up to the first Sunday in 
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April. A coalition with an economic interest 
in longer evenings-including the barbecue 
industry, sporting goods manufacturers, and 
owners of fast food outlets and amusement 
parks-convinced Congress to mandate the 
extension. Farmers opposed it, saying it 
would push their workdays into the evening, 
but the U.S. Department of Transportation 
weighed in with the safety arguments it had 
been making since the 1970s. 

During the Arab oil embargo and subse­
quent energy crisis of the early 1970s, the 
United States instituted something close to 
year-round daylight savings time, moving 
the starting dates up to January of 1974 and 
February of 1975. The Transportation De­
partment found that, in addition to saving 
energy and apparently cutting down on 
crime, the measure reduced traffic crashes, 
deaths, and injuries. 

However, substantial public concern arose 
about the possible risk to children traveling 
to school in pre-dawn darkness. Florida 
sought repeal of daylight savings time in 
1974, blaming the deaths of eight school­
children on dark mornings. Yet a Transpor­
tation Department comparison of January­
April 1973, when standard time was in effect, 
with the same period in 1974, when daylight 
savings time was being observed, showed "no 
special hazard to children * * * in the fatal­
ity data for pedestrians/pedalcyclists, motor 
vehicle occupants, and total crashes." Simi­
larly, Institute researchers found no increase 
in fatal morning crashes among school-age 
pedestrians with the switch to daylight sav­
ings time. They also found no safety benefit 
to children when standard time returned and 
mornings grew lighter. 

Positive effects have been shown in the 
United Kingdom, where daylight savings 
time was retained year round for three years 
beginning in the fall of 1968. The Transport 
Research Laboratory reports that about 800 
deaths and serious injury crashes a year 
could be avoided with a return to year-round 
daylight savings time. A British coalition of 
safety advocates has called on the govern­
ment to switch to Central European Time, 
which would have the effect in the United 
Kingdom of advancing clocks by one hour in 
winter and two hours for the rest of the year. 

For a copy of "Reduction in Pedestrian 
and Vehicle Fatal Crashes with Daylight 
Savings Time" by S.A. Ferguson, D.F. 
Preusser, A.K. Lund, P.L. Zador, and R.G. 
Ulmer, write: Publications, Insurance Insti­
tute for Highway Safety, 1005 N. Glebe Rd., 
Arlington, VA 22201. 

THE CLINTON EMPHASIS ON 
INVESTMENT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. HAMIL TON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

insert my Washington report for Wednesday, 
March 31, 1993, into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

THE CLINTON EMPHASIS ON INVESTMENT 

The Clinton economic plan working its 
way through the Congress would make the 
biggest change in economic policy since the 
Reagan revolution in 1981. Its overarching 
theme is to increase public and private in­
vestment in the broadest sense. 

NEW DIRECTION NEEDED 

The President is calling for a fundamental 
departure from the economic policy of the 
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past decade. He points to the failure of the 
Reagan experiment which cut taxes-pri­
marily for the rich-in order to stimulate 
the economy. That approach has led to run­
away budget deficits and has benefited main­
ly the wealthy, while not producing the long­
term growth it promised. Economic growth 
during the 1990s has been sluggish, and even 
during the 1980s average growth was slower 
than in any previous decade since the end of 
World War II. 

President Clinton is giving top priority to 
the long-term strength of the economy. Even 
though the recent recession may have 
passed, our long-term problems run deeper 
than that, to stagnating productivity and 
living standards. Most American families are 
working harder than ever just to keep up. 
Slow growth-especially in productivity­
means Americans will not see anywhere near 
the increases in wages and family income 
that they saw in past decades. The economy 
has been underachieving for some time, and 
prospects for the 1990s are for subpar growth. 
The President believes that investment-in 
our workers, in the infrastructure, and in 
new plant and equipment-is the key to a 
growing economy that produces good jobs 
and high quality goods and services for our­
selves and for the international market­
place. 

CLINTON INVESTMENT PROGRAM 
Overall the President is proposing a major 

shift in federal priorities-away from con­
sumption and towards investment-and he is 
calling for a more active role of government 
in ensuring the long-term strength of the 
economy. His plan emphasizes public as well 
as private investment. While calling for 
greater investment by the federal govern­
ment, President Clinton recognizes that the 
real engine of economic growth is the private 
sector. So his plan also includes various in­
centives to boost the level of productive pri­
vate investment. 

The common thread of all three compo­
nents of his economic plan is investment. He 
proposes a short-term stimulus package, 
which not only can be implemented imme­
diately to boost the economy, but also in­
volves the kind of investment that improves 
our long-term outlook, such as highway con­
struction, community development, and 
waste water cleanup. His second component 
is a major long-term investment package of 
$160 billion over four years, which includes 
more support for public infrastructure, edu­
cation and training, technology, research, 
and programs for children. It also contains 
tax incentives to increase private invest­
ment in small business and new plant and 
equipment. His third component of signifi­
cant deficit reduction is also tied to invest­
ment, since the goal of reducing the deficit 
is to free up capital so that private sector in­
vestment increases. 

RESPONSE TO PACKAGE 
Many people have contacted me in opposi­

tion to tax increases or to cuts in their par­
ticular benefits, and some groups, such as 
farmers, point out the disproportionate hit 
they take under the overall package. But 
many people also support the President's 
program. People are prepared for some per­
sonal sacrifice, but they want it fairly 
shared and they want deeper spending cuts. 
They know that for years the country has 
been living beyond its means. They want se­
rious and substantial action to reduce the 
deficit and to spur the economy. They know 
that as a nation we must tighten our belt 
and be led in a responsible direction. They 
are receptive to the President's call for 
greater investment in our nation's future. 
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ASSESSMENT OF EMPHASIS ON INVESTMENT 

The President is certainly correct in aim­
ing his program toward growth and stressing 
the need to increase investment. The invest­
ment trends in recent years have all been in 
the wrong direction. Since 1980 the share of 
total federal spending going to nondefense 
investment has decreased sharply from 16% 
to 9%. The share of our nation's total output 
(Gross Domestic Product) going to public in­
vestment-by federal, state, and local gov­
ernments-fell from 91h of GDP in the 1960s 
to 71h in the 1980s, and private investment 
has shown a similar decline. As a nation, we 
consume far more than we invest. Consumer 
spending on food, fuel, autos, and the like, 
totals about two-thirds of GDP, while pri­
vate and public investment is just under one­
fourth of GDP. Other nations have been 
doing a much better job of investing in their 
future. Japan invests around 40% of its GDP 
while Germany invests around 30%. 

At the same time, the shift toward invest­
ment in the President's plan, though wel­
come, should not be overstated. His strategy 
may be a little weak on investment in peo­
ple-for example, upgrading the American 
labor force through an overhaul of education 
and vocational training. The President uses 
the term "investment" broadly; if something 
is not clearly an investment, it should be re­
moved from the package. And some of the 
projects he proposes that sound like worthy 
investments need to be carefully scrutinized 
so that they do not end up as pork-barrel 
projects with little impact on our competi­
tiveness. 

Moreover, even if all of what President 
Clinton proposes in increased investment is 
worthwhile, he is still only proposing a rel­
atively modest shift away from consumption 
and toward investment. The $160 billion he 
proposes for new investment over four years 
would represent less than 2% of total federal 
expenditures over that period. The share of 
total federal spending going to investment 
under his plan would increase from 9% today 
to less than 10% by 1997. and most of the 
large federal programs typically considered 
consumption-for example, programs for 
older persons or veterans-will continue to 
grow. Likewise the Clinton steps to boost 
private sector investment would likely add 
about one percentage point of GDP to pri­
vate investment by 1997. 

CONCLUSION 
The Clinton plan is not a radical shift in 

national priorities, but it is an important 
step in the right direction and it lays the 
groundwork for the transition to a more in­
vestment-oriented economy. I believe that 
we must g·ive the program a chance and that 
it is time for action. The greater risk is to do 
nothing; that will only ensure that the nega­
tive trends continue. In the end these policy 
changes are made, not to cause people pain 
or to make them enjoy sacrifice, but to 
make things better for ourselves and our 
children. 

TRIBUTE TO PROF. THOMAS M. 
ORF 

HON. HAROLD ROGERS 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, today I want to 
honor a remarkable man-Prof. Thomas M. 
Orf, assistant professor of geography at 

March 31, 1993 
Prestonsburg Community College in Floyd 
County, KY. 

Professor Orf has been selectively chosen 
to participate in the U.S. Department of Edu­
cation's 1993 Fulbright-Hays Seminars Abroad 
Program. As 1 of only 16 educators through­
out the Nation to be selected for this honor, 
Professor Orf will be spending 5 to 6 weeks in 
Brazil studying this country's history and cul­
ture. 

This program helps enhance American edu­
cators' understanding of other cultures, and I 
know the experience Professor Orf will bring 
back with him to Prestonsburg Community 
College will be invaluable to him, the faculty, 
and the students. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot tell you what a joy it 
is to have this award bestowed upon Profes­
sor Orf. He brings pride to our region of Appa­
lachia. I offer my sincerest congratulations to 
Professor Orf. 

THE PEOPLE OF PINELLAS COUN-
TY HAVE LOST A GOOD 
FRIEND-ARNOLD WHITE 

HON. C.W. BILL YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the 

people of Pinellas County, FL, and Little 
League Baseball lost a great friend this week 
with the passing of Arnold S. White, Sr. 

Mr. White dedicated his career to taking 
care of the health care needs of our Nation's 
veterans. For more than 30 years, he was the 
Deputy Director for Medical Administration at 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Center 
at Bay Pines, FL. 

However, he also dedicated his life to Little 
League Baseball and is known for his work to 
make the game available to children through­
out the South. He spent more than 40 years 
working with Little League players, coaches, 
and league administrators. During the last 24 
years he was director of the Southern Re­
gional Little League, a position which covered 
activities in 13 States. 

It is most appropriate that the last time I 
was with Arnold White was during the dedica­
tion ceremony in February for the Arnold S. 
White Baseball Stadium at the Little League 
Baseball Southern Regional headquarters in 
Gulfport, FL. 

