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

SENATE—Friday, August 19, 1994

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. BYRD].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will be led in prayer by the Sen-
ate Chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Richard
C. Halverson.

Dr. Halverson, please.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray:

In a moment of silent prayer, let us
remember retired Capitol Police Offi-
cer Raymond Dextradeur, who is very
ill at Andrews Hospital, and his family.

If any offend not in word, the same is
perfect * * * the tongue is a fire * * * and
setteth on fire the course of nature * * *
the tongue can mo one tame * * * —
James 3:2, 6, B.

Commit thy works unto the Lord, and
thy thoughts shall be established.—Prov-
erbs 16:3.

Eternal God, Lord of Heaven and
Earth, loving and gracious in all Thy
ways, may we heed this wisdom from
the Bible. Sometimes in the heat of de-
bate, especially under great pressure,
we say things which would be better
left unsaid. We know that words can be
destructive as well as constructive.
Under the pressure and tension of these
days, give to Your servants, the Sen-
ators, the wisdom of God in thinking
and speaking. Sensitize them to the
wise saying of King Solomon, the
wisest man who ever lived: *‘Commit
thy works unto the Lord, and thy
thoughts shall be established.”

Bless this House with love and grace,
mighty God, the Senators, their fami-
lies, and all the support staffs and their
families.

To the glory of God and for the bless-
ing of the Nation. Amen.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

(Legislative day of Thursday, August 18, 1994)

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 9:30 a.m. with Senators permitted to
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
RoTH] is recognized for not to exceed 5
minutes.

———

FAILURE TO PROTECT OUR
CHILDREN

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, a month
ago, I brought to the Senate’s atten-
tion a deplorable situation involving
allegations of child molestation and
the failure of two U.S. Government
agencies, the U.S. State Department
and the U.8. Justice Department, to
carry out their responsibilities to pro-
tect our children.

In 1991, the Department of Justice in-
dicted John Wetterer, a U.S. citizen, in
New York for mail fraud and interstate
transportation of stolen property for
allegedly raising money under false
pretenses for an orphanage he runs in
Guatemala. The indictment alleged,
among other things, that Mr. Wetterer
used his orphanage to, induce, entice
and persuade the boys to submit to his
sexual activities. A Federal investiga-
tor, in a sworn affidavit, asserted that
Mr. Wetterer regularly molests young
boys who reside at—the orphanage—
and on whose behalf he solicits chari-
table contributions in the United
States.

Despite knowing that Mr. Wetterer
was facing a Federal indictment for
sexually abusing young boys at his or-
phanage and despite knowing that the
Justice Department has been trying to
extradite him, somehow the American
Embassy in Guatemala, which we de-
pend upon to protect United States
citizens, placed at least one and per-
haps more American young people at
risk by placing them in the orphanage
run by Mr. Wetterer.

If the situation had stopped there, it
would be bad enough but, incredibly, it

gets worse. On February 28, 1994, an
American Foreign Service officer in
Guatemala wrote Mr. Wetterer a thank
you note on Embassy stationery. This
is the same Embassy that had been in-
volved in the efforts to extradite Mr.
Wetterer back to the United States to
face the charges against him.

I wrote to Attorney General Reno on
June 14, 1994, to find out whether the
Justice Department intended to fur-
ther pursue this matter after the Gua-
temalan Government denied our initial
extradition request. On August 15, 1994,
I received a reply from Assistant At-
torney General, Sheila Anthony, in
which she stated that the Department
of Justice, and I am quoting, ‘“does not
believe that it would be feasible to re-
submit another request to the Govern-
ment of Guatemala for Mr. Wetterer's
extradition at this time.” I found this
response astonishing because it appears
that no real serious effort was made to
pursue even the initial extradition re-
quest. Yesterday, I received another
letter. This one, from the Attorney
General, in which she states that
“‘every effort is being made, under my
personal supervision, to apprehend Mr.
Wetterer.” I trust that this most re-
cent letter states the true intent of the
Justice Department and the Attorney
General.

At my request, the State Depart-
ment’s inspector general launched an
investigation of this matter. I have not
yvet been able to receive a briefing on
the result of the inspector general's in-
vestigation, because, according to the
inspector general's office, the U.S. at-
torney in Brooklyn, NY is now review-
ing the results of the inspector gen-
eral’s investigation. However, accord-
ing to an article published in Newsday
on August 17, 1994, the inspector gen-
eral’s investigators discovered that
there have been 15 recent cases in
which Guatemalan courts initially de-
nied United States extradition re-
quests. In all of those cases, except
one, the United States Embassy ap-
pealed the decisions to a higher Guate-
malan court. The only case in which

@ This "bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor.
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our Embassy did not file such an ap-
peal was the Wetterer case. Let me re-
peat that: Of 15 recent cases in which
Guatemalan courts initially denied
United States extradition requests, the
Wetterer case was the only one that
the United States Government did not
appeal.

Why has the Wetterer case been
treated differently from other cases? I
would hope the Attorney General
would answer this question. Again, ac-
cording to Newsday, the IG's report
found that the United States Embassy
in Guatemala effectively sided with
Mr. Wetterer despite the very serious
charges pending against him. Appar-
ently there was a feeling that
Wetterer’s extradition would upset dip-
lomatic relations with Guatemala be-
cause Wetterer has friends in high
places in Guatemala.

If these reports are accurate, in my
view this administration failed miser-
ably in fulfilling its pledge to protect
children. Apparently, going easy on an
indicted child molester with friends in
high places to avoid upsetting a foreign
government was more important that
protecting American children and
bringing a fugitive to justice.

I have been trying for some time to
find out the facts of this case with lit-
tle cooperation, particularly from the
State Department—although I do be-
lieve that Department’s inspector gen-
eral has given this matter serious at-
tention. I wrote to Secretary of State
Warren Christopher back on March 9,
1994, and most recently, on June 14,
1994, asking to review cable traffic and
other documents to determine what ac-
tually happened in this matter. I have
vet to receive a written response from
the Secretary of State. One can only
wonder what is going on?

I am glad that Attorney General
Reno is giving this matter her personal
attention and I hope that the Sec-
retary of State does likewise. If there
is no movement on the Wetterer case I
expect to meet with the Attorney Gen-
eral. I have informed representatives
from both the State and Justice De-
partments that I expect some coordi-
nated action in this matter from these
two agencies, coordination that has ob-
viously been previously lacking. What
we have here is a situation wherein one
hand of the U.S. Government has in-
dicted Mr. Wetterer for sexually abus-
ing children and is seeking his extra-
dition, while the other hand is placing
American children under the care of
this man and writing him thank you
notes for his help. Whether through ig-
norance or arrogance, the State De-
partment’s actions in this case are rep-
rehensible, and made worse by its
stone-walling my efforts to get to the
bottom of this case. I intend to con-
tinue to pursue this matter, until I do
get to the bottom of it, in order to en-
sure that protecting children is a top
priority. As our Nation’s most valuable
resource, our children deserve no less.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of my correspondence
from the Justice Department and an
August 17, 1994 article from Newsday be
included in the RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, June 14, 1994.

Hon. JANET RENO,

Attorney General of the United States, U.S. De-
partment of Justice, Washington, DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO: I am writ-
ing to inquire about the status of a matter
involving the Department of Justice.

As you may know, John H. Wetterer., a
United States citizen currently residing in
Guatemala, has been indicted in the Eastern
District of New York (CR. No. 91-112) on mail
frand and interstate transportation of stolen
property charges in connection with his Gua-
temalan orphanage, Mi Casa. The indictment
alleges, among other things, that Mr.
Wetterer used his orphanage to *‘induce, en-
tice and persuade the boys to submit to his
sexual activities.” A federal investigator, in
a sworn affidavit, asserted that Wetterer
“regularly molests young boys who reside at
[his orphanage] and on whose behalf he solic-
its charitable contributions in the United
States."

I am aware that the Justice Department
has previously sought extradition of Mr.
Wetterer, but the Guatemalan government
has denied the extradition request.

However, I understand that subsequently a
superseding indictment has been returned
against Mr. Wetterer. In light of the addi-
tional evidence compiled in this case, I am
writing to inquire whether the Justice De-
partment has filed or intends to file another
extradition request regarding Mr. Wetterer.

I trust that this matter will be given your
immediate attention and I look forward to
hearing from you as soon as possible. Please
contact Stephen Levin of my staff at (202)
224-9157 regarding this matter.

Sincerely,
WiLLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,
Ranking Minority Member,
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations.
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, DC. August 18, 1994.

Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,

Ranking Minority Member, Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigation, Committee on
Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR RoTH: This is to supplement
a letter to you from Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Legislative Affairs Sheila Anthony,
dated August 15, 1994, regarding the potential
extradition of John H. Wetterer from Guate-
mala.

Please be assured that every effort is being
made, under my personal supervision, to ap-
prehend Mr. Wetterer. A team of senior De-
partment of Justice prosecutors has been
working with State Department personnel to
identify every potential option to return him
to the United States for prosecution. Al-
though Guatemalan law and procedure are
often unclear, we are striving to obtain the
very best factual and legal information from
reliable and authoritative sources, including
Guatemalan authorities and private Guate-
malan legal counsel retained to help rep-
resent the interest of the United States.

Although we are not in a position to sub-
mit a second request for extradition at this
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time, every effort is being made to assure
that justice is done in this case. I would be
happy to meet with you personally at any
time to discuss this matter further.
Sincerely,
JANET RENO.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC, August 15, 1994.

Hon. WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr.,

Ranking Minority Member, Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, Committee on
Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR RoTH: This responds to your
letter to the Attorney General, dated June
14, 1994, regarding whether the United States
Department of Justice intends to make a
second request to the Government of Guate-
mala for the extradition of John H. Wetterer.
The Department shares your concern over
this matter and we have looked into the pro-
cedural status of the case.

As you indicated, the Government of Gua-
temala denied the first request of the United
States for Mr. Wetterer's extradition. Unfor-
tunately, according to Guatemala authori-
ties, under the law of that country we cannot
re-submit an extradition request based on
the same charges. Moreover, subsequent to
the denial of this extradition request, the
Government of Guatemala apparently pros-
ecuted and acquitted Mr. Wetterer of charges
stemming from the United States Depart-
ment of Justice's original and supplemental
indictments against Mr. Wetterer. We under-
stand that it is virtually certain that the
Government of Guatemala would not extra-
dite Mr. Wetterer to the United States to be
prosecuted for crimes for which they believe
he has been acquitted. The Department of
Justice, therefore, does not believe that it
would be feasible to resubmit another re-
quest to the Government of Guatemala for
Mr. Wetterer's extradition at this time.

I hope this information is helpful. If the
Department of Justice can be of further as-
sistance with regard to this or any other
matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
SHEILA F. ANTHONY,
Assistant Attorney General.
[From Newsday, Aug. 17, 1994]

STATE DEPT.'S WETTERER PROBE—EMBASSY
SENT BOY TO MAN ACCUSSED OF MOLESTATION
(By Robert E. Kessler)

An internal State Department investiga-
tion has found that U.S. Embassy staffers in
Guatemala referred a homeless American
boy to an orphanage run by a former
Massapequa man alleged to have sexually
abused young boys, despite warnings that
the move could hurt efforts to extradite the
man,

“Oh no, that's [John] Wetterer’'s place,” an
embassy official, extradition officer James
Herman, told other diplomats in the embassy
last Christmas when informed of the plan,
according to several sources familiar with
the yet-to-be released report by the State
Department's office of Inspector General.

Herman was aware of the molestation alle-
gations against Wetterer, which stem from
his 1990 indictment on mail fraud charges for
allegedly raising money in the United States
ostensibly to help young boys at the Mi Casa
orphanage.

