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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, May 11, 1994

The House met at 2 p.m.

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

From the rising of the Sun until the
going down of the same, Your word, O
gracious God, is a beacon of hope, a
light to dispel the darkness, and a sig-
nal to point to a better day. May we,
each one, heed the voice that calls us
to contrition and repentance and at the
same time encourages and inspires us
to deeds of justice and acts of mercy.
May we use the time and the day ap-
pointed for us in which to live, so we
are devoted in the tasks before us and
be faithful with the gifts You have
freely given. In Your name, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HUTCHINSON led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr.
McCathran, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 2100. An act to provide for rural develop-
ment, multiple-use management, expendi-
tures under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of
1930, and ecosystem-based management of
certain forest lands, and for other purposes.

SHOULD FELONS PROTECT THE
PUBLIC?

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
today the question, should felons pro-
tect the public?

How many Members of this House
would vote to allow a convicted felon
to don a uniform and badge, and per-
haps even be given a firearm, and
placed in a position to guard a shop-
ping mall or elementary school?

Not many.

Yet, 333 Members of the House voted
to do just that by opposing my amend-
ment to the crime bill, legislation that
would require employers of guards to
check job applicants through State
agencies for criminal backgrounds.

As a result, it is virtually impossible
to provide the public assurance that
the person they see guarding a school
or shopping mall is not a convicted
felon.

CNN recently reported finding felons
who were working as private security
officers in California.

H.R. 1534 adopts a program that, at
no net cost to the State or Federal
Government, would expedite national
criminal background checks and pro-
vide information to State regulators of
the private security industry.

Earlier this year, Congress voted in
favor of similar nationwide background
checks for child care workers, includ-
ing volunteers.

We can do no less for private security
guards, some of whom carry lethal
weapons.

CLINTON HEALTH CARE PLAN
WOULD BENEFIT SMALL BUSI-
NESSES AND SELF-EMPLOYED

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses is in Washington this week to
lobby against President Clinton’s
health care reform bill. But, by oppos-
ing health care reform, the NFIB hurts
the very same small businesses they
claim to represent. What they fail to
take into account is what small busi-
nesses are facing today.

Today, health care costs for small
businesses are rising at a rate of 20 to
50 percent per year. The President’s
plan will offer small business discounts
and institute premiom caps to control
costs.

Today, many small business owners
can only afford bare-bones insurance
coverage for their employees. The Clin-
ton plan will offer small businesses a
comprehensive benefit package.

Today, small businesses are suscep-
tible to insurance company abuses,
such as occupational redlining and pre-
existing condition exclusions. The
Clinton plan will outlaw these abuses.

Today, the self-employed are only al-
lowed a 25-percent deduction on health
care costs while everybody else is enti-
tled a 100-percent deduction. That is
unfair. Under the Clinton plan the self-
employed will get the full 100 percent
deduction.

Our current health care system is
bad for small business. But, we need to
reform it, not rebuild it. That is why
the President put together a plan that
builds on our current system of shared
responsibility between employer and
employee. It is a system that will help
small businesses control costs and
cover employees.

———
0 1410

DEMOCRATIC TAX INCREASES

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I no-
ticed in this morning’'s newspaper that
the Democratic chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee now believes we
are going to need a tax increase for all
Americans of up to $40 billion to pay
for the Clinton health plan.

Mr. Speaker, that is a lot of money.
That comes to something on the order
of about $650 a year for a family of four
out of their pocket to the Federal Gov-
ernment. This is a new tax increase
proposal by the Democrats' chairman
after his proposal 2 weeks ago to raise
the Social Security tax by 31 percent
on every business, every worker in
America, to pay for another problem he
perceives.

Mr. Speaker, we believe on our side
that Government is too big and spends
too much, and I do not think most
working Americans or most American
families are very excited by the pros-
pect of the Democratic chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means making
two major tax increase proposals in the
last 2 weeks.

THE EXECUTION OF JOHN WAYNE
GACY

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, for
all those bleeding hearts who say that
John Wayne Gacy experienced cruel
and unusual punishment, check this
out. Gacy executed 33 young men, bur-
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ied most of them in a crawl space un-
derneath his kitchen. One victim who
escaped said he begged Gacy to kill
him rather than to torture him.

Ladies and gentlemen, those who say
that Gacy should be put in jail for life
are part of the problem in America.
John Wayne Gacy deserved to be exe-
cuted. It should have been 10 years ago.
Congress should be saying today,
“Good night, sweet prince, you earned
ib-li

For everybody concerned about John
Wayne Gacy and cruel and unusual
punishment, what about the 33 victims,
Congress? What about those 33 victims?

A RISING TIDE

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, President,
Kennedy once said, ‘'A rising tide lifts
all ships.””

Well, Mr. Speaker, a rising tide just
went through Oklahoma, and sank the
Democrat candidate for Congress.

It's a rising tide of rejection and re-
pudiation of the Clinton form of Gov-
ernment.

It wasn't only Republicans who cre-
ated this tidal wave. In fact, the Sixth
District of Oklahoma has far more reg-
istered Democrats than Republicans.

But even most Democrats are grow-
ing weary of the scandal-ridden Clinton
administration, the broken promises,
the higher taxes, and the wavering and
wobbly foreign policy.

The people want more Republicans in
the House to protect their interests in
health, to push through reform, and to
probe into the corruption that eats
away at our government.

Mr. Speaker, a rising tide may lift all
ships, but this rising tide is sinking the
Democrat’s philosophy of Government.

HEALTH CARE COST CONTROLS

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, as we continue the process of
passing a comprehensive health care
plan for all Americans we find our-
selves stumbling over issues such as
how to control the growing costs of our
health care system. The skyrocketing
cost of obtaining health care coverage
has driven the call for reform. How
best to control these costs however is a
primary component of the President’s
plan and the version of that plan that
our committee’s are considering.

When we look at cost control mecha-
nisms, establishing limits on the future
growth of costs are the answer. This
mechanism is effective and it also has
the benefit of predictability and pro-
vides for a more stable market.
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There are those who view these types
of cost controls as ineffective and who
are seeking to eliminate them from the
plan, however the result of that would
be merely the continuation of the sta-
tus quo.

First, people would continue to pay
skyrocketing costs and there would be
no incentive to control costs.

Second, small business and families
would continue to be the big losers.

Anyone who has ever tried to put to-
gether a long-term economic strategy
for a business or even a government
budget can tell you that the unknown
future costs relating to health care are
the most frustrating and often budget
busting factors in the plan. Our own
Federal budget is busting at the seams
due to the rising costs of health care
and we will continue down the road to
economic ruin unless we face up to the
reality that health care costs must be
controlled.

R —

SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST
REPEAL

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

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I come
to the floor today to urge my col-
leagues to sign the discharge petition I
am filing at the Speaker's table—Dis-
charge Petition No. 18.

The petition would allow Congress to
consider H.R. 300, the Older Americans
Freedom to Work Act. Although a ma-
jority of my colleagues support this
bill, it has become clear that the Ways
and Means Committee will not con-
sider this important legislation before
the end of this session of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 300 seeks to elimi-
nate or modify the unfair Social Secu-
rity earnings test, a penalty which re-
duces the Social Security benefits of
millions of senior citizens simply be-
cause they want or need to continue
working. Americans, age 656 to 69, who
earn over $11,160 this year, will see
their benefits reduced. And let me be
clear, this penalty only impacts seniors
who need to work—not those who have
income from rents, dividends, or pen-
sions.

Our senior citizens worked years to
earn these benefits. It's high time we
recognize their years of hard work and
rescind this penalty by supporting—
and signing—this Discharge Petition
No. 18.

A CALL FOR SOUND AMERICAN
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of a rationalization of
our current health care system, A
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Sound Health Care Policy for America.
There have been a number or reform
proposals put on the table, I favor a
single payer system. I am willing to
consider and work with what the Presi-
dent has sought, it certainly an impor-
tant reform which affects an increasing
percentage of our economy. In 1965,
about one-twentieth of our economy in
dollars went for health care. Today it
is one-seventh. Yet many oppose the
Clinton plan and really have no ration-
al alternatives.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that increas-
ingly people who are employed and
their families are losing private health
care benefits. As that figure has risen
to 38.5 million today the number of pri-
vate health insured families has gone
down a proportionate number in terms
of the past years' statistics to 156.6
million people. Even more graphic is
the 1989-1992 percentage in which pri-
vate health insurance has plummeted
from 75.1 percent to 70.9 percent of the
population; families are losing their
health insurance.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to face
up to the fact of employer mandates
and to try to nail down the responsibil-
ities at the place of work so the fund-
ing stream is in place rather than to
just get painted into a corner with re-
gards to the tax increase type of label
which, of course, might be good politi-
cal rhetoric, it might be a good politi-
cal advantage, but it is poor public pol-
icy process.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to face up to
the responsibilities and help the Amer-
ican people meet their health care
needs for themselves and their fami-
lies.

DO THE RIGHT THING

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, every so
often this House gets the chance to do
the right thing. Today Mr. HASTERT
files discharge petition No. 18 on the
Older Americans Freedom To Work
Act—legislation to repeal an unfair,
outdated, and down right discrimina-
tory provision of the Social Security
Act known as the earnings test which
singles out hard working seniors to pay
higher taxes. It is just not the 1930's
any more when this law was passed and
it is time for Government-to get this
dinosaur off the books.

Older Americans are able and eager
to work and many need to—why should
Government be discouraging them?
You would think with 221 Members of
this House from both parties on board
to repeal this extra tax on seniors, that
we would be able to make it happen.
But up until now, the House Democrat
leadership has blocked the way. Let us
do the right thing—sign the discharge
petition for H.R. 300. Let us give the
seniors a little good news.
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COSPONSOR H.R. 4096, A BILL TO
RESOLVE COMMERCIAL  DIS-
PUTES BETWEEN UNITED
STATES FIRMS AND SAUDI ARA-
BIA

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4096, a bill to
ensure that certain unresolved com-
mercial disputes between United States
firms and the Government of Saudi
Arabia are resolved satisfactorily. On
September 22, 1992, Senator JOHN
GLENN introduced an amendment to se-
cure the resolution of United States
commercial claims by the Government
of Saudi Arabia. That amendment was
overwhelmingly approved by both
Houses of Congress on October 6, 1992,
as section 9140 of fiscal year 1993 De-
partment of Defense Appropriations
Act.

The Subcommittee on Defense Appro-
priations included the words ‘‘to re-
solve satisfactory” to impact a fair res-
olution of a claim of a firm in my
State, Harbert-Howard Cos.

A large number of Members of both
Houses have signed individual as well
as 12 joint Congressional letters urging
the Saudi Government to comply with
section 9140 by resolving satisfactorily
Harbert-Howard Co.s’ dispute. Regret-
tably, this has not yet taken place.
This case has gone unresolved for more
than 15 years.

I strongly urge you to support H.R.
4096, introduced by our colleague EARL
HILLIARD and which I have cospon-
sored. This bill reaffirms congressional
intent to secure satisfactory resolution
of American claims as mandated by
section 9140 of the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act. There is no
new policy being set by this bill. The
language of the bill is straightforward
and will have no impact on the Saudi
participation in the peace process or in
any way discourage United States-
Saudi relations. I appeal to your sense
of justice to join me in cosponsoring
H.R. 4096.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 965,
CHILD SAFETY PROTECTION ACT

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois submitted
the following conference report and
statement on the bill (H.R. 965) to pro-
vide for toy safety and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 103-500)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 965), to provide
for toy safety and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

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

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment, insert the
following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Safety
Protection Act’'.

TITLE I—TOY LABELING REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 101. REQUIREMENTS FOR LABELING CER-
TAIN TOYS AND GAMES.

(@) REQUIREMENT UNDER FEDERAL HAZARD-
0US SUBSTANCES AcT.—The Federal Hazardous
Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1261 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 24. REQUIREMENTS FOR LABELING CER-
TAIN TOYS AND GAMES.