Following my remarks, I will include for the 
benefit of my colleagues an article from the St. 
Petersburg Times which captures Arnold 
White's love for Little League Baseball and its 
players. He believed baseball is a game that 
teaches our youth invaluable lessons about 
life, responsibility, and adulthood. 

Mr. Speaker, our community has lost a 
great friend and the family of Arnold White has 
lost a great husband, father, and grandfather. 
He touched so many lives in his work on be­
half of our Nation's veterans and youth. Al­
though he is no longer with us, the lessons he 
taught our children will remain with them for 
many, many years to come. In that way, his 
legacy will live on. 

ARNOLD WHITE SR., LITTLE LEAGUE CHIEF 
(By Romaine Kosharsky) 

ST. PETERSBURG.-Arnold s. White Sr .. di­
rector of the Southern Regional Little 
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League headquarters since 1967, died Satur­
day (March 27, 1993) at home. He was 73. 

Mr. White also was a former deputy direc­
tor of medical administration at the VA 
Medical Center at Bay Pines. 

His wife said he was recovering from shoul­
der surgery after a fall at his office. 

Mr. White, a native of Thorsby, Ala., was 
transferred to Bay Pines in 1951 from the 
Veterans Administration's department of 
medicine and surgery in Atlanta. 

When he retired as medical administrator 
after 30 years, Mr. White devoted himself to 
Little League. 

Credited with promoting the tradition of 
Little League baseball in the South, Mr. 
White was honored in February with the 
dedication of Arnold S. White Sr. Stadium at 
the Little League Baseball Southern Re­
gional headquarters in Gulfport. 

"He was a very dedicated person to Little 
League Baseball, and every one of us in­
volved in Little League will surely miss 
him," said Charlie Brush, administrator of 
District 5. 

Mr. White's activities in baseball spanned 
more than 40 years, 24 of them as director of 
the Southern Regional Little League. His 
territory encompassed 13 states in the 
South. 

In a 1991 interview, when asked about his 
length of service, Mr. White said, "Well, it's 
amazing to me." 

As for his reason for remaining with Little 
League, he said: "It gave me an avenue to do 
something that I felt was worthwhile to the 
community, as well as worthwhile to kids." 

" When this ball is hit to that kid out there 
at shortstop," he said, "there's nobody else 
who can make that play. He's got to either 
make the play or it's not made. Little 
League baseball teaches children the things 
they need to know about entering adulthood. 
It teaches them how to work with other peo­
ple, how to respect authority in the form of 
the umpire, and how to interact in the com­
munity." 

He became interested in 1951 when his son 
joined Little League. He was a volunteer 
coach of his son's team for five years. His 
son, Dr. Arnold S. White Jr., a local ortho­
dontist, died in 1991 of cancer at age 49. 

In 1966, the National Little League head­
quarters in Williamsport, Pa., created a re­
gional division headquarters for 13 states in 
the South with Mr. White at the helm. 

"Florida has always had good baseball and 
softball teams. The record shows that," Mr. 
White said in an interview. "We have a tre­
mendous program here in Florida. 

" Ours was one of the first states outside of 
New England chartered in Little League 
Baseball. There's good leadership here, and 
the kids have the chance to excel because of 
it." 

One of Mr. White's hobbies was collecting 
baseball figurines. He started in 1957 with a 
hand-carved hobo holding a baseball bat, and 
by 1983 he had more than 400 items valued 
from a few pennies to more than $200. 

He received several awards, including a 
public relations award from the VA Medical 
Center at Bay Pines in 1967 for his efforts 
with Little League. 

The next year, he received a plaque from 
the district manager of MacFadden Bartell 
Corp., publisher of Sport magazine. He was 
honored in the magazine for his contribu­
tions to his community through sports. 

He was a member of Pasadena Community 
Church for 42 years and a member of the 
Pasadena Yacht Club. 

Besides his wife, Mary E . "Suzy," he is sur­
vived by a daughter, Nan E. W. Siapno, Crys-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
tal River; two brothers, Archie W. White, 
Tallahassee, and J.C. White, Maplesville, 
Ala; and six grandchildren. 

Friends may call from 5 to 7 p.m. Tuesday 
at Anderson-McQueen Funeral Home, 2201 
Dr. M.L. King (Ninth) St., St. Petersburg. 

The funeral will be at 10 a.m. Wednesday at 
Pasadena Community Church, with Dr. Har­
old Wahking and Dr. Jack Stroman officiat­
ing. 

Burial will be in Memorial Park Cemetery. 
The family suggests that any donations be 

made to Little League Baseball Inc., P.O. 
Box 13366, St. Petersburg, FL 33733. 

(Some of the material in this obituary 
came from a story by Wayne McKnight and 
other writers at the Times.) 

IN SUPPORT OF THE BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

HON. Bill RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report on 
House Concurrent Resolution 64, the budget 
resolution for fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 
Once again, I applaud President Clinton for 
summoning the courage to do what no other 
President has done since I have come to Cap­
itol Hill: Submit a credible and tough 5-year 
package for deficit reduction and economic 
growth. The conference report ends 12 years 
of smoke and mirrors and huge Federal defi­
cits. It provides a strong blueprint for the tax 
writing and appropriations committees to draft 
legislation implementing the President's plan. 

In his State of the Union Address, the Presi­
dent outlined his budget objectives to strength­
en the economy, reduce the deficit, and en­
courage investment. The conference report 
satisfies those goals. Overall, the budget reso­
lution reduces the deficit by $496 billion. Dis­
cretionary spending is limited to the fiscal year 
1993 level for the next 5 years. And long ne­
glected programs in areas such as health, re­
search and development, education and train­
ing, and community development finally get 
the attention and funding that they deserve. 

The economic payoff for this ambitious plan 
can already be seen. Federal Reserve Board 
Chairman Alan Greenspan has termed the 
plan credible and a positive step for the Amer­
ican economy. Wall Street and investors are 
bullish. Long-term interest rates have dropped 
to a record 20-year low. And consumer con­
fidence is up. For once, Americans see 
gridlock in Washington coming to an end. 

I am disheartened, therefore, by recent at­
tempts to weaken the budget resolution. As 
you will remember, the President called for 
shared sacrifice in his State of the Union Ad­
dress before this body. We in the House ac­
cepted the challenge and answered the Presi­
dent's call by passing House Concurrent Res­
olution 64 overwhelmingly on March 18. It rep­
resented a great victory for the American peo­
ple. Yet I have heard the grumbling grow loud­
er, and I am reminded that while it remains 
easy to talk about sacrifice, walking the road 
of sacrifice remains a different matter entirely. 
Is this to say that I do not have my own con­
cerns about the budget resolution? Certainly 
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not. There are some aspects of this plan that 
my constituents find disagreeable. Few of my 
senior constituents want a greater portion of 
their Social Security taxed. Energy-producing 
companies in my district have serious con­
cerns over the Btu tax, specifically whether 
such a tax is collected at the wellhead or pipe­
line. But the standard by which the resolution 
should be judged is not "what's in it for me?", 
but rather "what's in it for us?" Fairness is the 
primary issue, and the resolution is austere, 
but fair. I disagree with the flawed reasoning 
that because one element of the entire plan is 
unpalatable that this justifies a vote against it. 
This is the first step in implementing the Clin­
ton plan, and I know the taxwriting and appro­
priations committees will see to it that the spe­
cifics in the plans are implemented in such a 
way to address legitimate concerns. 

Mr. Speaker, the budget resolution only rep­
resents one of many hard choices that I and 
my colleagues must make during this Con­
gress; budget reconciliation, health care re­
form, and campaign finance reform lie on the 
horizon. It is easy to vote against tough meas­
ures. By absolving yourself of any responsibil­
ity, you never have to accept the con­
sequences. But my constituents in New Mex­
ico elected me to lead and end gridlock, and 
I challenge my colleagues to do the same. Let 
us sustain our consensus, maintain our re­
solve, and vote for the conference report. 

HONORING ROSENDO RODRIQUEZ 

HON. Bill SARPALIUS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to ask my colleagues to join me in honoring 
one of my constituents, Mr. Rosendo 
Rodriquez, Jr., of Wichita Falls, TX. Rosendo 
will be honored at a banquet on Saturday, 
April 3, 1993, by the Wichita Falls Chapter of 
Mexican-American Democrats. 

Rosendo was born to Rosendo and Odilia 
Rodriquez in Laredo, TX, on June 20, 1947. 
He was one of six children including his sis­
ters Ana Maria, Rebecca, Maria Lena, 
Delores, and brother Juan Rodriquez. His late 
father hoped for Rosendo to become an engi­
neer-as he had high expectations for all of 
his children. Rosendo's desire to excel began 
to show early in life. 

Rosendo attended Mirando City High School 
where he began to succeed both academically 
and athletically. His grades were top notch 
and his leadership skills became more evident 
as he was elevated to captain of his football 
team. Rosendo graduated valedictorian of his 
class. Mr. Speaker, it is important to note that 
Rosendo joined all of his siblings in being hon­
ored valedictorian of each of their respective 
classes. Rosendo furthered his education at 
Texas A&I University in Kingsville, TX. His col­
lege education meant enough to him that he 
financed it through hard work. He graduated 
with a bachelor of arts degree in 1969. Not 
only was education important to Rosendo, but 
so was the country that allowed young people 
to have a dream and make their dream come 
true. 
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Rosendo was inspired by the late President 

John F. Kennedy's address, "Ask not what 
your country can do for you, but what you can 
do for your country." After graduation from col­
lege, he joined the U.S Air Force. His leader­
ship skills again emerged in the service where 
he became a squadron officer and earned the 
rank of Air Force captain. We can thank the 
Air Force for bringing Rosendo to the 13th 
Congressional District of Texas-he was sta­
tioned at Sheppard Air Force Base. After his 
assignment to Sheppard, he soon met Lupe 
Hernandez. They were married on April 21, 
1971. 

Rosendo received an honorable discharge 
from the Air Force in 197 4. He had yet an­
other desire and that was to learn the trade of 
law. He used his GI bill funding to attend 
Texas Tech University School of Law where 
he graduated in 1976. Rosendo was a dedi­
cated student and worked diligently to put him­
self through law school. His studies were tedi­
ous and yet he was spending 50 hours a 
week on a job. Since graduation from law 
school, Rosendo has become an active part of 
our democratic society. 