The boy has told investigators he was
treated well during his two months at the or-
phanage, sources said.

The placing of the boy in Mi Casa may
have hindered attempts by the United States
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to convince a reluctant Guatamalan govern-
ment to extradite Wetterer. It was one of a
series of actions during the past three years
by embassy officials that apparently blocked
active pursuit of the case. The 60-page report
was based on two dozen interviews in Guate-
mala and Washington conducted during the
past two months.

Despite the harsh tone of the State Depart-
ment report, it has not satisfied either Jus-
tice Department officials, who are consider-
ing convening a grand jury to investigate
possible obstruction of justice by embassy
staffers, or Sen. William Roth (R-Del.), who
has been critical of Clinton administration
efforts in various child protection and child
pornography cases.

“I urge Attorney General [Janet] Reno and
Secretary of State [Warren] Christopher to
become personally involved in this case,”
Roth said.

The embassy is depicted in the report as a
place in which diplomats, in effect, sided
with Wetterer despite the accusations, Sev-
eral reasons were given by embassy officials
interviewed in the report—personal [riend-
ships with Wetterer or doubts about the seri-
ousness of the allegations; the feeling that
extradition would upset diplomatic relations
with Guatemala; and lack of knowledge of
the allegations.

Wetterer. who left the United States in
1976 to begin running the orphanage, was in-
dicted in 1990. John MecDermott, a federal
postal inspector investigating the case, said
in court documents that Wetterer “regularly
molests young boys™ at the orphanage. The
allegations, which stem from interviews with
former orphanage residents now in the Unit-
ed States, occurred in Guatemala and thus
cannot be prosecuted as a crime here,

Roth, the ranking Republican on the Sen-
ate Investigations Committee, has been call-
ing for increased attempts to extradite
Wetterer. He said last week that the case
was another example of the Clinton adminis-
tration not being serious about child protec-
tion.

For their part, Justice Department offi-
cials, who have long complained the State
Department was not vigorous enough in at-
tempts to extradite Wetterer, were said to be
furious that the State Department would
question embassy personnel before Justice
agents had a chance to.

The Justice officials believe the guestion-
ing, which was done without consulting
them, might compromise a criminal inves-
tigation into whether embassy officials ob-
structed justice, according to sources famil-
far with the ongoing investigation. The Jus-
tice Department is planning to convene a
grand jury on Long Island to look into the
matter, the sources said.

State Department investigators in their
own report found that of the 15 recent cases
in which Guatemalan courts initially denied
U.S. extradition requests, Wetterer's was the
only case in which the embassy did not file
an appeal to a higher Guatemalan court.

When it came to placing the boy last
Christmas, Herman, the extradition official,
said the United States could not argue that
the man was a child molester after giving a
child into his care.

But he was overruled on the grounds that
the embassy could not find anyone else to
care for the boy temporarily. and that they
didn't believe Wetterer would dare harm a
child placed with him by the embassy, ac-
cording to officials quoted in the report.

The decision to house the boy was made by
personnel who had not read Wetterer's file
and assumed the molestation allegations
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were based on the testimony of witnesses
who were not credible, the report said.

The boy was in Mi Casa for two months be-
fore being placed in a foster home in Califor-
nia. Federal postal investigators questioned
the boy last month and he told them he had
been treated well, sources familiar with the
investigation said. Nancy Beck, a spokes-
woman for Christopher, said on Monday,
“The Department's Office of Inspector Gen-
eral has an ongoing investigation and cannot
comment further.”

Carl Stern, spokesman for Reno, said only
that the situation *is under review.”
Zachary Carter, the U.S. Attorney in Brook-
lyn, declined to comment. Lee McLenny,
spokesman for the embassy in Guatemala,
and John Duncan, counsel to the State De-
partment Inspector General, also declined to
comment citing the ongoing investigations,
as did federal prosecutors Julie Copeland and
Gary Brown, of Carter’s office, who are con-
ducting the investigation.

One of Wetterer's attorneys, Stanley Sha-
piro of Miller Place, said embassy personnel
or their spouses have been active as volun-
teers at Wetterer's orphanage because they
know the good work he does and don’t be-
lieve he is guilty of the charges.

But despite his client’s avowed innocence,
Shapiro said Wetterer had no intention of re-
turning voluntarily to this country to clear
his name. Shapiro said he doubted Wetterer
could get a fair trial because of the sensa-
tional nature of the charges and because
“the U.S. attormey could convict a ham
sandwich.”

U.S. officials familiar with the Guate-
malan political situation say that it would
take an extremely strong effort by the Unit-
ed States to get Wetterer extradited. The
State Department investigators concluded
that Wetterer has friends in high places in
Guatemala.

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI]
is recognized for not to exceed 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
for 10 minutes in morning business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears no ob-
jection. The Senator is recognized for
not to exceed 10 minutes.

HEALTH CARE AND THE DEFICIT

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, first,
I want to compliment the Presiding Of-
ficer, the President pro tempore. I lis-
tened to his speech regarding the
health care bill and I must say, as
usual, he puts his finger right on the
problem, and that is doing something
about the deficit.

In order to have any kind of health
care reform or any kind of reform in
this country that is going to really
mean something to the people, the def-
icit of the United States, of this great
Nation, has to be curbed. And as the
Presiding Officer pointed out, this
President is the first President, at
least in the 18 years that I have been
here, under which deficit growth has
actually gone down.

But, having said that, it is not
enough. And if we are going to take on
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this effort, that only this President, in
the 18 years that I have been here, is
even willing to address, it has to be
done primarily to reduce the deficit.
Health care is important to all of us. I
support some of the comprehensive
changes. But unless it makes a long-
term deficit reduction, I agree with the
Senator from West Virginia, and I no-
ticed that the Senator from Oregon had
pretty much the same to say following
Senator BYRD's remarks.

SUPPORT OF THE CRIME BILL
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, over
the past week, since the House of Rep-
resentatives turned its back on an
American public which supports the
crime bill, I have watched and listened
with amazement as opponents of the
bill have decried it as ‘‘pork-ridden”
and “soft” on crime. Often, I find my-
self wondering if they are talking
about the same bill that I helped pass
out of conference. Unfortunately, we
are now mired in a political game
where reality is obscured by rhetoric
and partisanship.

I recently saw a television commer-
cial which claimed that this bill will
release 10,000 criminals onto the streets
of America. It makes a great sound
bite, but the reality is that under the
safety valve provision, which Repub-
licans HENRY HYDE and BILL MCCOLLUM
supported in conference, the Bureau of
Prisons estimates that only **100 to 400
inmates who were sentenced under the
guidelines would be eligible for imme-
diate release from Federal custody.”
Furthermore, these nonviolent drug of-
fenders were convicted between 1989
and 1990 and have already served at
least 4 years in prison. So, some may
wonder how one side could claim only
400 will be affected, while the other
claims 10,000. Well, who would you
rather believe, the Bureau of Prisons or
the special interest groups, such as the
National Rifle Association, who spon-
sored this particular ad?

But this is only one example of the
misinformation which is currently
clouding the debate on the crime bill.

During my tenure in this body, I have
supported law enforcement. I will take
a back seat to no one and understand
law enforcement as well as anyone
here. And I am not here to support a
pork barrel bill that would allegedly
fight crime, but in reality does nothing
but hand out money and has no real ef-
fect on crime. My purpose today is to
attempt to add a little perspective to
this debate and to show my colleagues
who oppose it why they are out of step
with the American people. When the
facts are on the table, there is no le-
gitimate reason to vote against this
bill.

The hallmark of the bill is making
food on President Clinton's promise to
put 100,000 new police officers on the
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streets of America. This bill will do
that, but what does that mean to you
and me or to mainstream America?

These officers will engage in commu-
nity policing which is more than just
driving through your neighborhood
every couple of hours. Community po-
licing will build a bond between law en-
forcement and the law-abiding citizens
of this Nation. The police will be visi-
ble in the community, walking the
beat, developing relationships with
citizens and businesses. For my State
of Arizona, it means that Arizona is
guaranteed funding sufficient to hire
500 officers at $75,000 per officer. That
is 500 officers guaranteed. Further-
more, discretionary authority exists
which will allow Arizona to potentially
add an additional 1,000 officers. Arizona
could put as many as 1,500 new officers
on the street under this bill. People
should not be too quick to discount
this program. If this Nation is truly
going to get crime under control, we
must restore a strong sense of commu-
nity to the cities and towns throughout
this Nation. This program will help do
just that.

It would be impossible for this Con-
gress to pass a comprehensive crime
package without addressing the issue
of assault weapons and the violence
they generate everyday on the streets
of this Nation. Despite the fact that
the assault weapons ban has, in this
Congress, passed both the House and
the Senate and the American people
overwhelmingly support it, those who
oppose this bill want it watered down.

The opposition to this bill is not
about pork. It is guns. The National
Rifle Association and other second-
amendment organizations do not want
any restrictions at all on these violent
weapons.

The measure, which bans 19 assault
weapons and copycat models, does not
eliminate the right of honest, law-abid-
ing citizens to purchase guns for pro-
tection, hunting, or recreational ac-
tivities. It is a limited ban, affecting
only those weapons designed for mass
destruction. These weapons were very
carefully selected after tracking weap-
ons that are used in violent crimes in
America. How many innocent people
have to die before the will of the people
is allowed to prevail? Those who con-
tinue to argue about this provision
should muster the courage to put the
American people ahead of the special
interests and support this ban.

This legislation will also result in
tougher penalties for violent offenders.
The three-strikes-and-you're-out provi-
sion will take violent predator crimi-
nals off the streets and keep them in
prison where they belong. The bill pro-
vides stiff penalties for violent and
drug-related crimes committed by
gangs. It triples the penalty for crimi-
nals who use children to deal drugs
near schools and playgrounds. It in-
cludes penalties for over 70 criminal of-
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fenses, dealing mostly with violent
crimes, drug trafficking, and gun-relat-
ed offenses, including drive-by
shootings, aggravated sexual abuse,
gun smuggling, and crimes against the
elderly.

This hardly sounds soft on crime to
me. But for those who are unconvinced,
there is more. This bill provides over
$13 billion for State law enforcement. I
have already discussed the nearly $9
billion for cops on the beat, but the bill
provides an additional $245 million for
rural law enforcement. The citizens of
Arizona can attest to the fact that
crime does not just occur in the cities.
It is in the rural communities as well.

Beyond the enormous contribution to
the States, this bill provides $2.6 bil-
lion to enhance Federal law enforce-
ment, including $1 billion dollars to
INS and the Border Patrol, which will
be essential to solving many of the
problems which currently plague this
Nation’s borders, including Arizona’s
southern border. In addition, the FBI,
DEA, Treasury Department, and De-
partment of Justice receive over a bil-
lion dollars so they can confront crime
on the Federal level and do more about
it.

This bill is not soft on crime. It is a
bill which is committed to providing
law enforcement with the resources
they need to fight the war on crime.
The men and women of American law
enforcement are second to none in
their commitment to the people of this
country. Each day they go to the
streets to make them safer for all of
us. They repeatedly put themselves in
harm's way. They deserve our respect
and our commitment to helping them
complete their difficult task. This bill
does that. If you do not think we
should support law enforcement, then
you should vote against the bill. This
is a pro-law-enforcement bill.

Throughout my career, I have sup-
ported law enforcement. I have also
supported prevention. We know they go
hand in hand.

Having said that, I want to take ex-
ception to those Members who, all of a
sudden, are labeling every single pre-
vention measure in this bill as “pork.”
It is unconscionable to do so, and again
the facts bear me out. More than $7 out
of every $10 in the crime conference re-
port goes to police, prisons, and law en-
forcement.