‘“(a) Toys OR GAMES FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE
AT LEAST 3.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—The packaging of any
toy or game intended for use by children who
are at least 3 years old but not older than 6
years (or such other upper age limit as the Com-
mission may determine, which may not be less
than 5 years old), any descriptive material
which accompanies such toy or game, and, in
the case of bulk sales of such toy or game when
unpackaged, any bin, container for retail dis-
play, or vending machine from which the
unpackaged toy or game is dispensed shall bear
or contain the cautionary statement described in
paragraph (2) if the toy or game—

"'(4) is manufactured for sale, offered for sale,
or distributed in commerce in the United States,
and

‘“(B) includes a small part, as defined by the
Commission.

‘'(2) LABEL.—The cautionary statement re-
quired by paragraph (1) for a toy or game shall
be as follows:

" A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—Small parts.
Not for children under 3 yrs.

“(b) BALLOONS,
BLES.—

*{1) REQUIREMENT.—In the case of any later
balloon, any ball with a diameter of 1.75 inches
or less intended for children 3 years of age or
older, any marble intended for children 3 years
of age or older, or any toy or game which con-
tains such a balloon, ball, or marble, which is
manufactured for sale, offered for sale, or dis-
tributed in commerce in the United States—

‘'(A) the packaging of such balloon, ball, mar-
ble, toy, or game,

‘“(B) any descriptive material which accom-
panies such balloon, ball, marble, toy, or game,
and

“(C) in the case of bulk sales of any such
product when unpackaged, any bin, container
for retail display, or vending machine from
which such unpackaged balloon, ball, marble,
toy, or game is dispensed,
shall bear or contain the cautionary statement
described in paragraph (2).

“(2) LABEL.—The cautionary statement re-
quired under paragraph (1) for a balloon, ball,
marble, toy, or game shall be as follows:

"(A) BALLOONS.—In the case of balloons, or
toys or games that contain later balloons, the
Sollowing cautionary statement applies:

SMALL BALLS, AND MAR-

9927

" A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—Children under 8 yrs. can
choke or suffocate on uninflated or broken balloons.
Adult supervision required.

Keep uninflated balloons from children.
Discard broken balloons at once.

‘“‘B) BALLS.—In the case of balls, the follow-
ing cautionary statement applies:

" A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—This toy is a small ball
Not for children under 3 yrs.

“(C) MARBLES.—In the case of marbles, the
following cautionary statement applies:

" A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—This toy is a marble.
Not for children under 3 yrs.

‘(D) TOYS AND GAMES.—In the case of toys or
games containing balls, the following caution-
ary statement applies:

" A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—Toy contains a small ball
Not for children under 3 yrs.

In the case of toys or games containing marbles,
the following cautionary statement applies:

"A WARNING:

CHOKING HAZARD—Toy contains a marble.
Not for children under 3 yrs.

“(c) GENERAL LABELING REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Ezxcept as provided in para-
graphs (2) and (3), any cautionary statement re-
guired under subsection (a) or (b) shall be—

““(A) displayed in its entirety on the principal
display panel of the product's package, and on
any descriptive material which accompanies the
product, and, in the case of bulk sales of such
product when unpackaged, on the bin, con-
tainer for retail display of the product, and any
vending machine from which the unpackaged
product is dispensed, and

‘“(B) displayed in the English language in
conspicuous and legible type in contrast by ty-
pography, layout, or color with other printed
matter on such package, descriptive materials,
bin, container, and vending machine, and in a
manner consistent with part 1500 of title 16,
Code of Federal Regulations (or successor regu-
lations thereto).

‘¢2) EXCEPTION FOR PRODUCTS MANUFAC-
TURED OUTSIDE UNITED STATES.—In the case of a



9928

product manufactured outside the United States
and directly shipped from the manufacturer to
the consumer by United States mail or other de-
livery service, the accompanying material inside
the package of the product may fail to bear the
required statement if other accompanying mate-
rial shipped with the product bears such state-
ment.

“/{3) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN PACKAGES.—
(A) A cautionary statement required by sub-
section (a) or (b) may, in lieu of display on the
principal display panel of the product's pack-
age, be displayed on another panel of the pack-
age if—

(i) the package has a principal display panel
of 15 square inches or less and the reguired
statement is displayed in three or more lan-

uages; and

““(ii) the statement specified in subparagraph
(B) is displayed on the principal display panel
and is accompanied by an arrow or other indi-
cator pointing toward the place on the package
where the statement reguired by subsection (a)
or (b) appears.

*“(B)(i) In the case of a product to which sub-
section (a), subsection (b)(2)(B), subsection
(b)(2)(C), or subsection (b)(2)(D) applies, the
statement specified by this subparagraph is as
follows:

" A SAFETY WARNING

“(ii) In the case of a product to which sub-
section (b)(2)(A) applies, the statement specified
by this subparagraph is as follows:

" A WARNING—CHOKING HAZARD

*(d) TREATMENT AS MISBRANDED HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCE.—A balloon, ball, marble, toy, or
game, that is not in compliance with the re-
quirements of this subsection shall be considered
a misbranded hazardous substance under sec-
tion 2(p).".

(b) OTHER SMALL BALLS.—A small ball—

(1) intended for children under the age of 3
years of age, and

(2) with a diameter of 1.75 inches or less,
shall be considered a banned hazardous sub-
stance under section 2(q) of the Federal Hazard-
ous Substances Act (15 U.S.C. 1261(q)).

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Consumer Product
Safety Commission (hereinafter referred to as
the *“‘Commission”) shall promulgate regula-
tions, under section 553 of title 5, United States
Code, for the implementation of this section and
section 24 of the Federal Hazardous Substances
Act by July 1, 1994, or the date that is 6 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, which-
ever occurs first. Subsections (f) through (i) of
section 3 of the Federal Hazardous Substances
Act (15 U.S8.C. 1262) shall not apply with respect
to the issuance of regulations under this sub-
section.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY.—Sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall take effect January 1,
1995, and section 24 of the Federal Hazardous
Substances Act shall apply only to products en-
tered into commerce on or after January 1, 1995.

(e) PREEMPTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), a
State or political subdivision of a State may not
establish or enforce a reguirement relating to
cautionary labeling of small parts hazards or
choking hazards in any toy, game, marble, small
ball, or balloon intended or suitable for use by
children unless such requirement is identical to
a requirement established by amendments made
by this section to the Federal Hazardous Sub-
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stances Act or by regulations promulgated by
the Commission.

(2) EXCEPTION.—A State or political subdivi-
sion of a State may, until January 1, 1995, en-
force a requirement described in paragraph (1) if
such requirement was in effect on October 2,
1993.

SEC. 102. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) REPORTS TO CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY
COMMISSION.—

(1) REQUIREMENT TO REPORT.—Each manufac-
turer, distributor, retailer, and importer of a
marble, small ball, or later balloon, or a toy or
game that contains a marble, small ball, latexr
balloon, or other small part, shall report to the
Commission any information obtained by such
manufacturer, distributor, retailer, or importer
wh?;i,ch reasonably supports the conclusion
that—

(A) an incident occurred in which a child (re-
gardless of age) choked on such a marble, small
ball, or later balloon or on a marble, small ball,
latexr balloon, or other small part contained in
such toy or game; and

(B) as a result of that incident the child died,
suffered serious infury, ceased breathing for any
length of time, or was treated by a medical pro-
fessional.

(2) TREATMENT UNDER CPSA.—For purposes of
section 19(a)(3) of the Consumer Product Safety
Act (15 U.S8.C. 2068(a)(3)), the requirement to re-
port information under this subsection is deemed
to be a requirement under such Act.

(3) EFFECT ON LIABILITY —A report by @ man-

ufacturer, distributor, retailer, or importer
under paragraph (1) shall not be interpreted, for
any purpose, as an admission of liability or of
the truth of the information contained in the re-
port.
(b) CONFIDENTIALITY PROTECTIONS.—The con-
fidentiality protections of section 6(b) of the
Consumer Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2055(b))
apply to any information reported to the Com-
mission under subsection (a) of this section. For
purposes of section 6(b)(5) of such Act, informa-
tion so reported shall be treated as information
submitted pursuant to section 15(b) of such Act
respecting a consumer product.

TITLE II—-CHILDREN'’S BICYCLE HELMET
SAFETY

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “‘Children’s Bi-
cycle Helmet Safety Act of 1994"".

SEC. 202. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion may, in accordance with section 203, make
grants to States, political subdivisions of States,
and nonprofit organizations for programs that
require or encourage individuals under the age
of 16 to wear approved bicycle helmets. In mak-
ing those grants, the Administrator shall allow
grantees to use wide discretion in designing pro-
grams that effectively promote increased bicycle
helmet use.

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The amount provided by
a grant under this section shall not exceed 80
percent of the cost of the program for which the
grant is made. In crediting the recipient State,
political subdivision, or nonprofit organization
for the non-Federal share of the cost of such a
program (other than planning and administra-
tion), the aggregate of all expenditures made by
such State, political subdivision, or nonprofit
organization (exclusive of Federal funds) for the
purposes described in section 203 (other than ez-
penditures for planning and administration)
shall be available for such crediting, without re-
gard to whether such erpenditures were actu-
ally made in connection with such program.
SEC. 203. PURPOSES FOR GRANTS.

A grant made under section 202 may be used
by a grantee to—
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(1) enforce a law that requires individuals
under the age of 16 to wear approved bicycle
helmets on their heads while riding on bicycles;

(2) provide assistance, to individuals under
the age of 16 who may not be able to afford ap-
proved bicycle helmets, to enable such individ-
uals to acquire such helmets;

(3) develop and administer a program to edu-
cate individuals under the age of 16 and their
families on the importance of wearing such hel-
mets in order to improve bicycle safety; or

(4) carry out any combination of the activities
described in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

The Administrator shall review grant applica-
tions for compliance with this section prior to
awarding grants.

SEC. 204. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Not later than May 1, 1997, the Administrator
of the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration shall report to Congress on the effec-
tiveness of the grant program established by sec-
tion 202. The report shall include a list of grant
recipients, a summary of the types of programs
implemented by the grantees, and any rec-
ommendation by the Administrator regarding
how the program should be changed in the fu-
ture.

SEC. 205. STANDARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Bicycle helmets manufac-
tured 9 months or more after the date of the en-
actment of this Act shall conform to—

(1) any interim standard described under sub-
section (b), pending the establishment of a final
standard pursuant to subsection (c); and

{2) the final standard, once it has been estab-
lished under subsection (c).

(b) INTERIM STANDARDS.—The interim stand-
ards are as follows:

(1) The American National Standards Insti-
tute standard designated as “'Z90.4-1984"".

{2) The Snell Memorial Foundation standard

t&d "B"m"-

(3) The American Society for Testing and Ma-
teri;ds (ASTM) standard designated as “F
1447,

(4) Any other standard that the Commission
determines is appropriate.

(c) FINAL STANDARD.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commission shall begin a proceeding under sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, to—

(1) review the requirements of the interim
standards set forth in subsection (a) and estab-
lish a final standard based on such require-

ments;

(2) include in the final standard a provision to
protect against the risk of helmets coming off
the heads of bicycle riders;

(3) include in the final standard provisions
that address the risk of injury to children; and

(4) include additional provisions as appro-

priate.
Sections 7, 9, and 30(d) of the Consumer Product
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056, 2058, 2079(d)) shall
not apply to the proceeding under this sub-
section and section 11 of such Act (15 U.S.C.
2060) shall not apply with respect to any stand-
ord issued under such proceeding. The final
standard shall take effect 1 year from the date
it is issued.

(d) FAILURE TO MEET STANDARDS.—

(1) FAILURE TO MEET INTERIM STANDARD.—
Until the final standard takes effect, a bicycle
helmet that does not conform to an interim
standard as reguired under subsection (a)(1)
shall be considered in violation of a consumer
product safety standard promulgated under the
Consumer Product Safety Act.

(2) STATUS OF FINAL STANDARD.—The final
standard developed under subsection (c) shall be
considered a consumer product safety standard
promulgated under the Consumer Product Safe-
ty Act.

SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration to carry out the grant program au-
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thorized by this title, there are authorized to be
appropriated 32,000,000 for fiscal year 1995,
£3,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and $4,000,000 for
fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 207. DEFINITION,

In this title, the term “‘approved bicycle hel-
met'' means a bicycle helmet that meets—

(1) any interim standard described in section
205(b), pending establishment of a final stand-
ard under section 205(c); and

(2) the final standard, once it is established
under section 205(c).