Rosendo returned to Wichita Falls, TX, 
where he began to practice his trade with 
much effectiveness. He has served with such 
distinctions as being admitted to the U.S. Su­
preme Court; U.S. Court of Appeals, Fifth Cir­
cuit; U.S. District Court, Northern District of 
Texas and Western District of Oklahoma. He 
is a member of Phi Delta Phi, Texas Criminal 
Defense Lawyers Association, State Bar of 
Texas, and Wichita County Bar Association. 
His leadership in law has been influenced by 
the causes of great men in history. 

Rosendo was moved deeply by the speech­
es and leadership style of President Kennedy. 
He was also inspired by the civil rights efforts 
of President Lyndon B. Johnson. But there 
was a greater cause for his motivation, and 
that was to ensure his children had the same 
opportunities he had. As a father to three chil­
dren, Sophia, Olivia, and Rosendo Ill, he 
wanted to contribute to their future through in­
volvement and good government. This desire 
for a better tomorrow compelled him to work 
actively in 20 different campaigns including 
Gov. Ann Richard's and President Bill Clin­
ton's campaigns. 

Mr. Speaker, of all of Mr. Rodriquez's ac­
complishments there is one that stands above 
all others, and one that I have had the oppor­
tunity to observe firsthand-that of being a 
loving father. Rosendo is an example for us all 
in many areas, but if we could just imitate his 
role as a father there is no que~tion this coun­
try would be a better place. Rosendo treats 
his family with respect and honor. He places 
a high value on education having said, "Edu­
cation will open the door to everything and 
anything." His children's scholastic excellence 
is evidence of his caring attitude toward them 
and his expectation for them to excel. 

Rosendo has not lived a life free of adver­
sity, but he has lived a life with a faith in God 
and a commitment to family. He is an example 
of what is right about our country. As we 
honor Rosendo on April 3, 1993, I ask my col­
leagues to join me in acknowledging a great 
American-Rosendo Rodriquez. It is an honor 
to serve constituents like Rosendo Rodriquez, 
his wife Lupe, and his children: Sophia, Olivia, 
and Rosendo Ill in the U.S. Congress. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
DAY REFORM ACT OF 1993 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31 , 1993 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
introduce the Presidential Election Day Reform 
Act of 1993. 

This bill is a companion to another bill I am 
introducing today with Representative CARLOS 
MOORHEAD, of California, the Daylight Saving 
Time Extension Act of 1993, which will extend 
the observance of daylight saving time by 3 
weeks. 

The Presidential Election Day Reform Act of 
1993 is a needed and long overdue reform. 
The depression that many voters feel in early 
November may have more to do with the re­
turn of standard time than with their cynicism 
about the electoral process. We ought to vote 
under daylight saving time. 

Every year we turn our clocks back on the 
last Sunday of October, then we celebrate one 
of the more rowdy evenings of the year-Hal­
loween-and we vote. 

The return to standard time is a reminder 
that winter is on its way, and the "fall back" 
from daylight saving time produces a slight jolt 
to our system, like mini jet lag. 
Neuroendocrinologists have detected that the 
absence of sunlight can bring on depression, 
called seasonal affective disorder, or SAD, in 
some people. 

Is this really the best time to be selecting 
our Nation's leaders? 

The solution to these problems is simple: 
Vote on the first Saturday in November and 
return to standard time the next day. 

Altering daylight saving time in conjunction 
with changing voting laws is not a new idea. 
Twice in recent years the House of Represent­
atives has passed a Uniform Poll Closing Act 
that would require polls in the contiguous 48 
States to close at the same instant. This 
would prevent the early reporting of Presi­
dential returns in the East from discouraging 
people from voting on the west coast. 

To keep the polls open 1 hour longer on the 
west coast, this legislation would keep the Pa­
cific time zone on daylight saving time until the 
first Sunday after Presidential elections-an 
additional 2 weeks most years. Thus, polls 
would close at 9 p.m. in New York, 8 p.m. in 
Chicago, 7 p.m. in Denver and 7 p.m. in Se­
attle. 

As benign as this sounds, it would disrupt 
airline schedules, working hours of employees 
whose schedule is defined by the New York fi­
nancial markets, and live television schedules. 
Airport noise abatement programs, child care 
arrangements, and local TV programming 
would all have to be extended or delayed for 
1 hour during this 2-week period. The Senate 
version of the bill would have east coast polls 
close at 10 p.m. to avoid the disruption of 
west coast observance of daylight saving time. 

Historically, Saturday elections have been 
objectionable to Seventh-Day Adventists and 
Jews because it is their sabbath. But early 
voting, formerly known as absentee voting, 
has become far more acceptable and popular 
in many States in recent years. 

March 31, 1993 
With Saturday voting and uniform poll clos­

ings, a fundamentally sound proposal, polls on 
the west coast would close at 6 p.m. To be re­
ligiously evenhanded, voting on November 1, 
which is All Saints Day, should be permitted. 

Election junkies who stay up half the night 
for final returns would get an additional hour of 
sleep when clocks are turned back 1 hour at 
2 a.m. Sunday morning. And for newspaper 
publishers, the difficulty of reporting late 
breaking news in Sunday editions would be 
offset_by having that additional hour. 

Naysayers will resurrect the old school chil­
dren safety argument. And they will be right in 
saying that sunrises in early November would 
be about 15 minutes later than the darkest 
mornings of the year in early January. 

These critics should remember that many 
children still play outdoors in early November. 
The longer and heavier evening rush hour is 
more dangerous than the morning rush hour. 
And there are probably more alcohol impaired 
drivers in the evening. Thus, more evening 
sunlight would probably save lives, old and 
young. 

Congress might find surprisingly little resist­
ance to this proposal. Many States now hold 
important elections on Saturday. And in 1985, 
the House of Representatives passed a bill 
extending DST through April and to the first 
Sunday in November. The Senate accepted 
the April extension, only. Year-round daylight 
saving time would be a bad idea, but Saturday 
voting under daylight saving time makes 
sense. 

I invite my colleagues to cosponsor the 
Presidential Election Day Reform Act of 1993. 

THE SECURITY OFFICERS' 
QUALITY ASSURANCE ACT OF 1993 

HON. MATilIEW G. MARTINFZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, today I am in­
troducing the Security Officers' Quality Assur­
ance Act of 1993. Those of you who watched 
Oprah Winfrey on February 2, 1 993, heard 
several people describe their concerns with 
the state of security in private shopping malls. 
On March 25, 1993, Tom Brokaw presented a 
story on the "NBC Nightly News" about the 
rise in numbers of privately employed security 
personnel in neighborhoods in Baltimore and 
on Long Island. Last week, CNN did similar 
stories on its news broadcast. These stories 
have one common theme-as local and Stare 
governments have wrestled with tight budgets 
and taxpayer concerns over higher taxes, in­
creasingly they have been forced to curtail po­
lice departments and local citizen groups and 
businesses have filled the gaps in protective 
services through the employment of private 
security officers. 

It is increasingly clear to me that these se­
curity officers, most of whom perform difficult 
jobs for low wages, are looked upon as pro­
fessionals and are relied upon as an important 
adjunct of our regular law enforcement. It is 
also increasingly clear that juveniles at risk of 
being involved in crime are more and more 
likely to have their first contact with a police 
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presence in the form of a private security offi­
cer. 

When I first began looking at this growing 
phenomenon, I, like most citizens, naturally 
assumed that these security officers were fully 
vetted before being placed in positions which 
are fraught with potential dangers, and that 
they are fully trained and prepared to execute 
these critical functions. What I have found, 
however, is that there is a lack of standards 
across the country to ensure that this is so. 
While the major national companies and many 
local companies who employ security officers 
do conduct background checks and provide 
training, there is a tremendous amount of vari­
ance among the States as to what actions 
must be taken before an armed or unarmed 
private security officer assumes his or her du­
ties. While some States, like my home State 
of California, require background checks and 
training of these personnel, there are 14 
States where an armed security officer can be 
deployed with absolutely no training-including 
firearms proficiency training-and no check to 
determine whether the officer has been 
charged with a crime that might indicate that 
he or she is unfit for such a position of trust 
and responsibility. I do not believe that this 
should be allowed to continue. 

Now, there are a couple of ways we might 
fix this problem. We could, for instance, estab­
lish a Federal training and clearance standard 
for these positions and require that all security 
personnel obtain a Federal license before they 
can be put to work. We could establish Fed­
eral training academies and FBI background 
investigations, with an attendant increase in 
the bureaucracy to handle those applications. 

A second alternative would be to look at 
those States, such as Florida, California, 
Maryland, and New York, among others, to 
see which State has the most rigorous re­
quirements and adopt those requirements as a 
federally mandated rule for all States to follow. 
This would require the States to change their 
current laws and regulations and adopt more 
stringent requirements and would result in in­
creased costs to States where requirements 
are less stringent or nonexistent. 

Either of the above approaches could work. 
However, I do not believe that such draconian 
action is necessary or desirable. Our tax­
payers are already reeling from the effects of 
the recession and the downturn in State re­
ceipts necessitating increased taxes to m8fn­
tain even basic services. To place very strin­
gent requirements on those States would 
cause significant increases in the costs of pro­
viding protection through private security per­
sonnel-increases that would result in a less­
ening of services and inadequate services; 
which would be counter productive. 

The approach taken in this bill is, I believe, 
a better way to solve the problem. The bill 
provides that States that do not have any reg­
ulations or laws in place to control private se­
curity officer employment would have to de­
velop those requirements and implement them 
within a 2-year period. Those States whose 
requirements are weaker than those mandated 
by the bill would have to bring their require­
ments up to the minimum levels. Those that 
have more stringent requirements would have 
to do nothing except certify that they already 
have done the job. 
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Failure to put the requirements in place 
would lead to denial of funding for the State 
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. I believe that the nexus be­
tween private security officers and the Nation's 
youth, especially those at risk under that act, 
is sufficient to put this additional requirement 
in place. As I said, this bill sets certain mini­
mum standards that States must adopt. While 
most States already meet or exceed those 
standards, bringing the remaining States up to 
this level will have significant advantages for 
the public at large. Citizens can reasonably 
expect to see greater professionalism among 
the cadre of security officers. They can rest 
easier knowing that it is unlikely that the 
armed security officer patrolling the school or 
shopping mall has been subjected to a back­
ground check and is trained to deal with !»" 
tentially life threatening situations. Employers 
of security personnel would be required to be 
licensed and could be subjected to State 
sanctions for failing to properly train officers, 
or to conduct what I believe are reasonable 
background checks. 