This bill provides over $6 billion in
grant money to build prisons and boot
camps. Furthermore, money is avail-
able to those States who make the
commitment to ‘‘truth in sentencing”
standards which require criminals to
serve at least 85 percent of their sen-
tences. The American people have a
right to believe that criminals will
serve their sentences, and this bill
makes it a reality. An additional $1.8
billion will go to the States to reim-
burse them for incarceration of un-
documented criminal aliens. This will
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be a tremendous benefit to my home
State of Arizona as well as other
States facing this enormous burden.

I have long advocated tougher pen-
alties and building more prisons, but
no one in this body should be fooled
into believing that we can simply em-
bark on a policy where all we do is
build prisons. It simply will not work.
It may make for great speeches in a
touch election year, but it cannot be
the only principle guiding our battle
with crime. Even law enforcement or-
ganizations, including the Fraternal
Order of Police, the National District
Attorneys Association, and the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Police, sup-
port the prevention programs in this
bill. Do the opponents of this bill sug-
gest that the police and DA’'s are soft
on crime?

These law-and-order groups cite pre-
vention as being essential to develop-
ing a long-term strategy for crime.

I commend Chairman BIDEN and oth-
ers who fought so hard to get these pro-
grams in the bill. They are important.

Let us look closely at the alleged
pork. There is $1.8 billion for the Vio-
lence Against Women Act, so that
women can live free of the fear of as-
sault and domestic violence; who does
not want to vote for that? If that was
put on the floor here today, I daresay
it would get 75 or maybe the entire 100
percent support of the Senate.

There is $630 million so schools can
provide children with an after school,
weekend and summer safe haven pro-
grams to keep them off the streets and
out of gangs; $1.3 billion goes to estab-
lishing drug courts which will expose
an additional 600,000 nonviolent drug
offenders to court-supervised drug
treatment programs. What do these
drug programs do? Now drug offenders
either go to jail or they are back on
the street on parole or probation.
These courts require you to do certain
things. First, you have to stay in
school; second, if you have a job you
have to keep your job; if you do not
have a job, you have to go to job train-
ing and; third, if you fail to do any of
those things you go to jail. That is
known as a diversion program. It
works, and it is an important program
and the police of this country support
it and this body has supported it in the
past.

There are many more programs
aimed at keeping youth out of trouble.
One that is put down all the time is
midnight basketball. It is said this
does not work. Opponents ridicule the
program and say the youth should,
“Pick up a book instead of a basket-
ball.”” We know kids do not want to go
to school all the time. We know that
when they are out of school they hang
out in the neighborhoods and we know
that often breeds trouble. So midnight
basketball gives them something to do.
And they do not just play basketball.
They get counseling, they have to be in
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school, they have to be responsible or
they cannot be in the league. Those
who break the law must bear personal
responsibility for their actions and this
bill holds them accountable. But for
those millions of youths who have not
broken the law, but have very few con-
structive influences on their lives,
many of these programs will provide
them with the means to ensure that
they never cross that line and end up
in the criminal justice system.

One such program which I am very
familiar with is the GREAT Program,
the Gang Resistance Education And
Training Program. It is a structured,
school-based program implemented in
areas where gang activity exists or is
emerging. The program focuses on stu-
dents in the seventh and eighth grade.
It teaches them to set goals, and to de-
velop self-esteem, and self-respect.
There is a law enforcement officer in
the classroom teaching this. The law
enforcement officer is put through
training in these important areas. The
program started in Phoenix, AZ. It has
reached over 100,000 at risk youths and
is a very popular and successful pro-
gram. I am pleased to see it included in
the conference report.

There are many other prevention
programs in this bill. I do not know if
they all will be a success, but to me
they are good programs. President
Clinton has challenged us to address
the issue of crime. Senator BIDEN and
Representative BROOKS, the chairmen
of the committees in the House and
Senate that ushered this bill through
conference, deserve our thanks. And
they have brought us a bill that meets
the President’s challenge.

It is a bill that I think is worthwhile
and I hope we can pass the bill once the
House gets through with their shenani-
gans and I hope we will not have any
obstruction in this body.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the Bureau of
Prisons regarding the number of people
eligible for release under the safety
valve program that I mentioned ear-
lier, as well as a letter to the Attorney
General, Janet Reno, lending support
for this safety valve, which was signed
by seven of the House conferees to this
bill, be printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
FEDERAL BUREAU OF PRISONS,
Washington, DC, August 15, 1994.
Hon, JosEPH R. BIDEN, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Bureau of Pris-
ons has attempted to estimate the number of
inmates who would be eligible for immediate
release from Federal custody as a result of
the pending Crime Bill provision that would
allow a safety valve for low level offenders
who received a mandatory minimum sen-
tence for a drug offense and who would meet
statutory exclusion criteria.

We used May 1994 U.S. Sentencing Commis-
sion (USSC) data showing the number of de-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

fendants who were sentenced in fiscal years
1989, 1990, 1991, 1992 and 1993 and who met cri-
teria which approximate those in the draft
Conference Report for the safety valve provi-
sion. The criteria included in the USSC as-
sessment covered defendants who were con-
victed under a mandatory minimum statute,
received a Criminal History Category 1, re-
ceived an acceptance of responsibility ad-
justment, had no aggravating role in the of-
fense, had no dangerous weapon during the
offense, and had no death or serious injury
result from the offense.

If the safety valve provision of the Crime
Bill is enacted in a retroactive fashion, we
estimate that 100 to 400 inmates who were
sentenced under the Guidelines would be eli-
gible for immediate release from Federal
custody. The reason there are so few Guide-
line-sentenced inmates who would retro-
actively qualify for the safety valve is that
to be eligible now, offenders would have been
convicted in earlier years, 1989, 1990. The
safety valve requires that defendants be re-
sentenced under the sentencing guidelines,
which in most cases will require the offender
to have served four years or more. Only of-
fenders convicted in earlier years—1989 and
1990—would have served that amount of
time.

Of course, it will take considerable time
for motions to be filed and considered by the
courts, hearings to be held and new sen-
tences to be imposed, Therefore, the impact
of the safety valve on this population will
take effect over several months at a mini-
mum.

Please keep in mind that the numbers pro-
vided here are only estimates, which depend
upon not only the accuracy of USSC or Bu-
reau of Prisons data in approximating safety
valve criteria but also the eventual deter-
mination by The Courts of the appropriate
Guidelines sentence.

I hope this information is useful in your
conference committee deliberations.

Sincerely,
KATHLEEN M. HAWK,
Director.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 9, 1994.
Hon. JANET RENO,
Attorney General of the United States, U.S. De-
partment of Justice, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM ATTORNEY GENERAL: One im-
portant issue we face as conferees on the
crime bill is the so-called “safety valve' to
certain mandatory minimum sentencing
laws. We strongly favor the House version of
the safety valve, including the provision en-
suring its retroactive application to pris-
oners already serving their sentences.

We have heard that the Department also
favors the House version, except that it may
be undecided with regard to the retroactivity
provision. We are writing to urge you in the
strongest terms to support the House version
in its entirety.

We have heard and reject arguments that
it sets a bad precedent for the Congress to
make retroactive changes in sentencing pol-
icy. To the contrary, prior Congressional ac-
tion serves as ample precedent for the safety
valve's retroactive application. For example,
in 1974 Congress passed P.L. 93-481, which
amended the Comprehensive Drug Abuse
Prevention and Control Act of 1970, and
which made certain changes in parole retro-
actively applicable to those serving manda-
tory minimum sentences. The report of the
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce specifically stated that “‘the in-
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terests of criminal justice will best be served
if the rehabilitative aspects of the 1970 Act
encompass all convicted narcotics offenders,
regardless of the date on which they were
sentenced.”

We have also heard statements from some
Department officials that the prisoners eligi-
ble for retroactive application of the safety
valve number somewhere between 16,000 to
20,000. These figures are clearly inflated and
incorrect. The Sentencing Commission esti-
mates that, if the Commission does not
change its current guidelines, retroactive ap-
plication would definitely affect no more
than 1600 prisoners, with another 3400 pos-
sibly affected. Even if the Commission does
amend its guidelines by a two-level reduc-
tion in offense levels, only 5000 prisoners
would definitely be affected, and another 2050
would possibly be affected.

Finally, of course, retroactive sentence
modification is not automatic; prisoners
definitely or possibly affected will not nec-
essarily be granted such a modification.
Modification is permitted only in two cir-
cumstances, First, the prisoner must dem-
onstrate to the court that he or she meets
the bill’s criteria for prospective application
as well as the specific additional require-
ment of good behavior while in prison. Sec-
ond, the court must further determine that
modification of the prisoner's sentence is ap-
propriate. The Sentencing Commission is of
course authorized to issue any statements it
deems necessary to help the courts imple-
ment this section.

We strongly believe that the same prin-
ciples that applied in 1974 apply today. Fair-
ness, and the interests of the criminal jus-
tice system generally, dictate that those
currently serving mandatory minimum sen-
tences who would meet the narrow criteria
set forth in the safety valve be considered for
resentencing under the safety valve provi-
sions. Moreover, the same policy consider-
ations that underlay the safety valve's pro-
spective application—to ensure that our lim-
ited and costly prison space is not taken up
by low-level non-violent drug offenders with
no significant criminal history who do not
belong there—apply with equal force to simi-
larly situated individuals already in prison.

We urge you to support the House safety
valve provision in its entirely, including its
retroactive application.

Sincerely,
DON EDWARDS,
JOHN CONYERS,
MIKE SYNAR,
CHARLES E, SCHUMER,
HENRY HYDE,
BILL McCOLLUM,
WiLLiAM J. HUGHES.

THE EFFECTS OF THE CRIME BILL IN ARIZONA

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, much
of the talk about the crime bill centers
on what it will do for the Nation. It
will hire us 100,000 police officers and
supply billions of dollars for courts and
prisons and programs to steer young

people away from crime.

However, Mr. President, I think we
obscure our point in waxing eloguent
about what the Nation gets from the
crime bill. Granted, Americans are
worried about crime—there is no ques-
tion about that. But Americans do not
care if some city clear across the coun-
try has a few more cops. Americans
want more police officers in their
State, their city, protecting their
neighborhood from the criminal ele-
ment.
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Thus, I want to take a moment and
spell out for the State of Arizona—
which I proudly represent—what, ex-
actly, this crime bill will bring home.

It guarantees Arizona the funds for
hiring at least 500 additional police of-
ficers. But it does not stop there.

There would be an additional $6.5 bil-
lion in discretionary funds available
for the implementation of community
policing programs. This money would
be available to States on a discre-
tionary basis and could result in Ari-
zona adding an additional 1,000 officers
beyond the already guaranteed 500.

But what, exactly, does that mean
for our State?

It means that instead of becoming in-
volved when someone has already been
robbed or attacked or raped, our police
officers would practice ‘‘community
policing,” building a bond between the
law enforcement and the law abiding
citizens of a community. They would
be visible in our communities, walking
the beat, developing relationships with
the citizens and businesses. Special
training will help them to become an
even more integral part of our neigh-
borhoods, our daily lives, in essence be-
coming partners with us in combating
and preventing crime.

The crime bill would give Arizona ac-
cess to another $44 million in grants to
build prisons. That includes boot-camp
prisons designed to correct—through
military-style boot-camp discipline—
the behavior of young people who have
strayed onto a criminal path, but who
still could be convinced to lead a pro-
ductive, law-abiding life.

There would be yet another esti-
mated $30 million made available to
Arizona if it meets the truth in sen-
tencing reguirement that violent of-
fenders serve at least 85 percent of
their sentences.

This crime bill would give Arizona
law enforcement agencies and courts
access to funding for drug court pro-
grams, where drug abuse treatment is
supported through drug testing and
certain punishment for nonviolent drug
offenders currently on probation.