And the House agree to the same.

From the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for consideration of the House bill,
and the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference:

JOHN D. DINGELL,

CARDISS COLLINS,

EDOLPHUS TOWNS,

CARLOS J. MOORHEAD,

CLIFF STEARNS,

NORMAN Y. MINETA,

JAMES L. OBERSTAR,

NICK RAHALL,

BUD SHUSTER,

THOMAS E. PETRI,

Managers on the Part of the House.

FRITZ HOLLINGS,

WENDELL FORD,

RICHARD H. BRYAN,

JACK DANFORTH,

SLADE GORTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 965), to provide for
toy safety and for other purposes, submit the
following joint statement to the House and
the Senate in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the managers and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The Senate amendment struck all of the
House bill after the enacting clause and in-
serted a substitute text.

The House amendment struck all of the
Senate amendment after the enacting clause
and inserted a substitute text.

The Senate recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the House with an
amendment that is a substitute for the
House amendment and the Senate amend-
ment. The differences between the Senate
amendment, the House amendment, and the
substitute agreed to in conference are noted
below, except for clerical corrections, con-
forming changes made necessary by agree-
ments reached by the conferees, and minor
drafting and clerical changes.

SECTION 1—SHORT TITLE
House bill

The House bill, in section 1, provides a
short title, “Child Safety Protection Act.”
Senate amendment

The Senate amendment, in section 1, con-
tains an identical provision.

House amendment to Senate amendment

The House amendment to the Senate
amendment, in section 1, contains an iden-
tical provision.

Conference agreement

The Conference agreement adopts the
House provisions.

TITLE I—TOY LABELING REQUIREMENTS
House bill

The House bill, in sections 2 and 3, requires

the labeling of certain toys and games with
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small parts, balloons, small balls, and mar-
bles. The required labeling would warn of
choking hazards to small children. The
House bill would also ban the sale of small
balls with a diameter of 1.75 inches or less in-
tended for children under three.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment, in Title I, con-
tains similar labeling and banning require-
ments applicable to toys and games with
small parts, balloons, small balls, and mar-
bles. The Senate amendment also includes
special labeling rules for smaller packages.
The Senate amendment contains a specific
preemption provision. The Senate amend-
ment also includes requirements for report-
ing to the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission (CPSC) information on certain chok-
ing incidents involving such products.

House amendment to Senate amendment

The House amendment to the Senate
amendment, in Title I, contains a similar
provision as the Senate amendment.
Conference agreement

The Conference agreement adopts the Sen-
ate amendment, except as described below.

Although the version of the Senate amend-
ment (but not the House amendment to the
Senate amendment) printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of March 9, 1994 (page H1134)
includes boxes around the required labels,
the Conferees understand it was not the in-
tent of the Senate amendment to require
such boxes. Instead, to ensure that the labels
are not inconspicuous, the Senate amend-
ment (as with the House amendment to the
Senate amendment) requires that any label
be ‘‘displayed * * * in conspicuous and leg-
ible type in contrast by typography, layout,
or color with other printed matter * * *"
Thus the Conference agreement does not re-
quire that the labels necessarily be enclosed
in boxes. The Conferees note, however, that
boxes are one effective means of identifying
and setting off warning labels—in accord
with the legislation—and encourage, but do
not require, their use by manufacturers.

With respect to the language of the Senate
amendment that includes special labeling for
smaller packages, the Conferees note that
the abbreviated warning—applicable only to
certain packages of toys and games with
small parts, small balls, and marbles, as de-
scribed in the bill—is to read “ A Safety
Warning"'. In addition, with respect to label-
ing of toys dispensed from vending machines,
the Conferees note that the language is not
intended to suggest a double labeling re-
quirement—labeling either the package, or,
if sold from a vending machine, the machine
itself, is sufficient. However, the require-
ment to label any descriptive materials that
accompany the product would still apply.
The Conferees also note that when a caution-
ary label is placed on a vending machine,
bin, or container for retail display, it is the
intent that the cautionary labels be placed
conspicuously on the front of the vending
machine, bin, or container for retail display
s0 that consumers will readily see the label.

The Conferees note that this bill contains
a preemption provision that differs from the
preemption provision of general application
contained in section 18 of the Federal Haz-
ardous Substances Act (FHSA). This provi-
sion is intended to address the unique cir-
cumstances of a particular case and is not
intended to set any precedent for future leg-
islation, nor to imply that the established
FHSA preemption provision is somehow in-
adequate.

The preemption provision which is invoked
when a labeling requirement is established

9929

under the FHSA provides that if a hazardous
substance or its packaging is subject to a
cautionary labeling requirement designed to
protect against a risk of illness or injury as-
sociated with the substance, no state or po-
litical subdivision thereof may establish or
continue in effect a cautionary labeling re-
quirement applicable to such substance or
packaging and designed to protect against
the same risk of illness or injury unless such
cautionary labeling requirement is identical
to the requirement under the FHSA. A simi-
lar preemption provision is invoked when a
banning requirement is established under the
FHSA.

The preemption provision in this bill ad-
dresses the unique situation presented by the
litigation involving a state toy labeling law,
applicable to toys with small parts intended
for children between three and seven, en-
acted in Connecticut in 1992. The Toy Manu-
facturers of American (TMA) challenged this
state legislation on the ground that it was
preempted by existing CPSC regulations is-
sued under the FHSA, which ban toys with
small parts intended for children under
three.

The Second Circuit Court of Appeals, in
Toy Manufacturers of America v. Blumenthal
(1993), ruled that the Connecticut toy label-
ing law was not preempted by the existing
CPSC regulations. Among other grounds for
its decision, the Court pointed out that,
under the existing FHSA preemption provi-
sion, preemption applied only when a state
regulates the same ‘‘substance’ which is reg-
ulated under the FHSA. The Court deter-
mined that, since the existing CPSC regula-
tions applied to toys with small parts in-
tended for children under three, and the Con-
necticut law applied to toys with small parts
intended for children between three and
seven, the substance being regulated under
the two regulatory regimes therefore was
not the same and preemption did not apply.

The subject legislation requires labeling of
certain toys and games intended for use by
children who are at least three but not older
than six (or such other upper age limit as the
CPSC may determine, but not less than five).
As aresult, TMA believes that there is a pos-
gibility, based on the precedent established
by the Second Circuit, that a state would not
be preempted by the existing FHSA preemp-
tion provision from enacting toy labeling
legislation for toys extended for children
older than the age levels covered by this leg-
islation. Therefore, this legislation includes
a special preemption provision in order to
ensure that this legislation is interpreted as
being preemptive of nonidentical state re-
quirements (and those of political subdivi-
sions thereof) relating to cautionary labeling
of small parts hazards or choking hazards in
any toy, game, marble, small ball, or balloon
intended or suitable for use by children, and
specifically including such labeling require-
ments for toys intended for children older
than covered by this legislation.

TITLE II—CHILDREN’S BICYCLE HELMET SAFETY
House bill

The House bill, in section 4, requires the
CPSC to promulgate a performance standard
for bicycle helmets. Pending the develop-
ment of such a performance standard, the
House bill requires bicycle helmets to con-
form to existing voluntary standards.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment, in Title II, simi-
larly requires the CPSC to promulgate a per-
formance standard for bicycle helmets. Simi-
larly, under the Senate amendment, bicycle
helmets would be required to conform to ex-
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isting voluntary standards pending the de-
velopment of such a performance standard.

The Senate amendment also establishes a
program under which the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) may
make grants to states and non-profit organi-
zations for programs that require or encour-
age individuals under the age of 16 to wear
bicycle helmets that meet applicable stand-
ards. The Senate amendment authorizes $2
million in fiscal year 1994, $3 million in fiscal
year 1995, and $4 million in fiscal year 1996
for NHTSA to carry out the grant program.
House amendment to Senate amendment

The House amendment to the Senate
amendment, in Title IT, contains an identical
provision as the Senate amendment with re-
spect to the requirements (1) for the CPSC to
promulgate a performance standard for bicy-
cle helmets and (2) for voluntary standard
conformance pending the development of
such a CPSC standard. The House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment also includes
a technical correction to the Senate amend-
ment with respect to the reference to the
American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM).

The House amendment to the Senate
amendment does not include the provisions
establishing a NHTSA grant program.
Conference agreement

The Conference agreement adopts the
House amendment to the Senate amendment
with respect to the requirements (1) for the
CPSC to promulgate a performance standard
for bicycle helmets and (2) for voluntary
standard conformance pending the develop-
ment of such a CPSC standard.

The Conference agreement adopts a modi-
fied version of the NHTSA grant program. In
particular, (1) the short title of Title II has
been modified to the “‘Children’s Bicycle Hel-
met Safety Act of 1994, (2) political subdivi-
sions of States have been explicitly included
as eligible grantees, (3) grants are limited to
80 percent of the cost of the program for
which the grant is made and the non-Federal
share can be met by the aggregate of in-kind
expenditures by grantees, (4) grants for bicy-
cle helmet acquisition may be made so that
grantees provide assistance in acquiring ap-
proved bicycle helmets to individuals under
16 who may not be able to afford approved
helmets, (5) the Administrator shall review
grant applications for compliance with the
requirements prior to awarding grants, (6)
the Administrator of NHTSA must report to
Congress by May 1, 1997 on the effectiveness
of the program, and (7) the provision now au-
thorizes $2 million for fiscal year 1995, $3 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1996, and $4 million for
fiscal year 1997 for NHTSA to carry out the
grant program.

The Conferees note that the requirements
in Titles I and II of this legislation will re-
sult in modest additional costs for the CPSC,
as a result of the need to promulgate new
regulations and for enforcement. The Con-
ferees urge the Appropriations Committees
to consider these additional costs in their re-
view of the CPSC’s budget request.

BUCKET DROWNING PREVENTION
House bill
No provision.
Senate amendment

The Senate amendment, in Title III, con-
tains provisions requiring the issuance of la-
beling and performance standards for certain
four to six gallon buckets.

House amendment to Senate amendment

The House amendment to the Senate
amendment contains no provision addressing
this issue.
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Conference agreement
Senate recedes—no provision.

From the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for consideration of the House bill,
and the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference:

JOHN D. DINGELL,

CARDISS COLLINS,

EDOLPHUS TOWNS,

CARLOS J. MOORHEAD,

CLIFF STEARNS,

NORMAN Y. MINETA,

JAMES L. OBERSTAR,

NICK RAHALL,

BUD SHUSTER,

THOMAS E. PETRI,

Managers on the Part of the House.

FRITZ HOLLINGS,

WENDELL FORD,

RICHARD H. BRYAN,

JACK DANFORTH,

SLADE GORTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

IS TIME TO ELIMINATE THE
EARNINGS TEST

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of lifting the earnings test
and urge my colleagues to sign the dis-
charge petition filed by my friend from
Illinois. This petition is about equity.
It’s about easing the burden of tax-
ation on working seniors. It's a little
known fact that older Americans who
work are subject to a tax rate as high
as 89 percent. That's twice the rate of
millionaires.

In spite of overwhelming support for
repealing the earnings test last Con-
gress, we are nearing the close of this
session and no action has been taken
by the Ways and Means Committee.
The discharge petition is our last ave-
nue for action on this important issue.

The gentleman from Illinois is intro-
ducing this discharge petition to force
the consideration of a rule so that we
may get on with eliminating the earn-
ings test.

Working seniors aged 62-64 lose §1 in
benefits for every $2 earned over the
limit of $8,040. Seniors aged 65-69 lose
$1 in benefits for every $3 over the
limit of $11,160. To penalize the most
experienced of workers is to reduce
benefits for the entire work force.

Seniors have years of experience that
would greatly add to the productivity
of the work place, spurring billions of
dollars in economic growth. According
to the Treasury Department repealing
the earnings test would result in $140
million increase in Federal revenue.

The earnings limit was created dur-
ing the Depression to force older work-
ers out of the labor force and create job
opportunities for younger workers. But
according to the Labor Department,
the work force is dwindling. By the
year 2000, 1.5 million fewer workers be-
tween 16 and 24 years of age will have
entered the work force.
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The facts are convincing. In addition
to the overwhelming congressional sup-
port for repealing the earnings test,
seniors all over the country are holding
out hope that Congress will finally
enact a policy based on parity.