Background checks on potential security of­
ficers would include a check through the Fed­
eral Bureau of Investigation. This is now done 
for the banking industry and should be avail­
able to these employers who, very often, work 
very closely with banking concerns. 

The training requirement includes 8 hours of 
classroom instruction and successful comple­
tion of a written examination. Four hours of 
on-the-job training is also required. These are 
minimum requirements which are expandable 
at the behest of either the employer or the 
State. Armed security officers are required to 
undergo 15 hours of training, including pro­
ficiency testing before they can be deployed. 
Annual re-training of officers is also provided 
for in the bill. 

This is a reasonable bill, one that is needed 
more and more each day. Mr. Speaker, I call 
upon you and my colleagues in the House to 
join me in bringing rational requirements to im­
prove the training and effectiveness of private 
security officers as they perform their difficult 
tasks. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE EQUI­
TABLE HEALTH CARE FOR SE­
VERE MENTAL ILLNESSES ACT 
OF 1993 

HON. MARGE ROUKEMA 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I join with my 

colleague, Congresswoman KAPTUR, in intro­
ducing the Equitable Health Care for Severe 
Mental Illnesses Act of 1993, which was intro­
duced in the other body yesterday by Sen­
ators DOMENIC! and SIMON. With this bill, each 
of us is acting to bring to an end the dark 
ages of medical practice, and the outmoded 
snake pit treatment of mental health care. Our 
bill, long overdue, reasserts that mental illness 
is real, an illness in need of medical care. It 
is not a character flaw, or personality demon 
that we cannot work to help or treat, but a tan­
gible, physical health problem as real as dia­
betes, cancer or a broken leg. 
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As the primary sponsor of this legislation in 

the House of Representatives, I am delighted 
to introduce this bill among such distinguished 
company. We all realize that for too long, our 
health care system has tolerated unconscion­
able cutbacks through insurance companies 
and employer sponsored plans denying cov­
erage for serious mental illness. 

Our bill will change that, and make certain 
that any health care reform plan undertaken 
by Congress includes equitable coverage for 
persons with severe mental illnesses. That 
means an end to health care discrimination 
and the rationing-because it is rationing-of 
health care. We are bringing to an end the 
dark ages of medical practice by reasserting 
that mental illness is real, eliminating arbitrary 
limitations on coverage, and providing financial 
protection for those who desperately need it. 

Mr. Speaker, it is criminal that today, only 2 
percent of Americans with private health care 
coverage have policies that adequately cover 
severe mental illness. Only one in five of an 
health insurance policies provide inpatient cov­
erage for severe mental illness as compared 
to other illnesses, and only 2 percent have 
comparable outpatient coverage. It is even 
more alarming that as the newest health care 
buzzwor~"managed competition"-makes 
its way around Washington, over 60 percent of 
HMO's and Preferred Provider Organizations 
specifically exclude treatment for those with 
severe mental illness. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to stress that 
care for the mentally ill is also preventative 
medicine, and can reduce the costs to society 
that are being paid in other ways. With the 
support of so respected a fiscal conservative 
as Senator DOMENIC!, it hardly seems nec­
essary to talk about the cost-effectiveness of 
providing this coverage. But I think it's impor­
tant, because the costs of not covering severe 
mental illness affects us all. Amid all the talk 
we are hearing in Washington, this is real pre­
ventative medicine. 

Last year, American businesses lost over 
$100 billion through lost productivity of em­
ployees due to substance abuse and mental 
illness. This does not include the $250 billion 
of indirect costs in lost employment, criminal 
activity, and our Government's social welfare 
programs, such as the massive cost to Gov­
ernment for SSI payments to the mentally ill, 
and the cost of the homeless problem to our 
society. 

Truth to tell, today there are countless num­
bers of homeless peope on our streets, who 
are mentally ill and cannot afford treatment. 
They are without the proper, supervised health 
treatment they need, and the health insurance 
coverage to pay for it. More than 35,000 men­
tally ill individuals are in our overcrowded jails, 
most charged with loitering, trespassing, or no 
crime at all. 

All of these costs are spread across the 
American taxpayer, and the American health 
care delivery system. So to those who would 
say "we cannot afford to cover treatment for 
these severe mental illnesses", I say we can­
not afford not to. This bill is cost-effective pol­
icy which will end the cost-shifts of mental 
health crisis care, and save money for the 
American taxpayer. 

The bottom line is that coverage for severe 
mental illness must be a part of whatever 
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health care reform Congress undertakes. I 
know I speak for each of my colleagues in 
saying that over the months to come, we will 
each work tirelessly to ensure the inclusion of 
our legislation in the health care reform de­
bate. As every piece of evidence shows, this 
bill is good health policy, good family policy, 
and good fiscal policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues support 
of this critical legislation, and look forward to 
working for its quick adoption. 

TRIBUTE TO J. PlilLLIP RICHLEY 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFlCANf, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to J. Phillip Richley, a man 
whose competence and character was ad­
mired by the citizens of my district. Mr. Richley 
passed away last week at the age of 66, but 
his accomplishments as both a public servant 
and businessman left an indelible mark upon 
Mahoning Valley. 

Mr. Richley began his illustrious career in 
1960 as the Youngstown city engineer. Eight 
years later, he was elected Mahoning County 
engineer. While serving in these posts, Mr. 
Richley was instrumental in the urgan renewal 
and highway programs that changed the face 
of Youngstown. The city soon transformed into 
a national transportation hub. These efforts 
garnered him statewide attention and, in 1971, 
he was named director of the Ohio Depart­
ment of Highways. While serving in this posi­
tion, Mr. Richley supervised the creation of the 
Ohio Department of Transportation. The um­
brella department now oversees not only high­
ways, but urban mass transit, aviation, rail­
roads, and planning. 

Mr. Richley's commitment to family and the 
Youngstown community kept him home 
throughout his tenure as director. He preferred 
to commute 3 hours to Columbus rather than 
leave his hometown. He was elected major in 
1977, and served with dignity through unusu­
ally tough economic times. As the steel indus­
try declined and the mills closed their doors, 
Mr. Richley faced skyrocketing unemployment, 
a hostile city council, and a city workers strike. 
The strains on his family were too much, and 
he stepped down after one term. 

Undaunted, Mr. Richley continued to work 
for the community. He became deeply in­
volved with the economic development of 
Mahoning Valley, the city school system and 
Youngstown State University. He joined the 
Cafaro Co. in 1980 and served as vice presi­
dent of development there. He was also a 
member of the board of the heralded St. Eliza­
beth Hospital Medical Center, the Chaffin Ca­
reer Center, and Easter Seal, and Heart Fund 
drives. For his efforts, Mr. Richley has been 
presented with numerous civic honors, includ­
ing the Frank Purnell Award of the Jaycees 
and the Mahoning County Industrial Council's 
Man of the Year. 

But, Mr. Speaker, aside from the glitter of 
awards and recognition, Mr. Richley was a 
man who cared for his community and loved 
his family. He leaves his wife, Josephine, son, 
John, and daughter, Mrs. Phyllis Canacci. 
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Mr. Richley was a generous, bright individ­
ual committed to the rebirth of Mahoning Val­
ley. I was fortunate to have been asked to 
serve as the chairman for his mayoral cam­
paign. In the following years, we developed a 
close personal relationship and I often con­
sulted him on important issues facing my dis­
trict. The wisdom and leadership of this tre­
mendous man will be missed. 

Mr. Speaker, the death of J. Phillip Richley 
represents not only the loss of a close per­
sonal friend, but a loss for the community I 
represent. 

THE JOHN P. COHALAN COUNTY 
COURT HOUSE 

HON. RICK LAZIO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call 
my colleagues attention to the fact that on 
April 5, 1993, a great American will be hon­
ored at ceremonies formally affixing his name 
to a newly constructed county courthouse in 
Central Islip, NY. 

Justice John P. Cahalan, Jr., was born in 
New York City in 1907, and became a resi­
dent of Sayville in 1 931 when he coached 
baseball, football, and basketball at LaSalle 
Military Academy in Oakdale, Long Island, NY. 

Justice Cahalan became a practicing attor­
ney in 1935, and was a distinguished trial law­
yer, Islip town attorney, Islip town supervisor 
and Suffolk County district attorney before 
joining the bench in 1962. He served as coun­
ty court judge, justice of the supreme court, 
State of New York and administrative judge of 
Suffolk County prior to his elevation to justice 
of the Appellate Division, Second Department 
in 197 4. He retired in 1983. 

Justice Cahalan, his father, two uncles, and 
his son, Hon. Peter Fox Cahalan, hold a 
record for New York State with five State su­
preme court justices from one family. 

Justice Cahalan died in 1988, being pre­
deceased by his wife, the late Marion Fox 
Cahalan, in 1985. Justice Cahalan is survived 
by his son and daughter, Sheila C. Rettaliatta, 
and four grandchildren, Donald A. Rettaliatta, 
Jr., Pierce Fox Cahalan, Mary Aisling 
Cahalan, and Thomas A. Rettaliatta. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my deep honor and privi­
lege to call your attention to a man whose life 
affected so many people in so many positive 
ways. His great humility, regard for the law, 
and sense of duty set him apart from his con­
temporaries. Beyond that, his devotion to his 
family and friends, his keen interest in scholar­
ship and learning, and his constant benevolent 
advice to the religious community remain an 
example to us all. 