Federal money would be available to
Arizona for criminal record systems,
communications equipment and DNA
testing to positively link criminals to
their crimes.

And last, but certainly not least, Ari-
zona would get $6.4 million for drug
and crime enforcement in rural areas.
Considering that Arizona is largely a
rural State, these funds are crucial—
large cities are not the only ones with
drug and crime problems.

Mr. President, by pointing out what
Arizona would get from this crime bill,
my intention is to separate one tree
from the forest, so to speak, and show
what the crime bill means when it hits
home. It gets confusing to look at the
whole crime bill package and deter-
mine what it means for you; when you
look at the whole forest, it is hard to
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make out just one tree. But I think
when the people of Arizona know how
crime affects them and when they
know how this crime bill will directly
benefit Arizona—their cities and their
lives—they will understand why it is
important to support it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from lowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is
recognized for not to exceed 5 minutes.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to extend morning
business so I can speak for a maximum
of 10 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears no ob-
jection. Accordingly, morning business
is extended for 10 minutes during which
time the distinguished Senator from
Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] is recognized.

COMPLIMENTING THE PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, be-
fore I speak on the subject the Senator
from Arizona spoke on, I would like to
compliment the President pro tempore
for his speech last night. I was in my
office. I had a chance to listen to your
speech, asking us to be cautious in our
approach to the legislation before this
Senate on health care reform.

I think it was a very commonsense
approach. You asked us to take a re-
ality check. I hope in the process of our
taking that reality check, we look
back, and when we do something and
do it right, we look back at your
speech as being a key point, where you
prevented Congress from setting out on
a major blunder, as we have the capa-
bility of sometimes doing.

So I thank you for what you said yes-
terday and I think your prestige in this
body will cause all of us to be a little
more cautious as a result.

——

THE CRIME CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
whatever the House does, I doubt the
Senate is going to approve anything
like the current crime conference re-
port because it falls short of the
public's expectations for a tough crime
bill.

We in the Senate passed a tough
crime bill last November, and it was
paid for. The bill was so tough that the
ACLU issued a lengthy paper criticiz-
ing numerous provisions. When we got
to conference, most of those provisions
disappeared. And a whole range of so-
cial spending, far beyond the relatively
small amount that had been included
as a necessary compromise in the Sen-
ate bill, was included.

I was a conferee. And 1 offered
amendments on more efficient police
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funding, on prisoner litigation, and on
mandatory sentencing for selling drugs
to minors. These were voted down. Vir-
tually all Republican amendments
were scrapped. The whole sorry spec-
tacle was like something out of “Casa-
blanca.”

There is that scene where the au-
thorities drag Peter Lorre out of Rick's
cafe to a certain death. As he leaves,
Lorre asks Bogart, “You despise me,
don’t you, Rick?" and Bogart responds,
“If I ever gave you a thought, I prob-
ably would.”

We Republicans in that conference
would have been despised, if only the
folks on the other side of the aisle and
the other side of the Capitol had given
us a thought. The ACLU was clearly
not despised. Our tough provisions
came out, even if that meant disregard-
ing motions to instruct that this body
passed.

And the pork was crammed in, in-
cluding the $10 million for a university
in the House chairman’s district. Not
only did nobody ask Republicans their
opinion on that issue, they did not
even inform any of us that it was an
issue.

When my colleagues look at this bill,
I hope they will not mistake the pack-
aging for the package.

The labels say that there is $7.3 bil-
lion for prevention. No so. The drug
court money is for social programs.
The prison money is largely social
spending. There is no requirement that
any of the supposed $8.3 billion be
spent to build prisons. It can be used
for drug diversion programs and for
freeing up existing cells, as prisoners
are shifted to halfway houses.

The money can be used for jobs pro-
grams, even though Vice President
GORE thinks there are too many unco-
ordinated jobs programs now. It is sim-
ply not $8.3 billion to build and operate
prisons. And the Senate funding for
truth in sentencing—that criminals
serve their real sentence rather than be
paroled—was weakened.

Moreover, the funding formula per-
mits large amounts to be distributed at
the whim of the Attorney General,
probably to important political States,
as were the recent policing grants. My
State of Iowa will never get its fair
share of this money in this new bill.

Contrary to recent suggestions, the
social programs are not Republican
ideas.

President Bush's comments about
midnight basketball have been guoted.
But these quotes by President Bush
have not been understood. When Presi-
dent Bush praised midnight basketball,
he praised a point of light. It was a pri-
vate program based on voluntary ef-
fort. It showed what local people could
do themselves. But some people think
that the only good program is a Fed-
eral program, not a private one.

That is how we wound up with a $33
billion conference report with the
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amount of deficit spending roughly
equal to the amount of actual social
spending.

Real prevention programs are pris-
ons. Keeping prisoners in jails saves
lives. History and common sense show
that. The second best approach is to
teach children values.

But the prevention programs contain
language prohibiting the money from
being used for sectarian instruction. So
the money can go for dancing, self-es-
teem, and condom distribution. But if
any religious organization tries to
teach children the Ten Command-
ments, well, forget it. The American
people's hard-earned tax dollars are a
terrible thing to waste on pork barrel
social programs.

The bill is indeed too expensive. I of-
fered an amendment to cut waste from
the policing money. Whatever the true
number of police the bill would put on
the streets, my amendment would have
hired just as many at a savings of $1.6
billion. I wanted to cut the unneces-
sary administrative expenses from the
program. Localities have had cops on
the beat before.

Teaching localities community polic-
ing is not like teaching nuclear phys-
ics. There are materials, and enough
money remained for training videos
and the like. It is also worth mention-
ing that the conference report allows
the police money to be used not exclu-
sively for hiring, but for overtime and
even for buying police guns.

One of the worst provisions of the bill
is the retroactive repeal of mandatory
minimum sentences. Let us get the
facts straight on this issue. The Ad-
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts
estimates that as many as 10,000 crimi-
nals will be able to challenge their sen-
tences under this provision. The Senate
version was not retroactive.

It applied only to persons with no
prior criminal history. It imposed
extra penalties on those receiving the
lessened penalty if they committed a
second offense. And it applied only to
very low-level drug offenders.

The conference report would allow
some prisoners with a prior criminal
record to avoid mandatory minimums.

And it would permit people who at-
tempted or conspired to distribute
drugs to avoid mandatory minimums. I
think this sends the wrong message.
These offenders are vital links in the
chain of drug distribution in this coun-
try that leads to destruction and vio-
lence.

President Clinton wants this bill. He
says he ran for President to enact this
bill. Not that I recall; I remember that
he ran to give middle-class Americans
a tax break. Now, he sees a parade and
wants to be the drum major at the
front. This conference report will fail
because it is not tough enough.

We are willing to work with the
President to create a true compromise
that toughens and economizes this con-
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ference report. Then we would pass a
bill that the American people want.
They want punishment, not pork.

I yield the floor.

RECOGNITION OF JEFF GOLDSTEIN

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I just
want to take a minute to recognize Jef-
frey D. Goldstein who is a presidential
management intern from the Defense
Logistics Agency on detail to our Com-
merce, Justice and State Subcommit-
tee. He has been serving with my staff
since February.

Jeff is a graduate of Cornell Univer-
sity and holds a masters degree in pub-
lic administration from the Maxwell
School at Syracuse University. He spe-
cialized in labor/management relations
and previously worked with a variety
of labor organizations.

During his tenure with us, Jeff was
responsible for the review of and mak-
ing recommendations for the Census
Bureau, Economic and Statistics Ad-
ministration, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, and the Federal
Trade Commission. Jeff was respon-
sible for keeping the numbers data
bases for the subcommittee and in
helping draft the committee bill and
report. He put in long hours and be-
came an integral member of my sub-
committee staff.

I recently learned that Jeff will be
leaving the Senate soon, to take a posi-
tion with the National Security Divi-
sion of the Office of Management and
Budget [OMB] in the Executive Office
of the President. He will be working on
pay and compensation policy.

Alice Rivlin is getting a real winner.
I know Jeff will continue to be a credit
to the professional civil service. On be-
half of all the subcommittee members,
I want to wish him the best.

ADMINISTRATION EFFORTS IN
THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is easy
to blame the current administration
for timber problems in the Pacific
Northwest—the White House has taken
a bold initiative where another admin-
istration turned its back. My col-
leagues forget that the timber prob-
lems in the Pacific Northwest began
during the Reagan years and cul-
minated during the Bush administra-
tion when sales stopped in 1991. Timber
sales resumed within a year of the
Clinton administration.

Under the Republican watch, the
Forest Service led the communities of
the Pacific Northwest off a cliff. It was
a shame. It was even more unfortunate
that President Bush refused to do any-
thing when the cut on public lands
dropped to almost nothing. I share peo-
ple’s frustration, but ask them to
blame the perpetrators if they are still
looking for someone to blame. Do not
blame the good people working hard to
fix the problem.
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Tom Tuchmann, White House Direc-
tor for Forest and Economic Develop-
ment, is one of the hard working people
who has dedicated himself to finding a
solution. He has compassion for the
rural lifestyles of forest dependent
communities, skill at bringing diverse
perspectives to the table, and a com-
mitment to making forest economics
work. He successfully strengthened
Vermont’'s forest economy when he
worked on my Agricultural Committee
staff, and he has devoted over 4 years
to resolving the problems of the North-
west.

It is unfortunate that one Senator
chooses to characterize this champion
of sustainable forest as one who de-
monizes timber workers and advocates
no logging. I regret that my colleague
continues to polarize the debate with
extreme and untruthful invectives.

The administration, including Mr.
Tuchmann, was dealt a bad hand in the
Pacific Northwest. 1 believe they are
doing an excellent job under dismal
circumstances. The region should not
expect a royal flush when President
Bush left only half a hand.

IS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
YOU BE THE JUDGE

Mr. HELMS, Mr. President, before we
ponder today’s bad news about the Fed-
eral debt, let us have a little pop quiz:
How many million dollars would you
say are in a trillion dollars? And when
you answer that, just remember that
Congress has run up a debt exceeding
$4'4 trillion dollars.

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness this past Thursday, August 18, the
Federal debt stood—down to the
penny—at $4,670,703,740,629.23 meaning
that every man, woman and child in
America owes $17,915.25 computed on a
per capita basis.

Mr. President, to answer the ques-
tion—how many million in a trillion?
There are a million million dollars in a
trillion dollars. I remind you, the Fed-
eral Government, thanks to the U.S.
Congress, owes more than $4% trillion.

THWARTING THE WILL OF THE
SENATE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak for 10 minutes
as if in morning business. I also ask
unanimous consent that my remarks
appear in the RECORD so as not to in-
terrupt the current debate.

Mr. President, I do not wish to inter-
rupt or delay the important and his-
toric debate on health care that this
body is currently engaged in. However,
a disturbing matter has been brought
to my attention that I believe deserves
immediate consideration by this body.
It involves a Federal agency’s success-
ful—albeit in bad faith—effort to
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thwart the will of this body by lobby-
ing members of an appropriations con-
ference to remove a unanimously
passed Senate amendment.

I am referring to actions taken over
the past couple of weeks by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. These actions were taken in re-
sponse to an amendment I offered to
the fiscal year 1995 VA-HUD and inde-
pendent agencies appropriations bill.

My amendment was a moderate,
thoughtful, and commonsense amend-
ment designed to prevent the distribu-
tion of any Federal housing benefits to
those individuals who are not lawfully
within the country.