Please join me in supporting equity
for seniors. Sign discharge petition 18
today.

—————

THE TEEN INFORMATION
PARTNERSHIP

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to recognize and honor a
group in my district who used the com-
mon phone book as a tool to prevent
teen violence.

If I may give a brief history. In May
of 1993 I sponsored a conference in Den-
ver, CO, on Teens and Violence, over
200 organizations developed ideas and
suggestions to help teens resist the
dangerous influences in their lives. One
good suggestion was to create a re-
source directory tailored to teens. I
took this idea to our local phone book
publishers and in short order US West
Directory agreed to donate space in
their directory exclusively for teens.
The idea further, germinated as a local
coalition of business, government, and
non-profits organizations undertook
the monumental task of compiling en-
tries for the teen pages. Thus, the Teen
Information Partnership was born.

I am extremely pleased to announce
that through their efforts, the TIP
pages will be published in the May 1994
issue of the US West Directory phone
book.

There are eight pages of resource in-
formation relevant to teen needs in
this directory. Everything from crisis
hotlines, employment information,
health, pregnancy, education, and
recreation for teens is listed. There is
an aggressive campaign underway to
advertise these pages through res-
taurant place mats, supermarket shop-
ping bags, and in the media targeted to
teens.

I would like to take this time to
honor those agencies involved in this
effort, they are:

Bethesda Psychiatric Hospital, Colo-
rado Trial Lawyers Association, Colo-
rado Violence Prevention Center, The
Denver District Attorneys Office, Den-
ver Mayor Wellington Webb’s Commis-
sion on Youth, Denver Regional Coun-
cil of Governments, Denver Victim’s
Service Center, Denver's First Step,
Hoffman and Company, The Governor's
Community Partnership Office, Mile
High United Way, The Shaka Franklin
Foundation for Youth, US West Direct,
YES Match, Youth Train-A Parents’
Movement, McDonalds, and King
Soopers.

Without the hard work of each, this
directory would not have been possible.
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I would especially like to thank US
West Directory for the unselfish dona-
tion of space in their book and the
countless hours of work to create this
resource.

Special recognition must also be
given to the teenagers from East Alter-
native High School and Littleton High
School who reviewed and refined the
content of the pages.

I believe that this effort can be dupli-
cated throughout the country, with the
dedication and compassion of people in
your own districts. I offer a challenge
to my colleagues to pursue similar ef-
forts. As long as agencies and individ-
uals can set their sights on one goal,
anything can be accomplished. The
Teen Information Partnership has
proven this and I commend them for it.

0O 1420
THE “KO” IN OK

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday two challengers stepped into
the ring in Oklahoma’s sixth congres-
sional district where Republican Frank
Lucas took on Democrat Dan Webber.

It should not have really been a fight
considering the odds against the Re-
publican.

The Democrat was a former aide of
Senator BOREN, the district has a 2-1
Democrat registration advantage, and
had not elected a Republican to Con-
gress in 20 years.

However, in this David versus Goli-
ath rematch, David won once again.

By throwing the right combination of
less spending, less taxes, and less gov-
ernment, Republican Lucas delivered a
“KO" in OK.

Of course what happened to the big
government Goliath is not entirely his
fault. You see he had President Clinton
in his corner.

While the Democrat tried to run from
the Clinton administration, Oklahoma
voters merely proved the old boxing
adage that ‘“you can run but you can-
not hide.”

LT. GEN. WILLIAM H. SCHNEIDER,
AN HONORABLE MAN

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with sadness to announce the
passing of Lt. Gen. William H. Schnei-
der, a man of great honor and distinc-
tion who was born in San Antonio,
reared in San Antonio, and who passed
away in San Antonio this past Monday.
I rise, as well, to announce with great
admiration the many contributions
General Schneider made to his commu-
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nity through his work and influence,
and I want to express on behalf of my-
self and the community of San Antonio
our profound gratitude for his many
yvears of distinguished service.

General Schneider was greatly and
widely admired as ‘‘a soldier’s general”
before retiring in 1989 from his position
as commander of the 5th Army at Fort
Sam Houston. Known for his love of
western music, and beloved by the sol-
diers who served under his command,
Schneider was honored by the Fort
Sam Houston soldier-musicians who
volunteered their time to play for him
at his retirement ceremony. After his
retirement from the Army, Schneider
became president-headmaster of the
Texas Military Institute in San Anto-
nio and served in that position until
his untimely death.

Schneider devoted much of his time
to the youth of our community. Young
people were important to him, and he
showed his dedication to their well-
being through the time and effort he
spent with them motivating them to
stay in school, to persevere, and to do
their very best. He served on the execu-
tive committee of United Way and the
Alamo Council of the Boy Scouts of
America. The General and his wife Bar-
bara were cochairs of the San Antonio
Senior Olympics for 1991 and 1992.

General Schneider was graduated
from Central Catholic High School in
1951 and from St. Mary's University in
1955. Upon his graduation from college,
he was commissioned a second lieuten-
ant of field artillery and served in the
Army for the next 34 years. His service
took him to Vietnam as a battalion
commander during the Vietnam War
and later to the U.S. Pacific as deputy
commander in chief. During his service
he earned the Defense Distinguished
Service Medal, the Legion of Merit,
and the Air Medal.

General Schneider was the finest ex-
ample of the very best of our military
and civilian community—he loved his
country and fought to protect its citi-
zens' right and freedoms; he loved his
family, and his survivors, including his
wife, two daughters, two sons, and
seven grandchildren, will carry on his
legacy of service to country and com-
munity; and he displayed the integrity,
honesty and charity that are the ideal
of the American soldier and citizen. We
will miss General Schneider terribly,
but we are the better for having known
him and been touched by him. He was,
in every sense of the word, an honor-
able man.

SUPPORT THE OLDER AMERICANS
FREEDOM TO WORK ACT

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

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker,
today is a monumental step for our Na-
tion's seniors.
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I want to commend my colleagues
who have joined my good friend, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT],
and signed the petition that would dis-
charge the rule and allow H.R. 300, the
Older Americans Freedom To Work
Act, to be debated before the full
House.

Mr. Speaker, seniors between 656 and
T0 with private pensions are not penal-
ized if they earn more than $11,160 an-
nually. Why should seniors living on
Social Security be penalized?

I know firsthand how important this
legislation is. I have a senior constitu-
ent, Bess Marsala from Rockford, IL,
who calls our office once a week to find
out if there is any movement on H.R.
300. Today I will have some good news
for her.

She will be able to go back to work
and not worry about the current earn-
ings test restrictions which would
cause her to lose $1 of Social Security
benefits for every $3 she earns over
$11,160 annually. This puts her at a tax
rate of 56 percent. H.R. 300 will allow
Bess to earn up to $30,000 annually and
keep her full Social Security benefits.

COMMEMORATING NATIONAL
NURSES' WEEK

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

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I
rise in salute of National Nurses' Week.

Throughout the centuries, nurses
have been the front line and the last
line of defense in health care. Doctors
make the diagnosis, but nurses make
you well.

Since the profession is predomi-
nantly female, nursing is not unlike
most women's jobs. Nurses are over-
worked, underpaid and undervalued in
their role as caregivers.

Yet, nurses are essential to the
health care system and the people
whom they serve. Both doctors and pa-
tients depend on nurses for their exper-
tise and bedside manner.

One of the answers to our health care
problems in this country should be to
fully utilize the abilities of nurses,
nurse midwives, and nurse practition-
ers.

Today, I'd like to honor the nurses at
Grady Hospital, Augusta Regional
Medical Center and all who serve ably
in our rural hospitals and small com-
munity health centers throughout
Georgia’s 11th District.

I would also like to pay a special
tribute to Leola McKinney: a woman
who recently retired as head nurse at
Grady Hospital's Emergency Medical
Clinic where she worked for 40 years—
and who just happens to be my Mom.

REFORMING AMERICA'S HEALTH
CARE SYSTEM

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

Mr. OLVER. Madam Speaker, we can
make history this year by reforming
America’s health care system. Our
goals should be universal coverage,
comprehensive benefits, total port-
ability, and controlled costs. There is
wide agreement on these goals, and we
must achieve these goals.

Every other industrial country in the
world has provided this security to
their citizens. Our neighbor, Canada,
has already largely achieved these
goals.

The truth about the effective single
payer system in Canada is muddled by
false claims. It is not true that Canadi-
ans die in lines waiting for care. It is
not true that Canadians are flocking to
America to avoid rationing and poor
care.

In fact, many Americans go to Can-
ada for care. Canadian budgets are bur-
dened with fraudulent claims filed by
Americans who seek treatment in Can-
ada because they have no insurance
here.

The truth is that the single payer
system works in Canada and can be a
model from which we can learn as we
create our American plan to achieve
national health care.

TIME FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN
WASHINGTON

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

Mr. ZELIFF. Madam Speaker, it is
accountability time here in Washing-
ton. The American voters have had
their first chance to see whether or not
their Congressmen and women would
walk the walk on spending cuts.

In 1992, the American people voted
for change. They changed the man in
the Oval Office. They tossed out a near-
record number of our colleagues. And
they sent a clear mandate to change
the business-as-usual games Congress
has played for years.

I am proud, Madam Speaker, that so
many of my colleagues joined me and
Congressman ROB ANDREWS of New Jer-
sey in signing the A to Z discharge pe-
tition last week.

We have started down the path to-
ward fiscal responsibility, congres-
sional accountability, and living with-
in our means.

Madam Speaker, an A to Z concept
provides hope for future generations. It
is for our children and grandchildren to
ensure they are not saddled with the
same $4.56 trillion debt that we have
today.

We are heading down the path,
Madam Speaker. We have been close
before.

Last fall we lost the Penny-Kasich
bipartisan spending cut package by
just a few votes.
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This year we lost the bipartisan bal-
anced budget amendment by just a few
votes.

My friends, do not let A to Z lose by
just a few votes. Do not ignore the
voice of America. Sign the A to Z dis-

charge petition today.
0O 1430
UNITED STATES COMPANIES

SHOULD HALT TRADING WITH
THE CHINESE MILITARY

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

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, last
night NBC’'s Dateline did its most re-
cent exposé on a Chinese corporation
called NORINCO that is flooding the
American market with guns, toys, and
other products—all to the direct bene-
fit of the Chinese People's Liberation
Army. American consumers are un-
knowingly lining the coffers of the
butchers of Beijing through military
front companies like NORINCO that
are selling guns, rugs, toilet seats, and
toys to Kmart, Walmart, and Home
Depot.

I applaud NBC and the AFL-CIO for
bringing this to the attention of the
American public and urge Members to
sign my letters to the board chairmen
of Kmart and Home Depot, asking
them to halt immediately their trade
with the Chinese military.

I respect those on the other side of
the MFN question who say that trade
will eventually bring liberty—but trade
that directly empowers the same mili-
tary that attacked thousands of
prodemocracy demonstrators in
Tiananmen Square clearly hinders
democratic progress in China and
should be stopped immediately.

At some point, we must say ‘‘no” to
cheap labor that both hurts American
jobs and strengthens the hand of re-
pression in China. In this case, the
question is clear. Say no to funding the
Chinese military and sign my letters to
Kmart and Home Depot.

SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST
DISCHARGE PETITION

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, we have heard today that Mr.
ROSTENKOWSKI wants to raise our taxes
some more. We have heard about an
Oklahoma election where we won be-
cause this administration is pushing
taxes and more spending when in fact
we are taking money away from our
senior citizens between the ages of 65
and 69 who continue to work. We can-
not even let them earn more than a
mere $11,000 this year. It is sad that our
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country has come to the point where
we punish people for working hard.

Taxes in America are high enough
without taxing away another 33 per-
cent of the working seniors’ income.
Some seniors even have an effective
tax rate of 89-percent after last year’s
tax bill.

Let me repeat: 89 percent. I ask how
long could you survive with an 89 per-
cent tax rate?

I ask you to join the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HASTERT], my good friend
and colleague who has introduced a dis-
charge petition today to pass the Older
Americans Freedom to Work Act.

REGARDING THE DISCHARGE PETI-
TION FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 300

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

Mrs. FOWLER. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of the discharge peti-
tion on the rule for consideration of
H.R. 300, which would repeal the Social
Security earnings test limit. The limit
is an archaic provision, created during
the Great Depression to make room for
young people in the workforce by forc-
ing seniors to retire.