April 5, Mr. Speaker, is an important day not 
only to the good people of my district, but to 
all those whose lives were touched by Justice 
John P. Cahalan, Jr., a great American. 
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TRIBUTE TO MR. NEIL MAHONEY 

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib­
ute to one of my staff members, Mr. Neil 
Mahoney has been a tireless advocate for his 
fellow employees and members of his commu­
nity. Neil Mahoney was hired by the Buick 
Motor Division of General Motors of Flint, Ml 
on the 30th of November, 1962. In September 
1963, Neil became an alternate committeeman 
for UAW Local 599. He served in this position 
along with Stan Marshall, the current UAW 
vice president. Elected in September 1965 to 
committeeman, Neil held this office until he 
accepted an appointment as benefit represent­
ative by the international union in 1978. He 
held this appointment until his retirement in 
March 1993. 

Neil held a strong desire to help his fellow 
workers throughout his 30 years of employ­
ment at General Motors. Neil was able to do 
just that by his membership on the UAW Local 
599 executive board. Neil held this position 
from 1967 thru 1973, and further served on 
the . by-laws committee from 1967 through 
1976. 

Neil was able to express his care for the 
community through his service, as an elected 
official, on the Security Federal Credit Union's 
credit committee from 1966 through 1972. 
This financial institution was founded to serve 
the needs of Buick Motors Division employ­
ees, and today stands with holdings of 
$136,000,000. Neil was elevated to the board 
of directors in 1972, and was elected vice 
president in 1978. In 1987, Neil was elected 
president, a position he still holds. 

THE SEARCH FOR TRUTH 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, on October 26, 
1992, President George Bush signed S. 3006, 
The President John F. Kennedy Assassination 
Records Act of 1992, into law. To date, no ac­
tion has been taken to implement this law. 
The burden falls on President Clinton to expe­
dite the process it outlines. 

There are many theories concerning a con­
spiracy to assassinate President Kennedy. Ac­
cording to the House Select Committee on As­
sassinations in 1979, mafia forces had the 
motive and the means to plan, practice, and 
carry out the forcible conclusion of Kennedy's 
life. Jim Garrison's intense and extensive in­
vestigative work, has led many to reject the 
theory of Lee Harvey Oswald and the lone 
gunman. 

Isn't it time we finally learn the truth? Isn't 
it time to make certain our history books are 
legitimate? Isn't it time we eliminate the classi­
fied and top secret labels? 

The American people have a right to know 
and S. 3006 was specifically passed for this 
reason. To ignore the implementation of such 
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a law would be an injustice to the citizens of 
the United States and to our children who de­
serve to know the truth. 

President Clinton should promptly imple­
ment this legislation. The passage of time and 
governmental indifference should not close the 
file on Kennedy's murder, and S. 3006 should 
not be neglected or ignored. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE MET-
ALLURGICAL GOAL TAX CREDIT 
OF 1993 

HON. RICK BOUCHER 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr._ BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, on March 24, 
I joined with nine of our colleagues to intro­
duce the Metallurgical Coal Tax Credit of 
1993. I have introduced this measure to ad­
dress an unintended consequence of subtitle 
C of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, the Coal 
Industry Retiree Health Benefit Act. While I am 
pleased that the solvency of the fund that pro­
vides health benefits to retired miners and 
their families has been assured by the act. I 
am concerned that the method of funding the 
program would inadvertently have a crippling 
effect on domestic jobs in the metallurgical 
coal market. The tax credit I propose in my 
legislation will enable companies that mine 
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ment in the U.S. coal and transportation sec­
tors. Over 20,000 employees are directly em­
ployed by the export coal industry. Thousands 
more are employed by the railroads, ports, 
and ancillary industries. We need to prevent 
these highly paid jobs from moving overseas. 
Equally important, the loss of these jobs will 
have an effect in many noncoal States which 
have major employers with legal and eco­
nomic ties to coal exporting companies. 

For these reasons, I have introduced this 
measure to provide a tax credit designed to 
offset partially the cost of the premiums for 
reachback companies that export metallurgical 
coal. The tax credit would apply to the produc­
tion of all metallurgical coal in the United 
States, two-thirds of which is exported. The 
addition of a tax credit to the coal industry 
health benefits title of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 will in no way undermine the provisions 
of that title. In fact, the adoption of a metallur­
gical coal tax credit would strengthen the com­
bined fund by preserving export markets and 
coal-related jobs. It would strengthen the abil­
ity of companies to pay premiums and reduce 
the number of companies that would otherwise 
cease mining operations and force more or­
phans into the combined fund. 

MEDICAL CARE INJURY COM­
PENSATION REFORM ACT OF 1993 

HON. JON KYL 
metallurgical coal to bear the costs which will OF ARIZONA 

be imposed by Coal Industry Retiree Health IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Benefit Act. This measure will have the dual 
benefits of maintaining jobs in the domestic Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
metallurgical coal industry and ensuring that Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
metallurgical coal companies remain solvent today to introduce the Medical Care Injury 
and able to continue making payments into Compensation Reform Act of 1993. 
the retirees' benefit fund. Mr . . Speaker, the legislation I am introducing 

The provisions of the Coal Industry Retiree today is essentially the same as a bill I intro­
Health Benefit Act will retroactively require duced together with Congressman STENHOLM 
employers who are no longer signatories to in the 102d Congress, H.R. 3516. As my col­
the National Bituminous Coal Wage Agree- leagues are aware, in many ways, that bill has 
ments, known as reachback companies, to become the cornerstone for debate on how to 
continue contributing to the industry benefit address the current medical liability crisis our 
funds for miners whose employers have gone Nation faces. Last year, H.R. 3516 received 
out of business. It will transfer certain moneys the support from Members from both sides of 
from the United Mine Workers of America's the aisle, and I am pleased that both Repub-
1950 pension plan and the abandoned mine licans and Democrats have asked to have 
land reclamation fund to the new combined their names added as original cosponsors of 
fund. Lastly, it will require current signatories this year's bill as well. 
assigned responsibility for specific bene- Last year, this legislation was included in 
ficiaries to pay into the combined fund. the Conservative Democratic Forum health 

As a result, a large financial burden will fall care reform proposal, and it has served as the 
on a handful of companies who are in the ex- starting point for the Republican Task Force 
port coal business. The coal export market is on Health Reform's efforts to address this 
highly competitive, with numerous companies issue. 
from around the globe competing. In most in- Let me briefly summarize what this legisla-
stances, contracts for coal purchases are tion does. 
awarded by foreign buyers following bids that · First, this legislation requires the Secretary 
vary by as little as 50 cents per ton. The for- of Health and Human Services to provide 
eign market is based on spot market pur- grants to States for the implementation of in­
chases rather than long-term contracts, pre- novative and less costly, less burdensome 
venting suppliers from passing increased costs systems to settle medical liability disputes. It 
along to their customers. Domestic energy allows the States to design systems tailored to 
coal producers, on the other hand, often enjoy their needs. Each system will be examined 
a market in which sales are based on long- and approved by the Secretary for a 2-year 
term agreements and frequently allow the grant. After the 2-year period, a State will 
passing through of costs to consumers. have the option of extending the grant for an 

Significant additional costs imposed on coal additional 2 years. 
destined for export will result in fewer exports, The Secretary will also collect and dissemi­
lower production volumes, and lower employ- nate information regarding alternative dispute 
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resolution systems. States interested in creat­
ing an alternative dispute resolution system, or 
improving an existing one, will have the oppor­
tunity to examine the experience of programs 
throughout our Nation, and determine what 
works. This section of the bill directly address­
es the impact the current liability crisis is hav­
ing on our judicial system, and encourages the 
resolution of claims outside of the courtroom. · 

Second, this bill protects health care practi­
tioners from frivolous suits by mandating that 
a health care practitioner may not be found to 
have committed malpractice unless the con­
duct at the time of providing the health care 
services that are the subject of the action was 
not reasonable. 

Also, the bill enforces a series of damage 
limitations. 

The legislation limits noneconomic losses to 
$250,000. 

It requires mandatory periodic payments for 
damages exceeding $100,000. 

It limits attorneys' contingency to 25 percent 
for the first $150,000 and 15 percent for 
amounts greater than $150,000. 

My bill includes mandatory offsets for dam­
ages paid by a collateral source. 

It requires several liability only and not joint, 
with the defendant being liable only for the 
amount of noneconomic damages proportional 
to the defendant's percentage of responsibility. 

It limits punitive damages to twice the com­
pensatory damage award. 

In addition, a State may opt to develop its 
own standards which exceed the Federal mini­
mum standards provided by the Federal 
guidelines. If more stringent guidelines are de­
veloped, they would apply to all services pro­
vided in the State-both public and private. 
This portion of the bill further discourages un­
scrupulous attorneys from engaging in frivo­
lous suits. 

Third, the bill provides for a 2-year statute of 
limitations from the time an injury was or 
should have reasonably been discovered, with 
an exception for minors. 

Fourth, the bill protects health care practi­
tioners who are seeing a woman for the first 
time during the labor or delivery of a baby 
from being held liable for problems resulting 
from the term of the pregnancy. The health 
care practitioners can still be held negligent for 
their actions during labor and delivery, how­
ever. Also, if a physician's partner in a group 
practice or colleague under another contrac­
tual agreement has provided prenatal care to 
a patient, he or she may also be held liable. 
Mr. Speaker, there have been too many 
cases, especially in rural areas, where obste­
tricians have not been available to provide 
care out of fear of a lawsuit. This portion of 
the bill helps ensure that women will not go 
without the care of an obstetrician. 

Fifth, if a health care producer of medical 
devices or drugs goes through the Food and 
Drug Administration [FDA] approval process, 
punitive damages may not be awarded in 
medical liability claim. However, if a company 
withholds information or misrepresents the 
product during the approval process, punitive 
damages may be assessed. While protecting 
the right of individuals to sue for punitive dam­
ages when a company knowingly misleads the 
FDA during the approval process, this section 
of the bill addresses the problem that many 
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medical devices and products are not being 
brought to market due to the current tort sys­
tem. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the legisla­
tion I am reintroducing today has in many 
ways laid the platform for debate on how best 
to approach this critical issue, and has re­
ceived the support from so many of my col­
leagues who believe that this issue must be 
addressed. 