I offered this amendment, in part, be-
cause HUD was doing nothing—I re-
peat, doing not a thing—to determine
the eligibility of alien applicants for
Federal housing benefits. It didn't mat-
ter that an individual may have en-
tered the country unlawfully. HUD was
not concerned. It did not matter that
an individual may have only been in
the country for the purpose of attend-
ing school. HUD would not ask ques-
tions. And, the practical result was
that untold amounts of Federal hous-
ing benefits ended up going to individ-
uals who were statutorily prohibited
from receiving such benefits. The best
way of describing HUD's approach to
dealing with the verification of alien
eligibility prior to distributing Federal
benefits was: We do not ask, we do not
tell.

It is important that this body realize
that HUD's successful efforts to thwart
the will of the Congress extends beyond
their midnight murder of my amend-
ment. That is why I feel so strongly
about speaking out on this issue now.

In 1980, Congress passed the Housing
and Community Development Act of
1980. Included in the act was section
214, a provision that limited alien eligi-
bility for specified housing assistance
to certain classes of aliens. When we
passed this provision we expected HUD
to draft and implement regulations fur-
ther codifying what was obviously
clear Congressional intent.

Well, 14 years and three administra-
tions later—and not coincidentally, on
the very day I offered my amendment—
HUD issued a proposed rule for section
214. That is right, Congress passed a
law in 1980 that said if your residency
status did not entitle you to Federal
housing benefits you were prohibited
from receiving them. And, it took the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment 14 years to implement regu-
lations covering this law. This bloated
bureaucracy took a simple rulemaking
process and turned it into a modern
day version of the Keystone Cops.

And then, when the Senate over-
whelmingly passed my amendment—
which only said that HUD had to take
reasonable action to verify the lawful
immigration status of all applicants—
HUD sent its flacks to Congress to cut
a seedy backroom deal.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Well, I stand here today to put HUD
on notice that they may have won the
battle but they are going to lose the
war. The American people—and this
Senator—will not stand silent anymore
while this agency flagrantly and will-
fully ignores the laws that are passed
by this body. There are sound policy
reasons why we have laws on our books
prohibiting the distribution of Housing
Benefits to individuals who are not
lawfully within this country. I know
this. This body knows this. And, the
American people know this. It is time
that the Department of Housing and
Urban Development also be educated of
this. Perhaps the best way to do this
may be to write HUD a large appropria-
tions but then not deliver a check.
That is essentially what they are doing
with this body.

Yesterday we spent a great deal of
time talking about sunshine in Govern-
ment. Members of both sides of the
aisle were in agreement that more sun-
shine on our dealings up here will
produce a health care bill that is more
satisfactory to all. Well, I think the
same axiom holds true with actions
taken by our agencies. Today, I am
putting HUD on notice that I intend to
put a little sunshine onto their activi-
ties. Perhaps it will end up shining on
places where the sun has not shined be-
fore, but that may be a good thing.

I intend to find out why this agency
has refused to follow the laws of the
land. I intend to review every piece of
legislation affecting this agency with
an eye towards ensuring that they are
following the law and not further wast-
ing taxpayer dollars. As a member of
the Appropriations Committee, I in-
tend to review all future HUD appro-
priations with a fine tooth comb. If
hearings are necessary, they will be
held. If investigations are in order,
they will be conducted. If money has
been misspent, it will be exposed. The
days of belligerent bureaucrats blindly
circumventing the will of this body are
now over.

Am I angry about HUD's assault on
my amendment? You bet I am. Should
other Members of this body be con-
cerned? I respectfully suggest that
they should.

My good friend from Maryland, the
distinguished chairwoman of the VA-
HUD Appropriations Subcommittee,
supported this amendment, and I know
that she tried to retain its inclusion
during conference. The message HUD is
sending this body in its actions follow-
ing passage of this measure is that it
does not care what the Senate says, it
will follow and uphold the laws that it
wants to. Mr. President, HUD can not
be allowed to engage in this type of
grocery shopping spree—arbitrarily
picking and choosing which laws it
wants to follow and which ones it does
not. To do so not only undermines the
intent of this body, it undermines the
authority of the Constitution. And,
that can not be tolerated.
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Mr. President, defenders of HUD will
wail loudly about the problems of im-
plementing a regulation governing the
restriction of housing benefits to those
not lawfully within the country. They
will tell you that the Federal law cov-
ering the restriction is too com-
plicated, or not clear enough, or may
involve sensitive issues of civil 1lib-
erties. Let the people judge. I ask
unanimous consent that this provision,
as it appears in title 42 section 1436a of
the United States Code, be printed in
the RECORD. Also, I ask unanimous
consent that an internal memorandum
from HUD, in which HUD authorities
announce that no residency questions
may be asked of any housing benefit
applicant, also be printed in the
RECORD immediately following the
printing of section 1436a.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. REID. I think this memo, even
though it was written in 1987, evidences
not only HUD's contravention of Fed-
eral law, but also its malfeasance—
some would say negligence—in the dis-
tribution of Federal benefits. It also
evidences why my modest amendment
was necessary.

Mr. President, I will conclude by
again telling the powers that be at
HUD that this Senator now has their
actions on his radar screen. All their
actions will be monitored closely. This
body will be made aware that of and
when they willfully distribute taxpayer
dollars to those not lawfully within
this country, and if and when they ca-
priciously refuse to enforce the laws of
the land, they will loudly and publicly
be called to task.

The issue of the immigration debate
is not about immigrant bashing, as
some would have us believe. It is about
the disgust that all of us feel when
laws are not enforced and individuals
flagrantly abuse the laxity of law en-
forcement. All we want is for people to
play by the rules.

I thank the Chair and yield back the
balance of my time.

EXHIBIT 1

EXCERPT FROM THE UNITED STATES CODE
§1436a. Restriction on use of assisted hous-

ing by non-resident aliens

(a) Conditions for assistance.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
may not make financial assistance available
for the benefit of any alien unless that alien
is a resident of the United States and is—

(1) an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence as an immigrant as defined by
sections 101(a)(15) and 101(a){20) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(15) and 8 U.S.C. 1101(a)20)), excluding,
among others, alien visitors, tourists, dip-
lomats, and students who enter the United
States temporarily with no intention of
abandoning their residence in a foreign coun-
try;

(2) an alien who entered the United States
prior to June 30, 1948, or such subsequent
date as is enacted by law, has continuously
maintained his or her residence in the Unit-
ed States since then, and is not ineligible for
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citizenship, but who is deemed to be lawfully
admitted for permanent residence as a result
of an exercise of discretion by the Attorney
General pursuant to section 249 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.5.C. 1259) [8
USCS §1259];

(3) an alien who is lawfully present in the
United States pursuant to an admission
under section 207 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) or pursuant to
the granting of asylum (which has not been
terminated) under section 208 of such Act (8
U.S.C. 1158);

(4) an alien who is lawfually present in the
United States as a result of an exercise of
discretion by the Attorney General for emer-
gent reasons or reasons deemed strictly in
the public interest pursuant to section
212(d)5) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(d)(5)):

(5) an alien who is lawfully present in the
United States as a result of the Attorney
General's withholding deportation pursuant
to section 243(h) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1253(h));

(6) an alien lawfully admitted for tem-
porary or permanent residence under section
245A of the Immigration and Nationality Act
[8 USCS §1255a].

(b) “Financial assistance” defined.—For
purposes of this section the term ‘‘financial
assistance™ means financial assistance made
available pursuant to the United States
Housing Act of 1937 [42 USCS §§1437 et seq.]
section 235 or 236 of the National Housing
Act [12 USCS §1715z or 17152-1], or section 101
of the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 1965.

(c) Preservation of families; students.—(1)
If, following completion of the applicable
hearing process, financial assistance for any
individual receiving such assistance on the
date of the enactment of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1887 [en-
acted Feb. 5, 1988] is to be terminated, the
public housing agency or other local govern-
mental entity involved (in the case of public
housing or assistance under section 8 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 [42 USCS
§1437f]) or the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development (in the case of any other
financial assistance) may, in its discretion,
take one of the following actions:

(A) Permit the continued provision of fi-
nancial assistance, if necessary to avoid the
division of a family in which the head of
household or spouse is a citizen of the United
States, a national of the United States, or an
alien resident of the United States described
in any of paragraphs (1) through (6) of sub-
section (a). For purposes of this paragraph,
the term “‘family’ means a head of house-
hold, any spouse, any parents of the head of
household, any parents of the spouse, and
any children of the head of household or
spouse.

(B) Defer the termination of financial as-
sistance, if necessary to permit the orderly
transition of the individual and any family
members involved to other affordable hous-
ing. Any deferral under this subparagraph
shall be for a 6-month period and may be re-
newed by the public housing agency or other
entity involved for an aggregate period of 3
years. At the beginning of each deferral pe-
riod, the public housing agency or other en-
tity involved shall inform the individual and
family members of their ineligibility for fi-
nancial assistance and offer them other as-
sistance in finding other affordable housing.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment may not make financial assist-
ance available for the benefit of—
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(A) any alien who—

(i) has a residence in a foreign country
that such alien has no intention of abandon-
ing;

(ii) is a bona fide student gqualified to pur-
sue a full course of study,; and

(iif) is admitted to the United States tem-
porarily and solely for purposes of pursuing
such a course of study at an established in-
stitution of learning or other recognized
place of study in the United States, particu-
larly designated by such alien and approved
by the Attorney General after consultation
with the Department of Education of the
United States, which institution or place of
study shall have agreed to report to the At-
torney General the termination of attend-
ance of each nonimmigrant student (and if
any such institution of learning or place of
study fails to make such reports promptly
the approval shall be withdrawn); and

(B) the alien spouse and minor children of
any alien described in subparagraph (A), if
accompanying such alien or following to join
such alien.

(d) CONDITIONS FOR PROVISION OF FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE FOR INDIVIDUALS.—The following
conditions apply with respect to financial as-
sistance being provided for the benefit of an
individual:

{1)(A) There must be a declaration in writ-
ing by the individual (or, in the case of an in-
dividual who is a child, by another on the in-
dividual's behalf), under penalty of perjury,
stating whether or not the individual is a
citizen or national of the United States, and,
if that individual is not a citizen or national
of the United States, that the individual is
in a satisfactory immigration status.

(B) In this subsection, the term ‘‘satisfac-
tory immigration status” means an immi-
gration status which does not make the indi-
vidual ineligible for financial assistance.

(2) If such an individual is not a citizen or
national of the United States, is not 62 years
of age or older, and is receiving financial as-
sistance on the date of the enactment of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1987 [enacted Feb. 5, 1988], there must be pre-
sented either—

(A) alien registration documentation or
other proof of immigration registration from
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
that contains the individual's alien admis-
sion number or alien file number (or num-
bers if the individual has more than one
number), or

(B) such other documents as the Secretary
determines constitutes reasonable evidence
indicating a satisfactory immigration sta-
tus.

(3) If the documentation described in para-
graph (2)(A) is presented, the Secretary shall
utilize the individual's alien file or alien ad-
mission number to verify with the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service the individ-
ual's immigration status through an auto-
mated or other system (designated by the
Service for use with States) that—

{A) utilizes the individual's name, file
number, admission number, or other means
permitting efficient verification, and

(B) protects the individual's privacy to the
maximum degree possible.