This legislation provides an oppor-
tunity for us to support independence
and responsibility instead of depend-
ence on the Federal Government. The
individuals most negatively affected by
the limit are those who have the great-
est need for the extra income, and it is
not right for the Government to im-
pose a punitive tax on their earnings.
Madam Speaker, the Social Security
earnings test limit is bad policy, bad
business, and just plain wrong. It is age
discrimination and it should be re-
pealed. I urge my colleagues to sign
discharge petition No. 18 and support
H.R. 300.

SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST
REPEAL

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

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to join my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT] in support of a discharge pe-
tition on H.R. 300, the Older Americans
Freedom to Work Act.

This legislation is crucial to millions
of our working seniors between the
ages of 65 and 69 who find their Social
Security benefits unfairly withheld
simply because they choose to remain
active in the work force.

This penalty impacts millions of sen-
iors who financially must supplement
their Social Security benefits. They
are not asking for a government hand-
out. They just want the Federal Gov-
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ernment to stop taking away the bene-
fits that they have earned.

Currently, over a majority of the
Members of this House have cospon-
sored this legislation. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in signing this dis-
charge petition so that the full House
can have a chance to debate and vote
on this measure.

To do anything less will be to ignore
those seniors whose expertise and expe-
rience our Nation can ill afford to lose
in today's economy.

REPEAL THE UNFAIR SOCIAL
SECURITY EARNINGS TEST

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

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to join many of our col-
leagues in calling for the repeal of the
unfair Social Security earnings test.

Our Nation's older workers should
not be penalized for remaining wvital
participants in the work force. But
that is exactly what the earnings test
does.

Not only does it penalize older work-
ers, but it’s also bad economic policy.

These experienced workers have a lot
to offer our economy. But they are ef-
fectively driven out of the labor mar-
ket because there is so little incentive
to remain in the workforce. In fact, it
has been estimated that repealing the
earnings test would raise the gross na-
tional product in our country by $15.4
billion.

Many of these seniors are working
not only because they want to, but be-
cause they must. The earnings test
forces many capable seniors to rely
solely on Social Security, rather than
supplement their income by continuing
to work.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
consider these facts and sign the dis-
charge petition to repeal the earnings
test.

Madam Speaker, let us free our Na-
tion's seniors from this antiquated, De-
pression-era policy. Let us bring fair-
ness to our seniors.

SOCIAL SECURITY’S BONUS
SYSTEM: WHO PAYS?

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

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, like
most Americans I was upset to learn
that $32 million for bonus performance
awards was given out by the Social Se-
curity Administration while at the
same time this agency was asking Con-
gress for an additional $200 million to
facilitate the processing of disability
benefit claims.

During testimony given by officials
from the Social Security Administra-
tion before Congress they stated that
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none of the $200 million set aside by
Congress to help with the disability
backlog came from this fund. I share
the sentiments expressed by my col-
leagues on the House Ways and Means
Committee who sharply criticized the
Social Security Administration for en-
gaging in this type of practice. In fact,
one employee who had only been em-
ployed by the Social Security Adminis-
tration for 2%2 months received a bonus
of $9,256.

All this has come at a time when we
are being told that tax increases will
be needed to ensure the future solvency
of the Social Security Program.

We are telling our senior citizens
that they will have to once again sac-
rifice in order to keep this program sol-
vent. I wonder what the vast majority
of Social Security recipients must
think when they read about these bo-
nuses.

RAISING TAXES YET AGAIN

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

Mr. HOKE. Madam Speaker, yet
again the chairman of the House Ways
and Means Committee is insistent on
the need to raise taxes. This time, the
Democrats' reason du jour is health
care reform.

In order to fund the President's mas-
sive new 98,000 person health bureauc-
racy and plug up what he has called “‘a
$40 billion hole’ in the President’'s pro-
jections, Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI says
we have absolutely got to raise new
broad-based taxes on the American
people. More taxes.

That is on top of President Clinton's
record-breaking income tax hikes.

That is in addition to President Clin-
ton's gasoline tax hike.

That is beyond the new Social Secu-
rity taxes that the Democrats have im-
posed on the elderly.

And let us not forget the new estate
taxes that President Clinton imposed
retroactively on dead people.

Madam Speaker, there is just no end
to the majority party’s insatiable appe-
tite for more and more taxes on more
and more Americans. The Democrats
may want to consider this modest pro-
posal as an alternative to their endless
taxing and spending: Stop spending so
much money that you do not have.
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VOTERS OF OKLAHOMA LISTENING
TO THE REPUBLICAN MESSAGE

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

Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, yester-
day the people in the Sixth District of
Oklahoma elected a Republican to rep-
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resent them in Congress in a district
that has a heavy Democrat registra-
tion. I wonder if the Democratic lead-
ership in this House has any idea what
the issues were in that race. Well, let
me tell my colleagues:

The Democrat ran from the Clinton
record, but not fast enough. The Re-
publican ran toward his party's mes-
sage of less taxes, less spending, and
less government. The Republican
signed the taxpayer protection pledge.
The Democrat equivocated. The Repub-
lican came out against higher health
care taxes. The Democrat equivocated.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple listened in Oklahoma. They lis-
tened, and they demanded better and
wiser, and they chose the Republican.

————

USDA PROGRAM CUTS NON-
PRODUCTIVE, FAIL TO REDUCE
DEFICIT

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

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Speaker, when
the administration proposed their 1995
Federal budget they targeted 115 pro-
grams for elimination. Included among
these programs was the Sunflower Oil
Assistance Program. The administra-
tion estimated that elimination of this
program would save $50 million that
would help reduce the deficit. But wait,
according to USDA after figuring in
the cost to the Export Enhancement
Program by taking this action and
after figuring in producers who shift to
other program crops because they lose
overseas markets you find that, at
best, no money is saved through elimi-
nation of this program. As Charles
Osgood recently said on the “‘Osgood
Files,” ‘‘the Sunflower Assistance Pro-
gram is 1 of 115 Federal programs that
Mr. Clinton wants to cut from the 1995
budget. It is the biggest one on the Ag-
riculture hit list. All you need is 114
more like that and, bingo, you haven't
saved a dime.” This is not the kind of
budget cutting that is going to result
in a balanced budget, we need to thor-
oughly review where we are going with
President Clinton’s Agricultural pro-
gram cuts. Under GATT he traded
away significant cuts in foreign inter-
nal subsidies while at the same time
cutting programs that help our farmers
compete in the world market against
those foreign subsidies. This is not the
way American farmers are going to be
able to compete in the world market.

CLINTON'S HAITIAN POLICY
THREATENS ECONOMIC DISAS-
TER FOR FLORIDA

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam
Speaker, the Clinton administration’s
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Haitian policy du jour has gone from
bad to worse to unfathomable. First,
hollow military threats, followed by
tougher economic sanctions on the
Haitian people. Now, the President
wants to open the shores of Florida to
Haiti’'s economic refugees.

By expanding a failed policy of eco-
nomic sanctions, we only increase mis-
ery and starvation among the Haitian
people—and strengthen the hands of
the military leaders. Now President
Clinton has issued an open invitation
of asylum to the Haitian people. The
United States is not only encouraging
a flotilla of Haitian refugees—we are
forcing the Haitian people to come
through an irrational and inhumane
policy of economic sanctions.

Florida is a State already suffering
from the failed immigration policies of
the Federal Government. Our hos-
pitals, our schools, our prisons and our
taxpayers are already overburdened by
the flood of illegal immigrants. Flor-
ida, like the rest of the Nation, simply
cannot afford another Clinton disaster.

Hunger strikes and liberal pickets
are no substitute for a consistent, well-
reasoned foreign policy.

———

OUR DISASTROUS HAITIAN POLICY
DU JOUR

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

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, my col-
leagues, Bosnia, Somalia, and now
Rwanda, are all part of the failed Clin-
ton foreign policy legacy. However no
fiasco in foreign policy matches the
Clinton disaster in Haiti. Our foreign
policy in Haiti can be called a policy
du jour. Like the soup du jour, it
changes each day.

Madam Speaker, last week, off the
shores of my district in Florida, a 4-
year-old Haitian boy was plucked from
the sea in critical condition. Because
of last week’s Clinton policy this boy,
according to doctors, will be a vegeta-
ble for the rest of his life.

This week’s Clinton policy will be an
even greater disaster for the people of
Haiti and the people of the State of
Florida. Haitians will flee Haiti to seek
asylum. Haitians, young and old, will
die with the false hope offered by Presi-
dent Clinton this week. Increased sanc-
tions will kill the poorest of the poor,
provide more profits for the thugs who
have taken charge in Haiti and grind
Haiti further to despair. We have paid
billions to the United Nations, and I
ask, “Why can't we get consistent and
positive leadership from the White
House to restore democracy in Haiti
no "
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE FED-
ERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
SCHROEDER) laid before the House the
following message from the President
of the United States, which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, without objection, referred to
the Committee on Education and
Labor:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 204(f) of
the Older Americans Act of 1965, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 3015(f)), I hereby
transmit the Annual Report for 1993 of
the Federal Council on the Aging. The
report reflects the Council’'s views in
its role of examining programs serving
older Americans.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 11, 1994.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 420 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2442.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resclved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2442) to
reauthorize appropriations under the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended, to revise
administrative provisions of the Act to
improve the authority of the Secretary
of Commerce to administer grant pro-
grams, and for other purposes, with Mr.
TORRES in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WIsg] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI] will be recognized for 156 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. RoTH] will be recognized for 15
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, before I
make my opening remarks, it gives me
great pleasure to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], the chairman of
the full Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco-
nomic Development Reauthorization
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Act of 1994, which was reported out by
both the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation. The Banking Committee re-
ceived sequential referral of this bill
and reported it out on a bipartisan
basis on April 21, 1994.

This bill represents a compromise be-
tween the versions of the bill reported
out by the Banking Committee and the
Public Works Committee and serves as
the original text for purposes of floor
consideration. Under this compromise,
Chairman PAUL KANJORSKI of the
Banking Committee’s Economic
Growth and Credit Formation Sub-
committee has agreed to offer a sepa-
rate amendment which would establish
a Business Development and Tech-
nology Commercialization Corporation
for the transfer and commercialization
of federally-held technologies and proc-
esses. The Banking Committee's ver-
sion of the bill originally included this
provision. I want to thank Chairman
MINETA and the Public Works Commit-
tee for their cooperation and assistance
in developing this compromise. I also
thank and commend Representative
KANJORSKI for his hard work on this
bill.

The bill reauthorizes the Economic
Development Administration and the
Appalachian Regional Commission for
fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996. These
two governmental entities provide vi-
tally-needed assistance to low-income
communities throughout the United
States.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration and the Appalachian Regional
Commission have not been reauthor-
ized since 1980. I must congratulate the
administration for renewing its com-
mitment to these agencies because
both the Economic Development Ad-
ministration and the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission represent impor-
tant tools for providing economic de-
velopment assistance and jobs to dis-
tressed communities throughout the
Nation.

Under the bill, the Economic Devel-
opment Administration’s programs are
reauthorized at $312.6 million for fiscal
year 1994 and $306 million for each fis-
cal year 1995 and 1996. The Appalachian
Regional Commission is reauthorized
at $249 million for fiscal year 1994 and
$214.2 million for each fiscal year 1995
and 1996.

The bill provides various important
new approaches for the Economic De-
velopment Administration. Under the
bill, there is a greater emphasis for
leveraging EDA funds with non-Federal
funds, EDA funds will be used to target
areas with the greatest needs, and EDA
funds can better be used to stimulate
job development and job retention.
Likewise, the performance of the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission is en-
hanced through the creation of a re-
gional development task force and the
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creation of demonstration authorities
included under the bill.

I ask that the House expeditiously
pass this legislation.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ]
for his remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, before I begin today I
want to take just a moment to say this
is the first time in 12 years that we
have had an EDA/ARC reauthorization
bill on the floor with a good chance for
enactment. Both agencies have been
kept in place by the good work of the
appropriations committees in both bod-
ies, and it is time to put the cart before
the horse. This bill comes to the floor
with bipartisan support—and we on the
Public Works and Transportation Com-
mittee take great pride in this. An-
other unique thing about today is that
it marks the last time that Mr. Carl
Lorenz will be available to the Public
Works and Transportation Committee
to help guide the EDA and the ARC yet
again through the legislative process.
Carl was set to retire last week, but I
convinced him to stay until we are
through here today and tomorrow.