PENFIELD MUSIC DEPARTMENT 
RECEIVES PRESIDENTIAL CITA­
TION AWARD 

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
take this opportunity to recognize the Penfield 
Central School District for an exceptional 
honor they recently received. They were se­
lected by the New York State School Music 
Association to receive its Presidential Citation 
Award for excellence in music education. The 
Presidential Citation is not an annual award, 
but is presented only when a school district 
meets a set of standards set by the associa­
tion. Penfield earned the award for its curricu­
lum and performance at local and statewide 
competitions. 

Leslee Mabee, chairwoman of the Penfield 
Music Department, cites the key ingredients to 
the districts success: talented and creative 
teachers; students eager to learn; a commu­
nity that supports music education and an ad­
ministration and board of education that recog­
nize the value of music education. Two pro­
grams deserving special recognition are a 
unique string program that begins with first­
graders and the Penfield Music Commission 
project, founded and directed by Ned Corman, 
which has allowed more than 114 professional 
musicians to visit Penfield schools to perform 
for and with students in recent years. 

The school's music program is open to all 
students and is not selective. It helps students 
not only become musicians but serves to pro­
mote physical coordination and intellectual 
stimulation benefiting subjects such as reading 
and math. The highly regarded music therapy 
program teams music teachers with music 
therapists to work with special learners. 

We congratulate the Penfield Music Depart­
ment for enriching their students lives and 
therefore enabling their students to succeed in 
all areas of their education. 

HAPPY lOOTH BIRTHDAY TO JAMES 
RUSH 

HON. WILUAM D. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure today to extend birthday 
wishes to James Rush, who will be 100 years 
old on April 11, 1993. 

Jim has spent his lifetime entertaining peo­
ple. He was influenced at an early age by his 
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grandfather and grandmother, Peter and Sara 
Rush, who were performing in "Our American 
Cousin" at Ford's Theater the night Lincoln 
was shot. Jim began his theater career travel­
ing with the Kiddie Vaudeville Circuit. The 
group consisted of 15 children who sang, 
danced, and performed skits in different parts 
of the country. 

Although he did not attend public schools 
because he was performing during the school 
year, he studied with a traveling teacher. All 
his lessons were learned from memory be­
cause there were no textbooks. 

After leaving the Kiddie Vaudeville Circuit, 
Jim took a 3-year private drama course to im­
prove his skills. He then opened a theater 
company performing his own versions of 
Broadway shows. The theater was shut down 
during the Depression. 

In 1937, Jim returned to the family business, 
Rush's Florist, but continued to perform in 
plays from time to time. He retired in 1963, but 
still entertains family and friends with stories of 
events from his life. His favorite stories are 
about his great-great-grandfather, Benjamin 
Rush, who signed the Constitution and his 
great-grandfather, Richard Rush, who served 
as Secretary of State under President John 
Adams. 

I take this opportunity to send Jim my warm­
est wishes on this special day. 

AMENDING THE FOREIGN-TRADE 
ZONE ACT 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, today, I am intro­
ducing a bill that will amend the Foreign-Trade 
Zone Act to clarify that foreign crude oil and 
its derivatives consumed in the operation of a 
refinery located in a foreign-trade zone are not 
subject to duty under the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States. Senator AKAKA 
has introduced similar legislation, S. 633, on 
the Senate side, and together, we hope to rec­
tify this inequitable application of our foreign 
trade zone laws. 

There are currently nine oil refineries oper­
ating within foreign-trade zones in Hawaii, 
Texas, and Louisiana, and an additional three 
refineries have been approved as foreign­
trade subzones. Most refineries today rely on 
a large percentage of imported feedstocks to 
compensate for the decline in domestic pro­
duction. During processing, a portion of the 
feedstocks and derivatives thereof are 
consumed in the operation of the refinery, and 
as a result never enter the customs territory of 
the United States. 

The Foreign-Trade Zone Act does not re­
quire payment of duty on merchandise that is 
destroyed, consumed in a zone, and so forth. 
This was specifically reinforced by the courts 
regarding crude oil and derivatives thereof on 
November 6, 1978, by the customs court­
now the Court of International Trade-in Ha­
waii Independent Refinery, Inc. v. U.S., Cus­
toms Decision 4777. Prior to 1988, refinery 
subzone Foreign-Trade Zones Board Grants 
were silent on the issue. However, since Janu-
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ary 1, 1988, all refinery subzone Grants have 
contained the following condition: "Foreign 
crude oil used as fuel for the refinery shall be 
dutiable." 

Currently, 6 of the 9 operating oil refineries, 
and 8 of 12 approved as foreign-trade 
subzones, must pay these customs duties on 
fuel consumed in processing. To exempt these 
companies from paying customs duties on the 
fuel that they consume in their operations 
within a foreign-trade zone has a nominal eco­
nomic impact on customs collections, but is 
very important to the companies. The compa­
nies estimate that total savings for the im­
pacted refineries will be approximately 
$600,000 to $800,000 annually. 

This legislation simply corrects an inequity 
that exists among oil refineries operating with­
in foreign-trade zones. On the one hand, the 
courts have declared that oil refineries are not 
required to pay duty on fuel consumed within 
their subzone because the merchandise never 
enters the customs territory. On the other 
hand, the Foreign-Trade Zones Board has re­
quired some refineries to pay duty on fuel 
consumed. Furthermore, this legislation places 
U.S. refineries on an equal footing with foreign 
refineries that ship finished petroleum products 
to the United States without paying customs 
duties on fuel consumed. 

Congress enacted the Foreign-Trade Zones 
Act to attract international investment, to pro­
mote the economic benefits of a broader in­
dustrial base, and to encourage international 
activity within the United States, as opposed 
to another country. We must reinforce and 
clarify the purpose of the act by enacting this 
amendment. This legislation corrects the in­
equitable application of provisions in our for­
eign-trade zone law as they have been inter­
preted differently by the judicial system and by 
the Foreign Trade Zones Board. 

The purpose of this bill is to clearly state 
within our foreign-trade zone law that foreign 
imported crude oil and derivatives thereof that 
are consumed in the operations of a refinery 
operating within a foreign-trade zone should 
not be subject to a duty imposed by the U.S. 
Customs Service. This legislation is very nar­
row in scope, but is beneficial to our oil refin­
eries that are producing our energy resources 
in the United States. We want to keep those 
refineries operating within foreign-trade zones 
and within our States. This legislation rep­
resents a modest but important savings for 
these refineries and deserves the strong sup­
port of this House. 

TRIBUTE TO NEW YORK STATE 
SUPREME COURT JUSTICE EU­
GENE J. BERKOWITZ 

HON. THOMAS J. MANTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 

pleasure that I rise today to pay tribute to Jus­
tice Eugene J. Berkowitz, of New York City. 
Justice Berkowitz is being honored by the 
Queens Borough Elks Lodge No. 878 of Elm­
hurst, NY, for his outstanding service and 
dedication to Queens County and the State of 
New York. 
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Eugene J. Berkowitz was born in New York 

City on October 24, 1919. He is a widowed fa­
ther of two and grandfather to three. He 
proudly served our country as a part of the 
Armed Forces of the United States during 
World War II, and was honorably discharged 
from the Army Air Force in December 1945. 
Eugene went on to complete his prelaw under­
graduate requirements at St. John's Univer­
sity, College of Arts and Sciences, before ob­
taining his LLB. from St. John's University 
School of Law in 1952, and was admitted to 
practice law in the State of New York in 1953. 

Prior to ascending the bench, Justice 
Berkowitz was a sole practitioner and, while 
so engaged, was actively involved as a pro 
bono publico attorney, as well as a volunteer 
mediator and arbitrator in the New York City 
ombudsman's program. Justice Berkowitz 
served as a member and chairman of the 
compulsory arbitration program. He was a vol­
unteer small claims arbitrator in the civil court 
of the city of New York for 15 years, and 
served as a director of that association. He is 
also a past president of the Association of 
Housing Judges of the Civil Court of the City 
of New York, and a lecturer and workshop in­
structor for housing problems. In addition, Jus­
tice Berkowitz is or has been a member of 
several civic organizations including the 
Queens County Bar Association, the Bronx 
County Bar Association, the American Bar As­
sociation, the Lawyers-Pilots Bar Association, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the American Le­
gion, Jewish War Veterans, National Deputy 
Judge Advocate, and past president of the 
Flushing Flyers, an association of pilots and 
aircraft owners. 

Justice Berkowitz has been admitted to 
practice law in the U.S. District Courts Eastern 
and Southern Districts of New York, the U.S. 
Court of Claims, the U.S. Court of Military Ap­
peals, the U.S. Court of Appeals, Second Dis­
trict, and the U.S. Supreme Court. 

Mr. Speaker, Justice Berkowitz has served 
the city of New York with distinction, being ap­
pointed to the housing part of the civil court of 
the city of New York in September 1973, until 
December 1979, when he was elected to the 
civil court of New York, where he served until 
February 1982. Eugene was then appointed 
as an acting supreme court justice until De­
cember 1984, when he was elected to the 
New York State Supreme Court. Justice 
Berkowitz is currently serving his second cer­
tification term on the supreme court. 

Judge Berkowitz' outstanding service was 
recognized and reported in Newsday and the 
Daily News in 1991 , when the Queens County 
Court Monitors, a volunteer group funded by 
the nonprofit Fund for Modern Courts, rated 
him as the No. 1 jurist of the State supreme 
court located in the Kew Gardens complex. 

Mr. Speaker, Justice Eugene J. Berkowitz is 
truly a remarkable individual. His devotion to 
the citizens of New York and to his position on 
the supreme court deserves our praise and re­
spect. I know that you will join with me and 
the Queens Borough Elks in paying tribute to 
Justice Berkowitz. 
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SUPPORT OF THE ECONOMIC 
PACKAGE 

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the economic package submitted by Presi­
dent Clinton, and as improved by the House 
Committee on the Budget under the leader­
ship of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO]. This conference report ushers in a new 
era. It is a blueprint from which to build solid 
investment, fairness, and deficit reduction. 

This year's budget is a departure, a clean 
break, from the bleak and discredited 1980's, 
a decade of unfunded tax breaks, unfunded 
spending proposals and a political philosophy 
emphasizing instant economic gratification 
based on unorthodox economic theories. The 
result was a fourfold increase in the national 
debt. 