(4) In the case of such an individual who is
not a citizen or national of the United
States, is not 62 years of age or older, and is
receiving financial assistance on the date of
the enactment of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1987 [enacted Feb. 5,
1988], if, at the time of application or recer-
tification for financial assistance, the state-
ment described in paragraph (1) is submitted
but the documentation required under para-
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graph (2) is not presented or if the docu-
mentation required under paragraph (2)A) is
presented but such documentation is not
verified under paragraph (3)—

(A) the Secretary—

(i) shall provide a reasonable opportunity
to submit to the Secretary evidence indicat-
ing a satisfactory immigration status, or to
appeal to the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service the verification determination
of the Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice under paragraph (3), and

(ii) may not delay, deny, reduce, or termi-
nate the individual's eligibility for financial
assistance on the basis of the individual's
immigration status until such a reasonable
opportunity has been provided; and

(B) if any documents or additional infor-
mation are submitted as evidence under sub-
paragraph (A), or if appeal is made to the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service with
respect to the verification determination of
the Service under paragraph (3)—

(i) the Secretary shall transmit to the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service photo-
static or other similar copies of such docu-
ments or additional information for official
verification,

(ii) pending such verification or appeal, the
Secretary may not delay, deny, reduce, or
terminate the individual's eligibility for fi-
nancial assistance on the basis of the indi-
vidual's immigration status, and

(iii) the Secretary shall not be liable for
the consequences of any action, delay, or
failure of the Service to conduct such ver-
ification.

(5) If the Secretary determines, after com-
plying with the requirements of paragraph
(4), that such an individual is not in a satis-
factory immigration status—

(A) the Secretary shall deny or terminate
the individual's eligibility for financial as-
sistance, and

(B) the applicable fair hearing process
shall be made available with respect to the
individual.

(6) For purposes of paragraph (5)(B), the ap-
plicable fair hearing process made available
with respect to any individual shall include
not less than the following procedural pro-
tections:

(A) The Secretary shall provide the indi-
vidual with written notice of the determina-
tion described in paragraph (5) and of the op-
portunity for a hearing with respect to the
determination.

(B) Upon timely request by the individual,
the Secretary shall provide a hearing before
an impartial hearing officer designated by
the Secretary, at which hearing the individ-
ual may produce evidence of a satisfactory
immigration status.

(C) The Secretary shall notify the individ-
ual in writing of the decision of the hearing
officer on the appeal of the determination in
a timely manner,

(D) Financial assistance may not be denied
or terminated under the completion of the
hearing process.

For purposes of this subsection, the term
“*Secretary’ means the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, a public housing
agency, or another entity that determines
the eligibility of an individual for financial
assistance.

(e) Regulatory actions against entities for
erroneous determinations regarding eligi-
bility based upon citizenship or immigration
status.—The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall not take any compliance,
disallowance, penalty, or other regulatory
action against, an entity with respect to any
error in the entity's determination to make
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an individual eligible for financial assistance
based on citizenship or immigration status—

(1) if the entity has provided such eligi-
bility based on a verification of satisfactory
immigration status by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service,

(2) because the entity, under subsection
(d)(4)(A)(ii) (or under any alternative system
for verifying immigration status with the
Immigration and Naturalization Service au-
thorized in the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-603)), was
required to provide a reasonable opportunity
to submit documentation.

(3) because the entity, under subsection
(d4)XB)ii) (or under any alternative system
for verifying immigration status with the
Immigration and Naturalization Service au-
thorized in the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-603)), was
required to wait for the response to the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service to the
entity's request for official verification of
the immigration status of the individual, or

(4) because of a fair process described in
subsection (d)}5)}B) (or provided for under
any alternative system for verifying immi-
gration status with the Immigration and
Naturalization Service authorized in the Im-
migration Reform and Control Act of 1986
(Public Law 99-603)).

(f) Verification system; liability of State
or local government agencies or officials;
prior consent agreements, court decrees or
court orders unaffected.—(1) Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, no agency or
official of a State or local government shall
have any liability for the design or imple-
mentation of the Federal verification system
described in subsection (d) if the implemen-
tation by the State or local agency or offi-
cial is in accordance with Federal rules and
regulations.

(2) The verification system of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
shall not supersede or affect any consent
agreement entered into or court decree or
court order entered prior to the date of the
enactment of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1987 [enacted Feb. 5,
1988].

(g) Reimbursement for costs of implemen-
tation.—The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development is authorized to pay to each
public housing agency or other entity an
amount equal to 100 percent of the costs in-
curred by the public housing agency or other
entity in implementing and operating an im-
migration status verification system under
subsection (d) or under any alternative sys-
tem for verifying immigration status with
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
authorized in the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-603)).

(Oct. 8, 1980, P.L. 96-399, Title II, §214, %4
Stat. 1637; Aug. 13, 1981, P.L. 97-35, Title III,
Subtitle A, Part 2, §329(a), 95 Stat. 408; Nov.
6, 1986, P.L. 99-603, Title I, Part C, §121(a)2),
100 Stat. 3386; Feb. 5, 1988, P.L. 100-242, Title
1. Subtitle B, §164(a)-(f)(1), 101 Stat. 1860.)
HISTORY; ANCILLARY LAWS AND DIRECTIVES

References in text:

“Section 101 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1965'°, referred to in this
section, is Act Aug. 10, 1965, P.L. 89-117, Title
I, §101, 79 Stat. 453. For full classification of
such section, consult USCS Tables volumes.

*The Immigration Reform and Control Act
of 1986 (Public Law 99-603)", referred to in
this section, is Act Nov. 6, 1986, P.L. 99-603,
100 Stat. 3359, which appears generally as 8
USCS §§1101 et seq. For full classification of
such Act, consult USCS Tables volumes.

Explanatory notes:
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This section was not enacted as part of Act
Sept. 1, 1937, which generally comprises this
chapter.

Amendments:

1981. Act Aug. 13, 1981 (effective 10/1/81, as
provided by §37l(a) of such Act, which ap-
pears as 12 USCS §3701 note) substituted this
section for one which read:

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development may not make financial assist-
ance available for the benefit of any non-
immigrant student-alien.

“(b) For purposes of this section—

**(1) the term ‘financial assistance' means
financial assistance inade available pursuant
to the United States Housing Act of 1937, sec-
tion 235 or 236 of the National Housing Act,
or section 101 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1965; and

**(2) the term ‘nonimmigrant student-alien’
means (A) an alien having a residence in a
foreign country which he or she has no inten-
tion of abandoning, who is a bona fide stu-
dent qualified to pursue a full course of
study and who is admitted to the United
States temporarily and solely for purpose of
pursuing such a course of study at an estab-
lished institution of learning or other recog-
nized place of study in the United States,
particularly designated by him or her and
approved by the Attorney General after con-
sultation with the Department of Education
of the United States, which institution or
place of study shall have agreed to report to
the Attorney General the termination of at-
tendance of each nonimmigrant student, and
if such institution of learning or place of
study fails to make reports promptly the ap-
proval shall be withdrawn, and (B) the alien
spouse and minor children of any such alien
if accompanying him or her or following to
join him or her."".

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
October 30, 1987.
Interim Instructions for Admission to or Oc-
cupancy of Assisted Housing Units: Citi-
zenship/Alien Status

1. Programs Affected.—These interim in-
structions are applicable to: Public Housing,;
Indian Housing; All Sections 23 Leased Hous-
ing Programs; Turnkey III; Section 8 Certifi-
cate and Housing Voucher Programs, Mod-
erate Rehabilitation Program; Rent Supple-
ment; Section 236, Section 8 New Construc-
tion and Substantial Rehabilitation.

2. Interim Instructions.—This Notice pro-
vides further guidance to Public Housing
Agencies and Indian Housing Authorities
(both referred to as PHAs) and housing own-
ers concerning inquiries about citizenship/
alien status of applicants and tenants.

Restrictions against providing housing as-
sistance to aliens—whether nonimmigrant
student-aliens or the subsequently disquali-
fied categories—derive from section 214 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.5.C. 1436a). On
November 21, 1986, HUD published a notice in
the Federal Register (51 FR-42088) indefi-
nitely deferring the effective date of the
Alien Rule published on April 1, 1986 to im-
plement section 214, as amended. That notice
also stated:

"It is the position of the Department that
the statutory prohibition on housing assist-
ance for illegal aliens, which is contained in
section 214 as amended by the 1986 immigra-
tion reform legislation, is not self-imple-
menting. Owners and PHAs may not take
any action to deny or terminate assistance
pursuant to section 214 before the effective
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date of a HUD regulation implementing this
statute.”

Because of the prohibition against enfore-
ing restrictions under section 214 owners and
PHAs may not deny or terminate program
participation to persons based on their sta-
tus as aliens (including nonimmigrant stu-
dent-aliens).

Previous notices to PHAs and housing own-
ers recited the reasons for delay in imple-
mentation of a rule restricting assistance to
aliens. Notice PIH 86-18 (July 31, 1986) indi-
cated that PHAs and housing owners were
not to require applicants or tenants to
produce documents regarding citizenship or
alien status before Septemnber 30, 1986. After
the November 21, 1986 Federal Register no-
tice indefinitely postponed the implementa-
tion of alien restrictions, HUD issued Notice
PIH 86-25 (November 24, 1986) to all PHAs and
HUD Field Offices, as well as memoranda
(December 1, 1986) from the Office of Housing
for routing to affected project owners. Those
documents stated that *. . . until further no-
tice, no steps may be taken to require fami-
lies to submit documents to show citizenship
or alien status.”

This Notice is intended to clarify that—be-
cause of the prohibition on requiring docu-
mentation and denying or terminating as-
sistance on the basis of alien status—until a
new rule becomes effective, PHAs and hous-
ing owners must refrain from inquiring as to
citizenship or alien status of applicants and
family members in connection with selection
for admission, or for the purpose of deter-
mining eligibility for continued assistance
under these programs.

This clarification concerning alien status
also applies to students who might be classi-
fied as nonimmigrant student-aliens, as well
as to other applicants and assisted families.
Any previous instruction prohibiting assist-
ance to nonimmigrant student-aliens cur-
rently is inapplicable.

Further regulations will be issued before
prohibitions on assistance based on citizen-
ship or alien status are implemented.

JaMms E. BAUGH,

General Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary for
Public and Indian
Housing.

Assistant Secretary for
Housing-Federal
Housing Commis-
sioner.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
want to set the record straight regard-
ing my vote in support of the fiscal
year 1995 Commerce, State, and Justice
conference report. While I strongly
support the conference report's in-
creased funding for the Justice Depart-
ment’s crime fighting activities, I op-
pose the amount of funding provided to
pay for the U.S. share of the U.N.
peacekeeping assessment.

At present, the United States pays
over 30 percent of the United Nations
peacekeeping bill. The Clinton admin-
istration is trying to reduce our share
of these costs to 25 percent and I
strongly support this effort. In addi-
tion, I believe that the United Nations
does not give the United States credit
for a variety of activities we contribute
in support of U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations, humanitarian missions, and Se-
curity Council resolutions. Earlier this
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year, the Congress approved a $1.2 bil-
lion supplemental appropriations bill
to cover these ‘“‘donated" costs to the
United Nations. I believe that our rep-
resentatives at the United Nations
ought to seek approval of a formula
that would credit countries, like the
United States, that voluntarily con-
tribute military forces and services to
U.N. operations.

Under the current U.N. process, we
must put our forces under U.N. com-
mand if we want to be reimbursed for
our participation in U.N. operations. I
think the current reimbursement proc-
ess at the United Nations puts the
United States in the unpleasant situa-
tion of paying for everything ourselves
or putting our troops under U.N. com-
mand. Given the acknowledged weak-
nesses in the U.N. command and con-
trol infrastructure, I strongly oppose
any effort to put U.S. troops under
U.N. command. In light of this situa-
tion, I believe we need to press the
United Nations to alter its reimburse-
ment policies so that the United States
can participate in peacekeeping oper-
ations without having to make the
choice of passing the total bill to the
American taxpayers or putting our
troops under U.N. commanders.

Mr. President, I wanted to make this
clarification and I yield the floor.

THE ISSUE OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to
register my strong concern regarding
the position to be taken by the Clinton
administration at next week’s meeting
in Geneva of the International Nego-
tiating Committee for a Framework
Convention on Climate Change, or
“INC' as it is known.