Carl has been on the staff of the Pub-
lic Works Committee for 30 years. He
was here in the 1960's when the EDA
and the ARC were created. He is here
now. Carl is unmatched in the area of
knowledge about economic develop-
ment in our country. He has been a
trusted advisor to many chairmen on
Public Works and Transportation, and
he has helped me greatly in my tenure
as chairman of the Economic Develop-
ment Subcommittee. I want to wish
him well as he moves to his retirement.
For the last few months he has had
that glint in his eye, and I am sure
that his wife, Nancy, and his children
Jeffrey and Karen will be glad that he
will be able to spend more time at
home. Knowing Carl, I suspect that he
will be trading in the workload here for
the load of his golf bag, or perhaps pro-
visions for his Ocean City retreat. In
any case, Carl, we all wish you well,
and thank you for your many years of
dedicated service to the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, as I said, many of us
have waited for 12 years to actually
have a realistic chance to reauthorize
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration and the Appalachian Regional
Commission. I join with my good friend
and Chairman NorRM MINETA in asking
my colleagues to join with us in sup-
port of this bill. My own Committee on
Public Works and Transportation or-
dered the bill reported last November
by a unanimous vote. We worked very
closely with our colleagues Congress-
man BUD SHUSTER and Congresswoman
SUSAN MOLINARI, who are ranking mi-
nority members on the full committee
and Economic Development Sub-
committee respectively, to craft some-
thing that had bipartisan support in
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our committee. We have achieved this
goal, and have been working together
ever since to make sure that this spirit
of cooperation remains. I want to say
that we would not be before you today
were it not for the cooperative working
relationship enjoyed between the ma-
jority and minority on Public Works in
this regard.

H.R. 2442 was sequentially referred to
the Committee on Banking, Finance,
and Urban Affairs, and to the Sub-
committee on Economic Growth and
Credit Formation. I would like to com-
pliment my friend and colleague, Con-
gressman PAUL KANJORSKI, who chairs
the Subcommittee on Economic
Growth and Credit Formation for his
cooperation in the past weeks to reach
a compromise in terms of the sub-
stitute amendment we are working
from today. The Banking Committee
reported a significantly different ver-
sion of H.R. 2442 on April 26, which con-
tained new programs and issues not ad-
dressed in the Public Works version.
The two committees have been work-
ing together to achieve a product that
we all can agree upon, and I believe
both sides have gained from the effort.
What we have is a good vehicle here—
one that I believe will be broadly sup-
ported. Again, I want to compliment
Chairman GONZALEZ and Congressman
KANJORSKI on the way they approached
these ultimately successful negotia-
tions, and wish to also note the support
provided by Congressman LEACH and
Congressman RIDGE on the minority
side of the Banking Committee.

The legislation before us today au-
thorizes the Economic Development
Administration and the Appalachian
Regional Commission for a period of 3
years. Because these agencies have al-
ready been the subject of appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1994, the authoriza-
tion can be viewed as applying to fiscal
years 1995 and 1996. Title I of the bill
amends existing provisions of the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965 [PWEDA]. This approach is
different from previous EDA reauthor-
ization bills which struck existing ti-
tles of PWEDA and rewrote the legisla-
tion. Title II of the bill authorizes
funds for ARC programs and amends
the current Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965, including provi-
sions similar to those contained in pre-
vious ARC reauthorization bills.

Several of the provisions contained
in the bill address criticisms of the ad-
ministration of these programs, and in-
clude program recommendations made
by witnesses at hearings conducted by
our committee on the legislation. Dur-
ing these hearings, representatives of
numerous organizations, development
districts, and local, regional, and State
governments from both urban and
rural areas have pointed out that many
areas of the Nation continue to need
the economic assistance provided by
the EDA and ARC programs. Among
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the most often mentioned rec-
ommendations for the programs were
multiyear funding at higher levels and
expediting a simplified applications
process, particularly for EDA pro-
grams. The authorization level for fis-
cal year 1994 would mirror the already
enacted appropriation of $322 million
for EDA programs. For fiscal year 1995
and fiscal year 1996 the authorization
figure for EDA would be $386 million.
Funding for the Appalachian Regional
Commission is authorized at $249 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1994, and $214 mil-
lion a year for fiscal year 1995 and fis-
cal year 1996.

Secretary of Commerce Ron Brown
has been very helpful in providing as-
sistance to the committee as the legis-
lative process has gone along. I do not
want to say, however, that it is the in-
tent of the Public Works & Transpor-
tation Committee to hold further hear-
ings in the fall to address some of the
ongoing analysis Secretary Brown is
undertaking at EDA in particular. Sec-
retary Brown has indicated that EDA
will be a cornerstone for areas hit by
military base closures and loss of mili-
tary contracts. EDA officials have tes-
tified that they are already heavily in-
volved in assisting communities af-
fected by defense spending cuts as well
as areas severely impacted by natural
disasters such as Hurricane Andrew,
the storms in Guam and Hawaii, and
the earthquake in southern California.
In addition, the agency has become ac-
tive in assisting the flooded areas of
the Midwest.

The House has passed similar EDA
and ARC reauthorization bills in each
Congress since 1981. In the last Con-
gress, the House passed a reauthoriza-
tion bill by voice vote under suspen-
sion. In the 101st Congress, the House
passed the bill by a vote of 340 to 82. In
the 100th Congress, the vote was 330 to
89; in the 99th Congress, it was 260 to
96; in the 98th Congress, the vote was
306 to 113; and in the 97th Congress the
House passed the EDA/ARC reauthor-
ization bill with a vote of 281 to 95.

Mr. Chairman, we have a chance here
to take both the EDA and the ARC into
modern times. Much has changed in
our country since both were last au-
thorized in the early 1980’s, and the
programmatic changes contained in
H.R. 2442 will go a long way toward
modernizing the way both do business.
I ask my colleagues to join with me in
this effort and pass H.R. 2442.
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Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], the ranking Republican
member on the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentlewoman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation, and I would



9936

like to emphasize particularly to my
fiscally conservative brothers and sis-
ters that when this legislation first
came before the committee, it called
for over $400 million a year in spending
for EDA and about $250 million a year
for ARC.

Through negotiation and through
compromise, we have been able to take
$100 million a year out of the EDA
spending and reduce the ARC funding
from $249 million to $215 million, or
about a 15-percent cut. So we have been
able to negotiate a compromise here
which very significantly reduces these
expenditures.

Beyond that, I would particularly
like to focus on the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission and some independ-
ent studies relating to the effectiveness
of ARC. First of all, ARC is the kind of
a program that is effective because it is
not a Washington-driven program but,
rather, a program which has the deci-
sionmaking power in the hands of local
people, so the decisions as to how to
spend the money in localities is made
by local groups rather than by Wash-
ington dictating expenditures. That is
a very significant point, it seems to
me.

Beyond that, studies conducted by
the Regional Research Institute found
that ARC programs have made a sig-
nificant impact on the difference we
see in Appalachia. Many of us know
that in Appalachia we have suffered
chronic high unemployment.

0 1500

In fact, 15 or so years ago, we were al-
ways in double digit unemployment in
the Appalachian part of Pennsylvania,
and today that average figure is down
by anywhere from 5 to 8 percentage
points, in part because of the ARC pro-
gram,

Let me be more specific. The Inde-
pendent Regional Research Institute
has reported that ARC programs in 1991
alone generated $8.4 million more in-
come for Appalachia. That certainly is
a tremendous return on the invest-
ment, when you consider the whole
program is only about $200 million a
year.

Further, that same independent re-
search group reported that counties in
Appalachia averaged 48 percent more
income growth than similar counties
not benefiting from the ARC program.

So this is a strong testament as to
the effectiveness of this investment to
create jobs in an economically de-
pressed portion of our country, and I
strongly urge support for this legisla-
tion today.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2442, the Economic Development
Reauthorization Act of 1994.

As has already been noted, this bill
represents the work of the Committee
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on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation. The lan-
guage before the Members today is a
consensus document. Like all consen-
sus agreements, there are individual
aspects that, in isolation, we might
have done differently. Nevertheless, I
believe this bill represents an impor-
tant step forward in revitalizing the
Economic Development Administra-
tion and steers in the direction of en-
hancing the way it assists communities
facing serious economic distress across
this country.

During the consideration of this leg-
islation in the Banking Committee, we
received considerable testimony that
the EDA must improve its strategic
economic development planning to en-
sure that so-called best practices are
factored into economic development
programs and activities. It was also
suggested that the EDA should play an
increased role in coordinating informa-
tion on the economic and community
development activities of all Federal
agencies to ensure that duplication is
avoided and that the EDA is able to

identify the greatest needs.

I am pleased to note that the bill be-
fore us specifically addresses both of
these significant issues. It creates
within the EDA an Office of Strategic
Economic Development Planning and
Policy. Within this office, a Federal
Coordinating Council for Economic De-
velopment is established to assist in
providing a unifying framework for
economic and regional development ef-
forts and to develop a governmentwide
strategic plan for economic develop-
ment.

The Banking Committee also re-
ceived compelling testimony that non-
profit organizations and community
development corporations should be el-
igible to apply for EDA assistance
without the existing barriers to their
participation. The Banking Committee
concluded that all parties involved in
promoting economic development
should be able to compete equally for
EDA funds to ensure that the best pro-
posals, which have the highest likeli-
hood of success, are supported. Again, I
am pleased to note that the bill before
us accomplishes this important objec-
tive.

Consistent with the need to make
nonprofit organizations eligible to
apply for EDA assistance, and the need
to enhance the EDA’s strategic plan-
ning activities, the Banking Commit-
tee identified the need to ensure that
the EDA develop a method to prioritize
all applications for assistance. Again,
this is accomplished in the bill before
us. The EDA is directed to establish
such a prioritization system based on
the relative needs of all areas eligible
for assistance and the capacities of the
applicants to leverage private sector
capital and create partnerships with
others in the affected community.
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The Banking Committee received
testimony that there is a significant
need to review the performance of Eco-
nomic Development Districts [EDD’s]
in assisting distressed communities
foster economic development. Accord-
ingly, the committee retained lan-
guage requiring performance evalua-
tions of EDD’'s at least once every 2
years. This language is retained in the
bill before us now.

The Banking Committee also shares
the view that significant improvements
must be made in the time it currently
takes the EDA to process grant appli-
cations. Accordingly, we retained lan-
guage to expedite the approval process
and directing the EDA to report to the
Congress on its progress in reforming
the current system.

Also in the bill is language inserted
by the Banking Committee permitting
the sale of loans and other financial in-
struments in the portfolios of revolving
loan funds to third parties at the dis-
cretion of the fund managers. The re-
volving loan funds have played an ex-
tremely important role in multiplying
the economic development assistance
provided by the EDA. Providing fund
managers with the authority to sell
loans in their portfolios to third par-
ties or into the secondary market will
allow them to significantly increase
their liquidity and allow them to make
even more loans to encourage eco-
nomic revitalization in distress areas.

Finally, the bill before us retains lan-
guage added by the Banking Commit-
tee providing for the establishment of a
nationally competitive challenge grant
demonstration project. Challenge
grants may represent a significant new
dynamic in the way economic develop-
ment assistance is provided to commu-
nities. It requires them to find means
to leverage private sector contribu-
tions to economic development funds
and to forge partnerships between or-
ganizations in the communities.

Of course, not all of the initiatives
contained in the Banking Committee’s
reported version of H.R. 2442 are con-
tained in the bill before the Members
today. The committee had, at the ad-
ministration’s request, included lan-
guage authorizing the EDA, under its
title 9 authorities, to guarantee loans
associated with economic development
initiatives. We also included language
providing for a pilot program on equity
finance. Under the provisions of the
bill before us today, the EDA is di-
rected to conduct a study of innovative
economic development financing tools,
including loan guarantees and equity
financing and to report to the Congress
within 1 year with recommendations. I
look forward to the receipt of this re-
port and look forward to working with
the Public Works committee in the fu--
ture to address the need for financing
assistance as a part of a comprehensive
economic development strategy.