Along with the fiscal deficit and of equal im­
portance is the human deficit. The human defi­
cit is the social cost which millions of Ameri­
cans have had to pay for the faulty economic 
policy path of the 1980's; but, not all Ameri­
cans have had to bear that burden equally. 

In contrast, the new budget submitted by 
President Clinton effectively addresses both 
the fiscal and human deficit-the legacy of the 
past decade. 

The past two administrations viewed budget 
resolutions as political documents filled with 
empty Presidential promises. Such shallow 
goals and rhetoric were demonstrated by the 
limp legislative support which these initiatives 
received. In fiscal year 1991, the Bush budget 
was not even considered for a vote in the 
House, even though it was made in order for 
debate in the rule approved by the House. No 
House Member, Republican or Democrat, of­
fered it to the House. During the debate on 
the fiscal year 1992 budget, the Bush proposal 
garnered 89 "yes" votes and 335 "no" votes. 

And again last year, during the fiscal year 
1993 budget debate, the Bush budget was of­
fered and only 42 Members voted for it. These 
budgets lived as political documents of fluff 
but in the real world of writing laws, they were 
dead on arrival in failing to answer the chal­
lenge of budgetary substance. 

Mr. Speaker, we have new hope today be­
cause the Clinton budget is a true effort in pol­
icy discipline. This budget is not filled with the 
hollow promises of past administrations. Rath­
er this budget is a demonstration in leadership 
and fiscal responsibility. The smoke and mir­
rors which once dominated budget proposals 
have swept away, and have been replaced by 
a real commitment to reduce the deficit. 

While further cuts, in my view, are appro­
priate in programs such as the space station 
and super collider, the budget that is before us 
now is a balanced approach that asks for 
commitment and sacrifice fairly and from all 
Americans. 

The Clinton budget looks beyond a short­
term stimulus and advocates long-term com­
mitments for America's tomorrow. This budget 
takes our National Government off the side­
lines and puts it back onto the playing field 
working on behalf of the American people. 
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President Clinton's budget recognizes both 

the tragic human and fiscal deficit. The budget 
understands that there is hunger, homeless­
ness, poor education, and the lack of health 
insurance, along with many other societal 
problems which are crippling this Nation. This 
budget will stop the regressive fiscal policy 
and we will again hopefully move forward as 
a nation, educated, housed, and healthy. This 
program invests in America today, for a better 
America tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, many will say today that our 
legacy to our children and our children's chil­
dren cannot be a national debt. I agree. But 
I'd like to add that we also cannot leave our 
future generations with a crumbling infrastruc­
ture, a health care system that serves only the 
wealthiest and the affluent or despoiled na­
tional resources and an unhealthy environ­
ment. 

I support the President's program and this 
budget conference report because it speaks of 
the need of people and restores faith and fair­
ness in the National Government working for 
the people we represent. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
REGARDING DUTY SUSPENSION 

HON. NEWT GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, today I am in­

troducing legislation to suspend the duty on 
two chemicals, 1,8 dichloroanthraquinone and 
1 ,8 diaminonapthalene. 

These chemicals are used by a company in 
my district called Color-Chem International 
Corp. to color engineering plastics which are 
used in making automotive, appliance, medi­
cal, aerospace, and food packaging products. 

However, because there are no American 
sources for these two chemicals, Color-Chem 
must import them so that they can manufac­
ture Orange LFP and Yellow GHS. Both raw 
materials are expensive and Color-Chem con­
sumes a large quantity every year. 

Color-Chem faces very stiff competition in 
the marketplace for each dye. Color-Chem is 
the only American manufacturer of Orange 
LFP. However, the same chemical compound 
is made by several Japanese chemical com­
panies which export the product to the United 
States. The Japanese manufactured Orange 
LFP is an extremely price competitive product. 
In fact, the Japanese export price of Orange 
LFP in the United States is lower than the 
price charged by these same companies to 
their Japanese customers in Japan. 

Similarly, Yellow GHS is not made by any 
other American company, but a Swiss com­
pany manufactures this product and exports it 
to the United States. 

In both cases, Color-Chem faces a competi­
tive disadvantage because they pay a higher 
price for the key raw materials than their for­
eign competitors. Although Color-Chem has 
been able to capture a share of the market, 
the suspension of the duty on these two 
chemicals will allow this American company to 
reduce its costs and enhance its ability to 
compete in the national and international mar­
kets. 
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H.R.-

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON CERTAIN 

CHEMICALS. 
Subchapter II of chapter 99 of the Har­

monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
is amended by inserting in numerical se­
quence the following new headings: 
"9902.31.12 1.8 Diaminoanthra· qui· Free No change No change On °' be-

none (provided for in f01e 12/ 
subheading 31194 
2914.70.20) 

"9902.31.13 1,8 Diaminonapth· alene Free No change No change On °' be-
(provided IOI in sub· fOle 12/ 
heading 2921.59.1 0) 31194". 

SEC. 2. APPLICABILITY. 
The amendment made by section 1 applies 

with respect to articles entered, or with­
drawn from warehouse for consumption, on 
or after the 15th day after the date of the en­
actment of this Act. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64: 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 BUDGET RESO­
LUTION 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 

the conference report on House Concurrent 
Resolution 64-the budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1994. 

The resolution determines overall goals for 
our spending priorities during the upcoming 
fiscal year. It sets the pace for us, as we 
begin to change our spending habits-as we 
abandon the practice of depleting our valuable 
resources with nothing to show for it, and 
begin to embrace a new strategy of long-term 
investment that nets a return on our money, 
as we move toward economic growth. 

In support of the President's investment 
strategy, the resolution focuses on increased 
stakes in educational and re-training initiatives, 
health programs, science and technology ini­
tiatives, and community and regional develop­
ment. It assumes full funding of key programs 
critical to the economic and physical health of 
our people-programs such as Head Start; 
nutrition supplements for women, infants and 
children; and childhood immunization. And it 
achieves $496 billion in deficit reduction over 
the next 5 years-$76 billion more than the 
President called for in his budget. 

Lastly, like the President's tax proposals, 
the resolution targets large corporations and 
the wealthy for the bulk of any tax revenues 
needed to finance the plan. It supports the 
President's belief that our Government cannot 
continue to perpetuate this tax system that 
has become so disproportionately favorable to 
the rich over the past 12 years. Fairness de­
mands that we no longer shelter our wealthi­
est individuals from the responsibility that we 
must all share. 

This budget resolution provides us with the 
opportunity to make the necessary, critical, 
long-term investments in our country's infra­
structure, in jobs, and in the health, safety and 
welfare of all Americans. This kind of sound 
investment, coupled with deficit reduction, can 
only yield prolonged economic benefits for all 
Americans. 
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This final version of the budget resolution 
will launch President Clinton's 5-year plan for 
economic stimulation, investment, and recov­
ery. It shows that we can support our Presi­
dent, and do what is necessary to get on with 
the business of turning this country around. I 
urge my colleagues-on both sides of the 
aisle-to meet the challenge that lies before 
us and support its final passage. 

THE FRESHMAN CLASS ON 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I consider 
our freshman class the class that broke the 
gridlock in Washington. With a new President 
and a dramatically different Congress, we are 
creating a new era for change. Already we 
have broken the gridlock on family and medi­
cal leave, on extending unemployment bene­
fits, on the President's budget plan. 

And today, our freshman class releases its 
own blueprint to continue the process and cre­
ate real reform in Congress. 

During the past 2 months I have had the 
privilege, along with my colleague JANE HAR­
MAN of California, to cochair the freshman task 
force on campaign reform, and I am proud to 
have played a role in helping shape the fresh­
man position on this important issue. I believe 
campaign finance reform is the litmus test for 
real change in Congress. We must pass this 
legislation to convince the public that our Gov­
ernment is not for sale. 

Last year 48 of 63 Democratic freshmen 
signed pledges supporting the basic principles 
of campaign reform which include public fi­
nancing, voluntary spending limits, reduced 
contributions by political action committees 
and restrictions on so-called soft money. 
Today, freshman Democrats are renewing that 
commitment and are calling on the House 
leadership to pass this legislation by the end 
of September. 

The goals of such reform are simple: to re­
duce the impact of special interests in con­
gressional campaigns and give challengers a 
fighting chance against incumbents. I can 
speak personally of the difficulties challengers 
face. Last year, I was outspent by my opp<r 
nent, an incumbent, by more than 5 to 1. Na­
tionwide, incumbents last year received 90 
percent of all PAC contributions. As a member 
of the New York City Council who coauthored 
the city's campaign finance reform law, I am 
familiar with the argument from incumbents 
that real reform will put them too much at risk. 
Let me assure my colleagues that incumbents 
can live with this law. I twice ran successfully 
for reelection after passage of campaign re­
form in New York City. 

I also want to emphasize my support for 
public financing. It is the cornerstone for real 
reform. Without public financing, the special 
interests will continue to dominate the system. 

Our class must continue to work with Presi­
dent Clinton and the House leadership on de­
vising a formula that raises clean money for 
congressional campaigns without a direct hit 
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on the taxpayer. We endorse President Clin­
ton's call to eliminate the tax deduction for lob­
bying expenses, and we recommend the use 
of the subsequent new tax revenues as a 
funding source for campaign finance reform. 

Finally, we believe Congress must act this 
year. We cannot afford to lose momentum. 
With strong support from President Clinton 
and freshman Members, reform has a real 
chance. We have before us the opportunity to 
become the Congress that serves the people's 
interest, not the special interests. 

TRIBUTE TO KENNETH B. 
GREENBERG 

HON. GARY L ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 31, 1993 . 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay a well-deserved tribute to Kenneth 
Bruce Greenberg, a conscientious, reliable, 
and sensitive educator who is retiring from the 
New York City Board of Education. 

Mr. Greenberg has dedicated his life to en­
hancing the lives of young Americans and im­
proving the New York City school system, 
while placing a tremendous amount of time 
and energy serving as a foreign language 
teacher, an administrator, a computer expert, 
an educational trainer, and a curriculum devel­
oper. 