At the last INC meeting in February,
the U.S. delegation flatly announced
that the commitments contained in the
Climate Change Treaty were inad-
equate. In fact, the treaty a that point
had not even entered into force. Now I
ask you: how is it possible to make an
informed judgment about the adequacy
of a treaty whose terms have not yet
even taken hold?

Of further concern is the fact that
the Climate Change Treaty already
outlines a process for considering the
adequacy issue, a process which the
Clinton administration seems intent on
circumventing. Under the treaty, rati-
fying countries are required to review
the document’'s adequacy at their first
official session in March 1995 in Berlin.

The review is to be carried out “in
light of the best available scientific in-
formation and assessment on climate
change and its impacts, as well as rel-
evant technical, social and economic
data.” While I fully support the con-
cept that public policy should be based
on a firm scientific foundation, I un-
derstand the next full scientific assess-
ment of climate change is not due until
late 1995. Moreover, I understand much
of the data gathered on climate change
since the last scientific assessment in
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1992 does not support the notion that
changes are necessary.

Notwithstanding these concerns, the
U.S. delegation appears to be on the
verge of beginning work on a protocol,
amendment, or political declaration at
next week’'s INC meeting. As under
Secretary of State and former Senator
Tim Wirth said recently, ‘““As a first
priority for the future, we need to set
an aim that can guide our efforts for
the initial period after the year 2000."’

Likewise, Assistant Secretary of
State Wendy Sherman said recently,

If work is not done at the INC meetings in
August and next February, it seems unlikely
that the conference of the parties [next
March in Berlin] will be able to achieve
meaningful results.

I am concerned such ‘‘meaningful re-
sults' might include support for na-
tions like Germany and the Nether-
lands which are calling for protocols
setting mandatory greenhouse gas
emissions reduction targets and time-
tables for developed countries 20 to 25
percent below 1990 levels by the year
2005.

Separately, the Clinton administra-
tion is charging ahead on the domestic
front as well. Last October, the presi-
dent issued a 50-point climate change
action plan that commits the United
States to reduce its greenhouse gas
emissions to their 1990 level by the
year 2000. The plan relies primarily
upon voluntary measures by industry
to reduce greenhouse gases.

However, the administration is now
discussing the possibility that addi-
tional mandatory controls on emis-
sions of greenhouse gases may be nec-
essary. Ironically, according to an Au-
gust 16 article in the New York Times,
one reason for this is that strong eco-
nomic growth has led to increased
greenhouse gas emissions.

Mr. President, the Clinton adminis-
tration should resist the temptation
both internationally and domestically
to embrace new emissions reduction
targets, higher taxes, or other regu-
latory regimes. The potential damage
to the U.S. economy and to its inter-
national trade competitiveness, with
attendant job losses, cannot be justi-
fied on the basis of the current state of
the science.

In addition, any future changes in
the treaty must address the question of
participation by the nonindustralized
nations of the world. It is widely ac-
knowledged that greenhouse gas emis-
sions from developing nations will far
outstrip those from the United States
and the rest of the developed world in
the years ahead.

The U.S. delegation in Geneva should
focus on assuring a careful assessment
of what other countries are doing, with
the objective of moving them to the
level of commitment that the United
States has already made, based on a
careful understanding of the science of
climate change.

23195
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the order, morning business is closed.

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1995—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will proceed to the consider-
ation of the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4603, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4603) a bill making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and State,
the Judiciary, and related agencies programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995,
and making supplemental appropriations for
these departments and agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other
purposes, having met after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses this
report, signed by all of the conferees.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
August 16, 1994.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Time
for debate on the conference report will
be limited to 1 hour under the previous
order, the time to be equally divided
and controlled in the usual form, which
means that the manager of the bill, Mr.
HoLLINGS, will control half the time
and the ranking manager, Mr. DOMEN-
1c1, will control the other half of the
time.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sen-
ator HOLLINGS.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to present the conference re-
port on H.R. 4603, the fiscal year 1995
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary and related agencies appropria-
tions bill.

In total, the conference agreement
includes $26.8 billion in budget author-
ity for fiscal year 1995. The Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates these
appropriations will result in outlays
totaling $25.4 billion. Also included in
this bill are fiscal year 1994 supple-
mental appropriations totaling $1.195
billion for Small Business Administra-
tion disaster loans, EDA disaster as-
sistance grants and payment of UN
peacekeeping arrearages.

This bill is $892 million in budget au-
thority and $676 million in outlays
below the President’s budget request.

I should note straight off that this
bill does not contain all the initiatives
and funding levels included in the Sen-
ate-passed bill. That's not only because
of the usual give-and-take in a con-
ference. It is largely because the full
House Appropriations Committee
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would not agree to the Senate’s alloca-
tion for this bill. So this conference
agreement had to be squeezed into a
new section 602(d) allocation that is
$338 million in budget authority and
$185 million in outlays below the Sen-
ate-passed bill. So, no one should be
surprised to learn that we had to re-
duce a lot of programs below the levels
included in the bill we passed a few
weeks ago.

The priority in this conference agree-
ment continues to be law enforcement,
State and local assistance as well as
Federal. Title VIII of the conference
agreement provides $2.345 billion in
funding for programs under our juris-
diction that were authorized in the
crime bill conference. This includes
$1.3 billion for ‘“‘cops on the beat™; $100
million to upgrade criminal history
records; $450 million for the Byrne For-
mula Grant Program, and $130 million
to reimburse States for the cost of in-
carcerating illegal aliens.

Highlights by agency are as follows:

FOR THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

In total, the conference agreement
provides $12.305 billion for Department
of Justice Programs in fiscal year 1995.
That's $2.706 billion above last year's
level and $161 million more than the
House-passed bill.

The conference agreement includes
$757 million for the DEA-increasing-on-
board agent strength by 311 in fiscal
year 1995; $2.207 billion is provided the
¥FBI—increasing on-board agent
strength by 436 in fiscal year 1995 as
well as restoring critical attorney and
laboratory positions at headquarters;
and $852 million is provided U.S. attor-
neys, restoring assistant U.S. attorney
positions and implementing a new vio-
lent crime task force initiative.

For the INS, the conference agree-
ment includes program enhancements
totaling $428 million, a 41-percent in-
crease above fiscal year 1994 enacted
levels to implement a new, aggressive
immigration initiative. Included in
these enhancements are 700 new and 250
redirected border patrol agents; 310 ad-
ditional land border inspectors; 168 new
airport inspectors; $155 million for new
automation and communication equip-
ment; $50 million to support border in-
frastructure projects, and $24 million
to speed up asylum processing. Also in-
cluded in the agreement is $75 million
for the immigration emergency fund to
deal with crises like we are witnessing
in Florida right now.

The conferees have also provided
funds to address court security require-
ments of the U.S. Marshals Service,
and the agreement provides $280.5 mil-
lion for prison construction and $2.356
billion for the salaries and expenses of
the Federal Prison System. When com-
bined with carryover funds of $30 mil-
lion, the operating budget for the Bu-
reau of Prisons will have increased
some $406 million over last year.
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FOR THE JUDICIARY

The conference agreement provides
$2.905 billion for the Federal judiciary.
That's $164 million or 6 percent more
than last year and will fully support
court security needs, fees of jurors and
commissioners, and court appointed
counsel costs when adjusted to reflect
the downward projections in the num-
ber of representations. For the court of
appeals, district courts, and other judi-
cial services the conference agreement
provides funding to support increased
workload requirements for probation
and pretrial services, and deputy
clerks' offices.

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT

In total, we have recommended $4.218
billion for Commerce. That is $187 mil-
lion above the House bill and $10 mil-
lion above the President's budget re-
quest.

NOAA: $1.960 billion—$35 million over
1994: NOAA programs are increased $148
million over the budget request and
$122 million over the House. There are
no fisheries fees legislated or assumed
as proposed by the budget and the
House bill. We have retained much of
my ‘‘ocean initiative to enhance
NOAA's ocean and coastal programs,
like sea grant, coastal zone manage-
ment, ocean remote sensing, and ma-
rine fisheries.

NIST: $854.7 million—$334.6 million
over 1994: the conference agreement
provides an increase of $335 million for
National Institute of Standards and
Technology Programs. This is $14.6
million above the House and $24 mil-
lion below the Senate. We have in-
creased funding for my manufacturing
technology center program

EDA: $440 million—$89.6 millicn over
1994: we've recommended an increase of
$28.7 million above the budget and $69
million above the House. We have se-
cured $120 million for defense conver-
sion.

We also have recommended the fol-
lowing amounts for other bureaus in
commerce: §266 million for the Inter-
national Trade Administration; $116
million for the National Telecommuni-
cations Administration, including $64
million for National information infra-
structure grants.

STATE DEPARTMENT AND INTERNATIONAL

PROGRAMS

State operations: $2.729 billion—8$29
million over 1994: We've done our best
to fund the State Department's oper-
ations. We haven't done as well as I
would have liked. We have settled at
about a split—$55 million below the
Senate and 857 million above the
House. We have provided the full re-
quest for buildings and operations, and
have included the new Embassy in Ot-
tawa, Canada and additional funds for
real property maintenance and restora-
tion of our historical buildings, like
the ambassador's residence in Buenos
Aries, Argentina,

International
billion. Our

$1.203
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peacekeeping:
recommendation
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funds the President’s request for U.N.
peacekeeping. We have provided $981
million for arrearages. We have fully
funded annual requirements requested
in the budget of $222 million.

Voice of America/Radio Free Europe:
$554.1 million. This agreement provides
$554 million for the operations and fa-
cilities of the Voice of America and
Radio Free Europe/Radio Free Liberty.
We got the House to agree to drop its
restrictive language that prevented
radio free Europe's move to Prague but
we have taken action to ensure that
the Federal Government is not being
expected to pay more than its fair
share for this move.

Radio Free Asia: $10 million. We have
included $10 million for the new Radio
Free Asia Program. We also have pro-
vided $5 million under the Radio Con-
struction Program to begin a new
shortwave transmitter for the Voice of
America and Radio Free Asia to be
built in the Northern Mariana Islands.
We need to get this capability to en-
sure broadcasting across Asia.

TV and Radio Marti: $24.8 million.

I am pleased to note that the con-
ference report includes the Senate pro-
posed level for Radio and TV Marti. I
know that many of my colleagues who
joined me on the floor—Senators GRA-
HAM, MACK, LIEBERMAN, LAUTENBERG,
and DoLE—will be pleased that we are
not going to retreat in our opposition
to the Castro dictatorship. This con-
ference report fully carries out the rec-
ommendations of the advisory panel on
Radio and TV Marti, and it gives Dr.
Joe Duffey the resources to improve
this high priority program.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

SBA: $814.5 million—$106 million
above 1994. The agreement provides
$106 million more than 1994 in discre-
tionary appropriations, which is a 16-
percent increase. For business loans we
have recommended 3$278.3 million to
subsidize $10.5 billion in credit. In-
cluded in that number is $55.6 million
for microloans and $30 million for sec-
tion 503 refinancing. In addition, the
conference agreement includes a $470
million supplemental for SBA disaster
loans to deal with the increased activ-
ity in Los Angeles resulting from the
earthquake, floods in the southeast and
now tornados in my home State of
South Carolina.

Federal Communications Commis-
sion: We have recommended total
budgetary resources of $185.2 million,
of which $68.8 million is from direct ap-
propriations. We have rejected the
president’s proposal to eliminate direct
appropriations for the FCC and we have
brought back an agreement that pro-
vides $18.4 million more in resources
than the House bill. The administra-
tion seems to want to turn that ‘‘infor-
mation super highway'' into an ‘‘infor- -
mation toll road.”” We are not going to
do that. This Congress is going to pass
a telecommunications bill and get the
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FCC moving. We all know how impor-
tant this agency is to fostering the de-
velopment of new communications in-
dustries. We need to give the FCC the
resources to do its job.