Banking Committee also adopted
language providing for a business de-
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velopment assistance initiative. While
it is not contained in the base bill we
have brought to the House floor, we did
agree that this should be an issue
placed before the full House. Therefore,
following general debate I will offer a
Kanjorski/Ridge amendment embody-
ing a revised version of this language
adopted by the Banking Committee to
utilize the fruits of this Nation's re-
search as an engine for creating signifi-
cant numbers of new jobs in private
sector businesses.

The amendment enhances the ability
of U.S. small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses to obtain information and li-
censes on technologies and processes
developed through Federal R&D. By
making it easier for small- and me-
dium-sized businesses to commercialize
these technologies, tens of thousands
of new jobs will be created which offer
good wages and real opportunities for
advancement to working men and
women across this country. In the final
analysis, I believe that this is what
economic development is all about.

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad-
dress two basic parts of this bill. One is
the Kanjorski-Ridge amendment, and
of course the other is the bill itself.

Basically I want to congratulate the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI], and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], for their
hard work on the amendment to this
bill. I think it really adds something to
this bill that has to be added. I am very
much in favor of the amendment,
which provides for expediting the
transfer of Government-sponsored
technology to the private sector, as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI], before me has pointed out.

As an original cosponsor to the bill
from which this amendment really
comes, which is the genesis of this
amendment, I would say that this is
something that we have been working
on for a long time, and this bill allows
us to do that. I believe that we will
give depressed areas an additional way
to pull themselves up by their own
bootstraps without costing the Federal
Government vast new additional out-
lays.

We have a great deal of federally
funded research and development. Our
Government has millions upon millions
of dollars for research and develop-
ment, but we have businesses through-
out the United States that do not know
where to go to find the fruits of this re-
search and development. If you are a
businessperson, whether in Chicago,
Milwaukee, Los Angeles, wherever it
might be, this will set up a clearing-
house. So if you are looking for a cer-
tain type of information or R&D you
go to this clearinghouse and you know
whether our Federal Government has
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done some research and development in
this area.

Big business and industry now have
to search all over the federal bureauc-
racy to find some nugget of R&D. Did
you know that Japan has 22, or did and
still probably does, 22 full-time people
going through our Government ar-
chives and agencies to find research
and development that our Government
has done that our businesses them-
selves do not know is available?

Well, what this amendment is going
to do is set up a clearinghouse so that
our businesses and industry, small
business and industry, can profit from
this research and dvelopment that our
American taxpayers have paid for.

This will allow the small and medium
entrepreneurs in the United States and
foreign firms, which the foreign firms
already have, to access this valuable
research and development work—paid
for by the U.S. taxpayers—but which
the foreign firms already have access
to.

I urge my colleagues to listen care-
fully to the debate on this issue and on
this amendment.

As for the rest of the bill, I have
some problems, although some func-
tions are worthwhile and worth saving.

At least until this morning, we still
did not have from CBO a cost estimate
for the substitute bill before us. It is
very important. If we are going to vote
on this legislation, we ought to know
what the cost figures involved are.

Some of my colleagues think that
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration has outlived its usefulness. The
EDA’s mission has been too unfocused,
they say, and I think their criticism
many times is accurate, leading some
to conclude that the EDA is too lenient
with tax dollars.
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If there is any one thing that we
want to be sensitive to, it is the way
our tax dollars are being spent. Some
of the redevelopment mission should be
left to local government for both fund-
ing and for administration. We have to
have more local control.

For these and other reasons, as the
Members will recall, President Reagan
and President Bush advocated EDA's
termination. Congress has not author-
ized the EDA in more than 14 years, its
operations being continued by the
Committee on Appropriations’ annual
spending bills.

As for me, I think it is very impor-
tant that we take a look at the Kan-
jorski-Ridge amendment and vote for
that. There are other amendments
here, I think, that are also worthwhile.
I ask my colleagues to take a look at
the amendments as they come up and
weigh each amendment on its merits.

In the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs, in fact, we
scaled back authorized appropriations
for the Appalachian Regional Commis-
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sion, only to have the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation in-
sist on a higher figure.

In my opinion, the Appalachian Pro-
gram is duplicative. If we take a look
at it, we will find this is accurate. It is
long overdue for some elimination, as
were the other regional commissions
that were terminated and could have
been terminated a long time ago. This
would reduce authorized spending of
this bill by some $5628 million, and, by
golly, if we can find where we can save
money, if we do have duplication in our
administration and in these agencies, I
think it is incumbent on us to cut back
and to make sure there is not a dupli-
cation. After all, every tax dollar we
spend here had to be earned by some-
one.

Looking at the bill as a whole, H.R.
2442 would reauthorize the Economic
Development Administration and the
Appalachian Regional Commission
through fiscal year 1996. The authoriza-
tions for EDA grant programs would be
$422 million in each of 1994 and 1996.
This is about $10 million more than the
President has requested in his budget.

For the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, as I indicated earlier, $214 mil-
lion would be authorized in each of 1995
and 1996.

This reauthorization bill, H.R. 2442,
contains some reforms that attempt to
address past criticisms of both the ARC
and the EDA.

Importantly, the grandfathering of
eligibility has been eliminated. That is
a good provision. This had resulted in
more than 85 percent of the country
being eligible for EDA grants, instead
of only chronically depressed areas, as
originally envisioned.

Instead, the bill provides that eligi-
bility must be proven each time an eco-
nomic development project application
is submitted.

Additionally, H.R. 2442 requires EDA
and ARC to reduce red tape. If there is
any one thing that we hear from our
businesses and industry back home, it
is that we have too much red tape.
That is a good feature of this bill.

It also speeds up the processing time
for applications, and whenever our
business and industry work with the
Government that is one of the com-
plaints we have, it takes too long and
there is too much red tape. Also in this
bill we improve grant selection deci-

sions.

So I think these are good provisions
in this particular legislation, and the
bill begins to leverage more private
dollars to stretch public dollars. That
is what we need.

The bill tightens targeting require-
ments so only 45 percent of the coun-
try, instead of 85 percent of the coun-
try, is eligible for this funding.

The bill promotes more competition
among recipients in an effort to im-
prove efficiency.

The EDA has brought assistance to
those areas suffering from national dis-



9938
asters. It has, in many cases, ably as-
sisted in local economic development
projects.

Today, the EDA plays an increas-
ingly important role in helping former
military bases and defense contractors
convert to civilian purposes.

I think, all in all, when we take a
look at the amendments, we take a
look at the bill as we work our way
through this legislation, that this leg-
islation is not perfect, but it has some
provisions in it that are going to help
our country. I think we should make
judicious and wise decisions as we now
work our way through this legislation.
Let each Member vote accordingly.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just note that
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
RoOTH] makes an excellent point on the
EDA and the eligibility. In the past
there has been criticism of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration as
being too eligible; that is, 85 percent of
the country has been eligible for EDA
programs. The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin is correct that eligibility is now re-
stricted to somewhere between 40 and
45 percent of the country. The criteria
is much more tightly drawn. This has
been a bipartisan effort in the various
committees.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT], the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Public Building and Grounds of
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
every year we come to the floor and we
sort of fight over this bill. There are
Members in the Congress, and I do not
judge their intentions or the quality of
the work they do, but they try to gut
and kill this bill each year.

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. Con-
gress provides $15 to $20 billion a year,
per year, in foreign aid. Congress pro-
vides another $200-plus billion, billion
with a B, $200 billion plus to Japan,
Germany, and Europe, and to our al-
lies, where we help protect them from
a world that has changed so much, I
wonder why all that money is needed
any more.

We are talking about $2 billion over 3
years for American communities, 32
billion over 3 years, where many people
have dirt roads, no sewer systems, very
few jobs. This in unbelievable to me.
Many of these Americans do not even
have running water.

To give Members an idea, we spend
and give more foreign aid to Israel in 1
year than we provide for this whole bill
for America in 3 years. Mr. Chairman,
we give more foreign aid to Egypt in 1
year than we give to American commu-
nities that need help the most over a 3-
year period. This is unbelievable to me,
and unacceptable.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the chairman, the gentleman from
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West Virginia [Mr. WISE], the ranking
member, the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. MOLINARI], the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH], the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU-
STER], the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZALEZ], the gentlemen from Penn-
sylvania, Mr. KANJORSKI and Mr.
RIDGE, and everybody responsible for
this bill. It is good for the country. It
is not a handout, it is a helping hand.
By God, we should send some of our
taxpayer dollars back to America.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who
preceded me is accurate. He is very on
target. I noticed the President the
other day requested or is going to re-
quest $600 million for South Africa, for
building housing and development in
South Africa. That would be twice as
much money as we are requesting in
this bill for the poorest parts of this
Nation. It seems to me that if we are
going to consider aid for nations such
as South Africa, and I think we should
consider it, we should be sure that we
have taken care of at least the poorest
parts of this country first.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2442 reauthorizing the Eco-
nomic Development Administration
and the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion. I want to commend the authors of
this legislation for working long and
hard to craft an important bill which
will open up the door to economic op-
portunity for the most severely eco-
nomically distressed areas of our coun-
try.

Mr. Chairman, the EDA and the ARC
help those pockets of the Nation which
struggle for economic improvement,
but are hindered by much tougher ob-
stacles to economic self-sufficiency and
prosperity. Many of those pockets are
in my district—eastern Kentucky—
which remain economically distressed
relative to the rest of the Nation.

While most of the country enjoyed
economic prosperity and growth in the
1980’s, much of my district did not.
While much of the country is now re-
covering from the recent economic
downturn, many of my communities
have not been as lucky.

We continue to lose coal jobs in the
mines of eastern Kentucky. We con-
tinue to lose textile and apparel jobs as
companies flock overseas, a situation
likely to worsen now that we have the
North American Free-Trade Agree-
ment.

These areas are locked in a vicious
cycle of endemic unemployment, pov-
erty far above the national average,
and lack a viable infrastructure and
strong industrial base. They want eco-
nomic growth. But they remain iso-
lated because they lack the tools which
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bring economic development, job cre-
ation, and self-sufficiency.

These communities want the seeds so
that they can grow private sector de-
velopment and economic prosperity for
their citizens.

The EDA and the ARC provide those
critical seeds for growth. Funded by an
EDA grant, a small water line means
hundreds of jobs because it helped at-
tract a new company. Seed money for
revolving loans for small businesses
builds an infrastructure where none
previously existed. Clearly, EDA
works.

There can be no economic develop-
ment if a community lacks access to
markets and opportunities. Better
highways mean better access. ARC
funds help create the critical link be-
tween isolated, distressed communities
to economic prosperity.

ARC has made a tremendous dif-
ference in my district in other efforts
critical to economic development as
well. Let me give you an example. For
many years, eastern Kentucky has suf-
fered from one of the lowest education
attainment levels of any area in the
country. Lack of education has been a
key hindrance to economic develop-
ment, particularly as we all struggle to
adapt to an increasing complex world.
With $50,000 in seed money from ARC,
and thanks to the commitment and
drive of the local communities, a major
education improvement initiative grew
into a self-sufficient, multi-county or-
ganization. That organization, Forward
in the Fifth, started less than 7 years
ago, now covers every county in my
district. High school dropout rates
have decreased by 50 percent since that
time. How, 10 percent more of our
young people go on to college than
they did 7 years ago.

EDA and ARC give the most eco-
nomically distressed areas of our coun-
try a helping hand, not a handout.
Thanks to EDA and ARC, communities
can pull themselves up by their own
bootstraps, saving the Federal Govern-
ment millions in future years. In the
process, these two programs have
made, and will continue to make, an
incredible difference in the lives of the
most severely distressed areas of our
country.

Critics of these two programs argue
that they do not work. I would invite
those skeptics to visit my district. I in-
vite them to talk to the 1756 people now
employed because EDA provided a
small amount of funding for infrastruc-
ture to build a new prison facility.

Mr. Chairman, EDA and ARC mean
jobs, they mean economic develop-
ment, and prosperity. The bill before us
will produce many more opportunities.
I urge members to vote for H.R. 2442.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO],
chairman of the Jobs Task Force.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Kanjorski-
Ridge amendment and the EDA reau-
thorization before us today. We must
come to understand a fact which our
Nation’s competitors have long
known—that the speed with which we
incorporate technological advance-
ments in products and manufacturing
is the key to long-term economic suc-
Cess.