For 6 years, from 1979 to 1985, Mr. Green­
berg worked at Louis Armstrong Intermediate 
School 227, in Queens. While laboring tire­
lessly, this man held such positions as the 
school programmer, an administrative assist­
ant, and the interim assistant principal. Most 
notably, Mr. Greenberg's desire to improve the 
status of the school system led to his develop­
ment of an innovative student database and a 
programming matrix for the school. As a re­
sult, he implemented computer literacy pro­
grams for faculty and students. 

Since 1985, Kenneth has held the highly re­
spected position of director for the New York 
City Comprehensive Instructional Management 
System. Serving in this prestigious position, 
Mr. Greenberg was responsible for executing 
a computerized management system in more 
than 100 New York City schools. He also 
planned and coordinated staff development 
workshops for hundreds of teachers and staff. 
Mr. Greenberg thrived on this kind of respon­
sibility and civic duty. 

Mr. Greenberg is truly a community asset 
who's desire for improvement enabled him to 
make a positive difference, both in the school 
system he was associated with, and in the 
various sports teams he proudly coached. The 
New York City schools will miss Mr. Green­
berg's creative leadership, his superb organi­
zational and communication skills, and his un­
canny willingness to experiment with new 
ideas. 

I wish Mr. Kenneth Bruce Greenberg noth­
ing but continued success in his retirement, 
and I sincerely thank him for his many years 
of heartfelt service. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO 
NORTHEAST UTILITIES 

HON. NANCY L JOHNSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak­
er, I rise today to commend Northeast Utilities, 
Connecticut's leading public utility, on its inno­
vative agreement with the State chapter of the 
American Lung Association to improve air 
quality in our region. 

As we know, recent amendments to the 
Clean Air Act set minimum standards for emis­
sion allowances regulating utilities and fac­
tories. I am pleased to announce that North­
east Utilities, on its own initiative, contacted 
the American Lung Association of Connecticut 
and offered to donate saleable credits worth 
over $2 million for the association's use. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that companies 
which do not use all of their allocated emis­
sion units may sell the excess to companies in 
need of more units for production or power 
generation. Through agreements such as the 
one negotiated between Northeast Utilities and 
the American Lung Association of Connecticut, 
the excess units can be donated to nonprofit 
organizations dedicated to improving the qual­
ity of the air we all need to breathe for good 
health. Thanks to the laudable actions of 
Northeast Utilities, the proceeds of this trans­
action will be used to further the worthwhile 
goals of the American Lung Association. 

It is my hope that other companies will fol­
low the example set by Northeast Utilities and 
be part of a national movement to bridge part­
nerships with charitable causes throughout the 
country. Again, I am very proud to represent 
the State which led in this effort and commend 
Northeast Utilities and its able staff for their 
commitment to the Clean Air Act amendments 
and to their creative contribution to accom­
plishing its goals. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
64--FISCAL YEAR 1994 BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

HON. TOM LEWIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing again and again today how the Demo­
crat budget plan, which we are soon to vote 
upon, is going to reduce the deficit. There are 
even claims that spending will be reduced. 

On the same day, the same majority will ap­
prove a bill to increase the amount of money 
we can borrow by over $500 billion. 

If you think claiming spending reduction 
while asking for an increase in your credit limit 
is contradictory, you are right. 

Mr. Speaker, if the average American 
reaches the end of their credit limit, they can't 
simply vote to increase their balance. No, in 
the real world, they must stop spending. 

Unfortunately, this budget does not force re­
duced spending. No matter how you slice it, 
domestic discretionary spending will increase, 
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even if the promised spending cuts are put in 
place. History tells us they will not be, and this 
should be cause for great concern. 

We should all be disturbed that the report 
for this bill was only filed about 3 hours ago. 
A $1 112 trillion budget, and barely anyone has 
read it. So remember, even if somebody 
praises this plan, they probably haven't read 
the first line. 

Mr. Speaker, this plan is not a serious at­
tempt at deficit reduction, let alone an attempt 
to cut spending. Let's bring some reality to our 
budget process, just like the American people 
must do. 

TRIBUTE TO THE CUMMINGS 
CAVALIERS 

HON. HOWARD COBLE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 31, 1993 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, as we approach 
the eve of another baseball season, I would 
like to take just a moment to recognize a foot­
ball champion from my congressional district. 
On December 11, 1992, Hugh M. Cummings 
High School in Burlington, NC, captured the 
North Carolina 3-A high school football cham­
pionship. The Cummings Cavaliers defeated 
North Rowan 25--14 to win their third State 
football title in the past 5 years. 

On behalf of the residents of the Sixth Dis­
trict of North Carolina, we wish to congratulate 
everyone affiliated with this outstanding foot­
ball team. To quote the Greensboro, NC, 
News & Record, "Slumping at 7-2 and playing 
poorly, Cumming regrouped to make the play­
offs as the third and last team from the mid­
state conference. The Cavs then marched 
through five opponents to win the title." 

While he doesn't want to accept any of the 
accolades, head coach Dave Gutshall must 
receive some of the credit. He disagrees. He 
told the News & Record, "In October the 
coaching staff might have been frustrated and 
giving up on the players a little. From that 
point, it wasn't anything the coaches did. The 
kids were the ones who turned things ·around." 
If Coach Gutshall won't accept any of the 
credit, we will be glad to thank him for his ef­
forts and those of assistant coaches Dave 
Bennett, Peter Gilchrist, Steve Johnson, Frank 
Mensch, Ernest Moffitt, and Todd Staley. 
There were ably assisted by team doctor Jim 
Califf, trainer Mike Langone, and statistician 
Dwight Hall. 

As Coach Gutshall said, however, the play­
ers must receive most of the credit. After all, 
there were the ones who did it on the field. 
We congratulate Maurice Mebane, Darin 
Boseman, Sedrick Griffis, Corey Neal, 
Rakeem Felton, Chris Neal, Ron Moore, Er­
nest Tinnin, Kai Woods, Bert Gray, Freddie 
Parker, Ray Lee, Sean Snipes, Ryan Mensch, 
Mitch Simmons, Adrian Harvey, Jay Reid, 
Cleotis Robinson, Termaine Ross, Jeff Sutton, 
Rodney Graves, Johnny Gilchrist, Jeff Curry, 
Joey Holt, Lea Bigelow, Sequoya Borgman, 
Devon Walker, Tommy Holt, and Ronnie Jef­
fers. Special mention must go to wide receiver 
Maurice Mebane. He was a cowinner of North 
Carolina's high school football player of the 
year award given by the Associated Press. 
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From superintendent Joe Sinclair, to school 

principal Robert Logan, to every teacher, staff 
member, and student at Cummings, to all of 
the fans of the Cavaliers, we offer our con­
gratulations on another outstanding football 
season. The Sixth District is proud to be home 
to North Carolina's 3-A football champions­
the Cummings Cavaliers. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys­
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com­
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit­
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com­
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor­
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
April 1, 1993, may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

APRIL 2 
9:30 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Regulation and Government Information 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine how the 

Medicare program can improve its in­
formation system so that payments are 
made correctly. 

SD-342 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the 
American Battle Monuments Commis­
sion, Cemeterial Expenses (Army), Na­
tional Credit Union Administration, 
Selective Service System, Federal De­
posit Insurance Corporation, and Reso­
lution Trust Corporation. 

SD-138 
Appropriations 
Treasury, Postal Service, General Govern­

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the 
United States Postal Service, and the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms. 

SD-116 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings on the employment-un­
employment situation for March. 

SD-562 
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APRIL 20 

10:00 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on foreign policy, focus­
ing on budget requests for fiscal year 
1994. 

APRIL 21 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-419 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es­
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De­
partment of Transportation. 

SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings to examine the com­
petitiveness of the U.S. aerospace in­
dustry, and on S. 419, to provide for en­
hanced cooperation between the Fed­
eral Government and the United States 
commercial aircraft industry in aero­
nautical technology research, develop­
ment, and commercialization. 

SR-253 
2:00 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Mineral Resources Development and Pro­

duction Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the Report 

of the Kaho'olawe Island Conveyance 
Commission. 

SD-366 

APRIL 22 
9:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the Federal Election Commission. 

SR-301 
2:00 p.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the En­
vironmental Protection Agency. 

SD-106 
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Renewable Energy, Energy Efficiency, and 

Competitiveness Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on opportuni­

ties and barriers to commercialization 
of renewable energy and energy effi­
ciency technologies. 

SD-366 
APRIL 27 

9:30 a.m. 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine environ­
mental problems in the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

SD-342 
10:00 a .m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings on issues relating to 

health care fraud. 
SD-226 
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APRIL 29 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

-committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De­
partment of Housing and Urban Devel­
opment. 

SD-106 

MAY4 
2:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine foreign as­
sistance and U.S. international eco­
nomic and commercial interests. 

SD-138 

MAY6 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year· 1994 for the 
Commis3ion on National and Commu­
nity Service. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-192 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es­
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Fed­
eral Aviation Administration, focusing 
on procurement reform. 

SD-138 

MAYll 
2:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine foreign as­
sistance and U.S. foreign policy and se­
curity interestH. 

SD-138 

MAY13 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Fed­
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-106 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es­
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the U.S. 
Coast Guard, focusing on marine safe­
ty. 

SD-138 

MAY14 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
Office of Consumer Affairs, Consumer 
Information Center, Neighborhood Re-

March 31, 1993 
investment Corporation, Points of 
Light Foundation, Court of Veterans 
Affairs, and Office of Science Tech­
nology Policy. 

SD-192 

MAY18 
2:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine foreign as­
sistance and transnational issues, fo­
cusing on population, environment, 
health, narcotics, and anti-terrorism 
issues. 

SD-138 

MAY21 
9:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De­
partment of Housing and Urban Af­
fairs, and certain independent agencies. 

SD-138 

MAY25 
2:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on foreign assistance 
and the transition to democracy in the 
former Soviet Union and eastern Eu-
rope. 

SD-138 

MAY27 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De­
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-106 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es­
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Na­
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin­
istration, focusing on drunk driving. 

SD-138 

JUNES 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es­
timates for fiscal year 1994 for foreign 
assistance. 

SD-138 

JUNE 10 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub­

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es­

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Na­
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis­
tration. 

SH-216 
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