The conference agreement includes
two legislative provisions that were in-
cluded in the Senate bill at Chairman
BYRD's request.

First, the first amends the Foreign
Relations Act to require the State De-
partment to start taking fingerprints
of immigrant visa applicants to ensure
that they do not have State or Federal
felony convictions in the United
States. The State Department stopped
performing any checks on these people
in 1990. The provision will require a
fingerprinting test in the 10 countries
with the highest volumes of visa appli-
cants. The agreement allows the State
Department to charge applicants for
the cost of performing these finger-
print checks and reimbursing the FBI.

Second, the second amends the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to allow
immigrant wvisa applicants to adjust
their status in the United States with
the Immigration Service rather than
going overseas and adjusting status at
an overseas post. These individuals
have to pay a fee to the INS that is
five-times higher than the existing fee
for changing immigration status and it
requires all applicants to be
fingerprinted and have full background
checks to ensure that they have not
been convicted of a felony in the Unit-
ed States. This provision only relates
to cases where an immigrant can al-
ready apply for a visa, it does not
change the requirements for the appli-
cation or when the applicant can be
provided with a visa. It also provides
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service with at least $50 million in ad-
ditional revenue.

SEC

Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion:

One compromise in this bill I am not
pleased with is what we have been
forced to do regarding the Securities
and Exchange Commission. The House
committee tried to fund the SEC
through fees, but was stopped on the
House floor by Chairman DINGELL. The
bill that passed the House would re-
quire the SEC to shut down on October
1. The Senate-passed bill maintained
fees and appropriations at current lev-
els and provided the SEC with its full
budget request of $306 million. The
Senate Appropriations Committee and
the Senate did the right thing.

But after the bill passed the Senate,
the House Ways and Means Committee
threatened to ‘“blue slip"” this con-
ference report if the conferees did the
right thing and agreed to the Senate
language. Chairman GIBBONS made
clear that he did not care what the im-
pact would be on law enforcement,
small business disaster assistance, and
U.N. peacekeeping shortfalls, because
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of a narrow interpretation of the House
rules, he made clear that he would
“*blue slip” or kill this conference re-
port.

I think that Mr. GIBBONS and Chair-
man DINGELL are playing a dangerous
game. At the same time the Congress is
trying to pass a crime bill to combat
violent crime, they seem intent on de-
stroying the SEC and giving a boost to
fraud and white collar crime. They
seem to have no regard for what the
elimination of the SEC would do to the
securities markets and the formation
of capital in this country.

But, they have us, no matter what we
on the Appropriations Committee and
the Conference were to do—even if we
went back in true disagreement and
the Senate voted to insist on its posi-
tion. Chairman GIBBONS made clear
that he would *“blue slip'" this con-
ference report and kill the entire Com-
merce, Justice, and State bill.

We could not let that happen. So,
Chairman MOLLOHAN and I have done
our best and provided the SEC with
$125 million in budgetary resources,
which is enough to get them through
February. I hope by then the House
Ways and Means and the Energy and
Commerce Committees can either raise
these fees themselves or let us do so
and stop holding the SEC hostage.

SBA DISASTER ASSISTANCE

I want to reiterate, Mr. President,
that it is critically important that we
get this bill through the Senate and to
the President quickly. The Small Busi-
ness Administration ran out of disaster
loan funds on Wednesday of this week.
This bill includes $470 million which
will subsidize up to $2 billion of addi-
tional loan authority. With floods in
Georgia, tornadoes in South Carolina,
and wildfires in the West and North-
east. We need to expedite this bill and
get it to President Clinton for his sig-
nature.

In conclusion, I especially want to
recognize the new House Chairman,
ALAN MOLLOHAN. He took over this
Commerce, Justice, and State bill just
a few months ago and has impressed
everyone with his diligence and hard
work. He has really taken command of
it and has mastered the facts. And, I
want to recognize my vice chairman,
Senator DOMENICI who has worked so
hard on this bill and helped put a prior-
ity on law enforcement. He has been in-
strumental in putting together the im-
migration initiatives and border patrol
enhancements in this bill.

Finally, I want to recognize our sub-
committee staff: Scott Gudes, Dorothy
Seder, John Shank, Lula Edwards, and
Jeff Goldstein.

RECOGNITION OF JEFF GOLDSTEIN

Mr. President, I just want to take a
minute to recognize Jeffrey D. Gold-
stein who is a presidential manage-
ment intern from the Defense Logistics
Agency on detail to our Commerce,
Justice and State Subcommittee. He
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has been serving with my staff since
February.

Jeff is a graduate of Cornell Univer-
sity and holds a master’s degree in pub-
lic administration from the Maxwell
School at Syracuse University. He spe-
cialized in labor/management relations
and previously worked with a variety
of labor organizations. During his ten-
ure with us, Jeff was responsible for
the review of and making recommenda-
tions for the Census Bureau, Economic
and Statistics Administration, the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy, and the Federal Trade Commission.
Jeff was responsible for keeping the
numbers databases for the subcommit-
tee and in helping draft the committee
bill and report. He put in long hours
and became an integral member of my
subcommittee staff.

I recently learned that Jeff will be
leaving the Senate soon, to take a posi-
tion with the National Security Divi-
sion of the Office of Management and
Budget [OMB] in the Executive Office
of the President. He will be working on
pay and compensation policy.

Alice Rivlin is getting a real winner.
I know Jeff will continue to be a credit
to the professional civil service. On be-
half of all the subcommittee members,
I want to wish him the best.

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I note
that the conference report on H.R. 4603,
the Commerce, Justice, State, and Ju-
diciary appropriations bill, adopts the
Senate’s position on Chinese munitions
imports—an amendment proposed by
Senator DECONCINI and myself. I am
pleased the House and Senate conferees
agreed that this language is necessary
to grant transitional relief to U.S. im-
porters in the interests of simple fair-
ness.

I have spoken with many Members in
the House and Senate who are follow-
ing the situation that generated this
provision. These comments are offered
to update those who have a particular
interest in the matter, and to assist in
understanding and implementing this
language.

By way of background, on May 26,
1994, the President of the United States
decided to impose a ban on the import
of munitions from the People's Repub-
lic of China [PRC]. On May 28, 1994, the
Secretary of State requested that the
Department of Treasury take all nec-
essary steps to prohibit the import of
such munitions. The ban was officially
implemented at 12:01 a.m. eastern day-
light time on May 28, 1994 to carry out
the President’s decision.

As a result, any munitions on the
munitions import list of the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
[BATF], which are manufactured, pro-
duced or merely exported from the PRC
are prohibited from importation into
the United States. BATF is not proc-
essing any permits for permanent im-
port of the affected munitions. Addi-
tionally, munitions and arms in bond,
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in port, in a foreign trade zone or in-
transit at the time of the embargo
have been prohibited from entry into
the United States for consumption.
Furthermore, as of May 28, 1994, all
current permits to import such muni-
tions from China were deemed null and
void.

U.S. importers had no prior notice of
the President's action or the Sec-
retary’s interpretation of it. Goods
they purchased that were already li-
censed for import and on the way to
the United States were suddenly
thrown in limbo—indefinitely detained
in the United States or held in China
following their return to that country.
The result is that U.S. companies are
being forced to breach purchase agree-
ments, suffer unnecessary financial
harm, and undermine ongoing commer-
cial relationships.

It was only a few days ago that BATF
issued a notice that may provide some
relief to those who have items that
were in bond, in port, or in foreign
trade zone prior to 12:01 a.m. eastern
daylight time, May 28, 1994. This no-
tice, however, provided no hope or help
to the many importers who had ship-
ments en route to the United States at
the time of the embargo.

The conference report provision has
the effect of allowing entry, for U.S.
consumption, arms and munitions for
which:

First, authority had been granted on
or before May 26, 1994, under the appli-
cable permits and licenses, or ATF
Form 6, to import such arms and muni-
tions into the United States, and

Second, which were, on or before May
26, 1994, in a bonded warehouse or for-
eign trade zone, or in port, or

Third, which were, on or before May
26, 1994, as determined by the United
States on a case-by-case basis, in tran-
sit.

With regard to the last category, in
transit, the case by case review lan-
guage as added specifically to respond
to a concern raised by the administra-
tion about establishing the date of de-
parture of goods from China. The re-
view is intended to allow an expedi-
tious factual determination as to
whether or not the arms or munitions
licensed to be imported were actually
in a state of being transported or
shipped to the United States on or be-
fore May 26, 1994. Like the other cat-
egories, in bond, in port or in a foreign
trade zone, that review is not intended
to reopen the question whether the
arms or munitions are importable be-
cause of their type or kind, since it is
a requirement for this transitional re-
lief that they were already approved
for entry at, or prior to, the time of the
embargo.

This provision does not reverse or
erode the President’s order or his au-
thority to effect foreign policy. In the
past, U.S. companies have been given
notice of granted concessions for
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intransit goods before such policy
changes were implemented—in order to
minimize unnecessary financial harm
and honor commercial relationships
and agreements. Examples include the
implementation of the ban on Nica-
raguan imports and the ban on pur-
chases from Toshiba and Kongsburg
Vaapenfabrikk under the Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988. H.R. 4603
would grant one-time transitional re-
lief for a strictly limited class.

I hope with the passage and enact-
ment of this language, that the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms will
not wait to take action but instead will
immediately issue a letter to all im-
porters inviting them to submit the
necessary documentation to get quick
approval to bring into the United
States those goods that were in transit
at the time of the embargo.

STATEMENT ON THE COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE
APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE BILL

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Budget Committee has examined
H.R. 4603, the Commerce, Justice,
State appropriations conference bill
and has found that the bill is under its
602(b) budget authority allocation by
$108 million and under its 602(b) outlay
allocation by $37 million.

I compliment the distinguished man-
ager of the bill, Senator HOLLINGS, and
the distinguished ranking member of
the Commerce, Justice, State GSub-
committee, Senator DOMENICI, on all of
their hard work.

Mr. President, I have a table pre-
pared by the Budget Committee which
shows the official scoring of the Com-
merce, Justice, State appropriations
conference bill and I ask unanimous
consent that it be inserted in the
RECORD at the appropriate point.

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 4603—
FISCAL YEAR 1995 COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE AP-
PROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE BILL

[In miltions of dollars)

Bill Summary st Outlays
Discretionary totals:

New spending in Bill ...........ooocriomormmmsmsrnns 26,384 18,590
Outlays from prior years appropriations ........ =i 6.325
Supplementals .. = sy 2 -0
Subtotal, discretionary spending ... 26,346 24912
y totals X 527 515
Bill total .................. 26,873 25427
Senate 602(b) allocation .. 26,981 25,464
Diff —108 -3

Discretionary totals above (+) or below (=)
President's request ... — 855 — 669
House-passed bill . 306 102
Senate-reported bill -215 - 187
Senale-passed bill . - 369 — 186
Defense 75 305
I Affairs 5494 5,535
Di 10NBTY ....ovoveveee 20,177 19
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

yield myself 10 minutes.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator is recognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
conference bill is truly a crime bill.
The moneys that are contemplated to
be spent under the new trust fund, if it
ever takes place, have already been al-
located by the Appropriations Commit-
tee under the leadership of the Presid-
ing Officer. This committee has funded
for 1995 many of the provisions that re-
quire funding under the so-called crime
bill that is currently in dispute in the
U.S. House and perhaps in the U.S.
Senate. So I am very please