Make no mistake. We are unparal-
leled in our ability to uncover sci-
entific and technological innovations.
But we have been slow in bringing
those innovations to the marketplace.
Yet that process, the transfer of tech-
nology from the laboratory to the pro-
duction line, is the key to effective
economic competition.

The Kanjorski-Ridge amendment
would give the EDA the ability to help
small businesses hit hard by the
downsizing of our defense industry get
access to technology that will give
them a competitive edge. It provides
small businesses with one-stop access
to federally funded new technologies—
allowing them to incorporate these in-
novations into their manufacturing
processes and products.

We know that many defense depend-
ent businesses have highly skilled
workers and other valuable resources
we cannot lose. We understand what it
takes to help them be competitive. We
know what to do. This amendment, and
this bill, will put critical new tech-
nologies developed by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the hands of these small
American businesses, where they be-
long. It will give them a competitive
edge previously reserved for large mul-
tinationals and foreign competitors. It
will help create new jobs and make us
more competitive.

We have an administration and a
Secretary of Commerce who under-
stand this, and who are committed to
reinvigorating the EDA and to assuring
that it meets its mission of helping
communities and businesses like those
in my State of Connecticut which have
borne the brunt of the rapid changes in
our defense budget.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment and the
EDA reauthorization. Cutbacks in de-
fense spending will cost this country
some 2% millions jobs by the year 2001.
We need to make sure that those
skilled workers can bring their talents
to bear in the private sector. Support
these workers. Support giving our de-
fense dependent communities the help
they need, and giving our small busi-
nesses access to the next generation of
high-technology products and proc-
esses. Support the creation of new jobs.
Support a strong and vibrant economic
future. Vote for this amendment and
for the reauthorization of the EDA.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to
note some of the improvements in the
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EDA bill and to note, for instance, that
in those areas that we talked about,
the formula and what is eligible, these
criteria have to be met:

Per capita income must be 80 percent
or less of the national average, unem-
ployment must be 1 percentage point
above the national average for the pre-
vious 2-year period, or there must be a
sudden or anticipated job loss due to
plant closings or other major economic
dislocation. Additionally, while pock-
ets of poverty may be isolated by the
Secretary, no more than 35 percent of
the amounts appropriated each year for
the EDA may go to these.

Mr. Chairman, these are significant
changes and a significant narrowing of
the eligibility criteria from the present
EDA program.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
RAHALL], a tireless advocate of both
the EDA and the Appalachian Regional
Commission in both our State and na-
tionally, and the subcommittee chair
of the Subcommittee on Surface Trans-
portation.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia, the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Economic Development,
for yielding me the time and applaud
his dedication and leadership in bring-
ing this legislation to the floor today,
a bill which should deserve the strong
support of every Member of this body.
It is long overdue.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2442, the reauthorization legisla-
tion for the Economic Development
Administration and the Appalachian
Regional Commission.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion [ARC] was formed in 1965 to pro-
mote the region's economic develop-
ment, and ‘‘to develop comprehensive
and coordinated plans and establish
planning priorities for the region.”” For
more than a quarter century, it has
been a unique Federal-State-local plan-
ning effort. Regrettably, despite its
quarter century of successful oper-
ation, its continuation has never been
secure.

The reauthorization of both the ARC
and the EDA before us today is yet an-
other reauthorization bill similar to
other bills reported by the Public
Works and Transportation Committee
since 1982—none of which were ever en-
acted. These two vital programs have
been continued through the appropria-
tions process—not through reauthor-
ization legislation. We hope that this
year, with the support of our President
and this Congress, both will see enact-
ment into law.

With respect to the ARC, these pro-
grams have made a significant con-
tribution to the region. A study, enti-
tled ‘“The Economic Effects of the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission: An
Empirical Assessment of 27 Years of
Regional Development Policy,” was re-
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cently released. I encourage my col-
leagues to read a summary of the re-
port, which I will submit for inclusion
in the RECORD at the end of my state-
ment.

In brief, the report concluded that
from 1969 to 1991, the 397 Appalachian
counties in 13 States grew significantly
faster than the non-Appalachian coun-
ties in income, earnings, population,
and per capita income. Further, they
concluded that the evidence indicates
“that the ARC programs helped them
to do so." These conclusions hold true
for all subregions, including central
Appalachia, and they were reached by
comparing the 397 Appalachian coun-
ties with non-Appalachian twin coun-
ties having similar economic and loca-
tional characteristics.

If you wondered whether the ARC
needs to be reauthorized, its programs
continued throughout the region, I
strongly recommend that you read the
report captioned above. y

With respect to the EDA reauthoriza-
tion—the same conclusions can be
reached, I believe. Funds from this pro-
gram are used to help ensure improved
and enhanced economic development
opportunities to distressed areas, such
as in Appalachia, but with a dif-
ference—for EDA project funds are
spent throughout the Nation, rather
than regionally as they are spent under
ARC

Funds expended by the Economic De-
velopment Administration go to suc-
cessfully help many of the Nation’s
most economically distressed areas re-
vitalize their physical and social struc-
ture and provide incentives to small
and medium-size businesses to grow
and to generate long-term jobs.

The committee and subcommittee
have received testimony during hear-
ings that has given us countless exam-
ples on the success of, as well as the
need for, EDA and ARC. Over the years,
modest funding of each has leveraged
billions of dollars in local government
and private capital for projects that
generated billions more in tax reve-
nues. It also generated countless jobs
for the unemployed.

The times may be changing quickly,
but economic development needs have
not. To keep our industries competi-
tive in a global market, and to main-
tain our quality of life, we must take
every opportunity open to us to
strengthen the productive potential of
all our Nation—its various regions, in-
dustries, and population groups.

That is what EDA and ARC projects
do. To do less is to perpetuate the
trend already emerging in the United
States of creating an unemployed and
underemployed underclass of citizens,
who live in distressed areas, barely
above poverty income levels—many
more below poverty incomes—who if
they work at all, work in minimum
wage jobs with no benefits and no
chance of lifting themselves out of pov-
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erty. Programs funded by ARC and
EDA allow these populations to join
the mainstream of economic recovery
that is beginning to make America
grow and become stable for the first
time in decades.

The reauthorization of the ARC will,
among other things, help complete the
3,025 miles of highways to help the re-
gion overcome geographic isolation
and to develop new business and indus-
try. ARC’s nonhighway program fund-
ing will assist in the continuation of
on-going social, education, and com-
munity development programs, and
permit assistance to highly distressed
areas and counties to enable them to
pursue innovative ideas and strategies
for economic development and job cre-
ation. The amended ARC authorization
will help improve the Region's man-
power skills and to apply new tech-
nologies to assist businesses. By in-
creasing the Federal maximum share
from 70 to 80 percent to reimburse
States' prefinanced highway construc-
tion projects approved after March 31,
1979, Appalachia will finally become
less isolated and its people better able
to commute to jobs outside rural areas,
and to access other social and edu-
cation programs to help lift them out
of poverty, including access to better
health care.

Mr. Chairman, I will not go into fur-
ther details with respect to the im-
provements made to both EDA and
ARC authorizations except to say that
the funding is for multiyears to assure
continuity. Increases in annual funding
levels are modest but vitally necessary,
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and our support for this bill will help
our people living in poverty-prone, dis-
tressed areas of this great Nation to
find jobs, and a dignity of life that a
paycheck brings with it.

I commend the able Chair of the Pub-
lic Works Committee, Mr. MINETA, and
the Subcommittee Chair, Mr. WISE, and
the respective ranking Republican
members, Mr. SHUSTER and Ms.
MoLANARI, for bringing this essential
legislation to the floor of the House.
Their concerted efforts have been in-
valuable in permitting us to write a bi-
partisan bill to reauthorize the Eco-
nomic Development and Appalachian
Regional Commission programs.

Passage today of H.R. 2442 will per-
mit the Federal Government to assist
urban and rural arsas promote eco-
nomic growth, and deal with one of the
most critical matters facing America
today—namely, helping the private
sector generate new businesses and new
jobs.

Given the present slow growth of our
economy and uncertainty about the fu-
ture, the need is greater than ever for
the assistance we can assure to dis-
tressed areas and distressed popu-
lations, by enacting the EDA and ARC
reauthorization bill.
SUMMARY
METHODOLOGY

The research presented in this paper uses a
control group of counties outside Appalachia
that are similar to the Appalachian counties.
By matching the Appalachian counties to
others with similar economic structures,
growth patterns, etc., the analysis controls
for macoeconomic events, industrial restruc-
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turing, and other external factors in a way
that a comparison to national indicators
cannot do.

Thus, the evaluation measures how the Ap-
palachia counties changed in comparison to
other lagging places that did not receive
comparable federal attention. Furthermore,
basing the study on comparisons of groups of
counties corrects for any random or unpre-
dictable occurrence in a particular county or
counties.

RESULTS

Three empirical analyses are presented in
the study. The first compares the Appalach-
fan and control county growth rates. The
main finding is that the Appalachian coun-
ties grew significantly faster than their
twins. Between 1969 and 1991 total personal
income and earnings grew 48% faster in the
Appalachian counties than in their twins,
population grew 5% faster, and per capita in-
come grew 17% faster.

The second analysis examines the spatial
pattern of these growth rate differences. It
concludes that the overall result does not
stem from southern growth or some other
geographical pattern and that all parts of
Appalachia generally grew faster than their
twins.

The third analysis examines the variance
in the growth rate differences. The main
finding is that the growth rate differentials
do not vary significantly with metropolitan
status, growth center designation, Appalach-
ian highway presence, distressed county sta-
tus, subregion, coal county, and other vari-
ables. Thus, the observed Appalachian
growth effect is not the result of certain
types of counties having large growth dif-
ferentials.

The attached table shows the mean growth
rate difference for each of 20 variables for
each year from 1969 to 1990.

TABLE 4. MEAN GROWTH RATE DIFFERENTIALS (PERCENT OF 1969 LEVELS)
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0O 1530 Mr. Chairman, as a member of the the EDA, I have been continuously im-

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE], a very ac-
tive member of our subcommittee.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to take this opportunity to recog-
nize the outstanding achievements of
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration [EDA] and to reaffirm the im-
portance of EDA in helping commu-
nities throughout the country over-
come severe economic difficulties.

Economic Development Subcommittee,
I would like to congratulate the chair-
man, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. WISE], and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. MOLINARI], for their hard work on
this piece of legislation, and to say
that I have taken a long, hard look
into the mission of the EDA and how
effective it has been in promoting and
assisting in the economic development
of our Nation’s cities. And having re-
viewed the programs and operations of

pressed with the breadth and scope of
those programs and the professional-
ism and quality of EDA's personnel
who assist in administering them.

In the city of Worcester, MA, in my
own district, EDA—and in particular
the northeast regional office—has
played a critical supporting role in a
broad State and local effort to revital-
ize the downtown area of the second
largest city in all of New England. The
challenge continues to be an enormous
one.
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In recent years, Worcester has suf-
fered from many of the problems asso-
ciated with large urban areas, includ-
ing crime, poverty, and high unemploy-
ment. Recent trends have seen busi-
nesses and revenues desert the down-
town area of Worcester, for safer, more
accessible suburban areas. Urban flight
has had a devastating effect on Worces-
ter and many other cities across the
country and made it even more dif-
ficult for these areas to meet their own
infrastructure, crime prevention, and
job creation needs.

Through the guidance and partner-
ship of EDA, however, and the active
involvement of State and local partici-
pants, the city of Worcester continues
to receive a necessary boost that is
helping to achieve lasting improve-
ments in the local economy. Such as-
sistance by EDA is allowing the city to
help itself improve its condition by sta-
bilizing and diversifying its economic
base and improving local living condi-
tions for those who need it most.

The city of Worcester is only one of
many communities throughout the Na-
tion that EDA assists on a daily basis.
The good work of the EDA is evident in
every single State in the Nation, and is
contributing to a much-needed eco-
nomic revitalization in our urban
areas. They should be allowed to con-
tinue.

I am confident that the tremendous
scrutiny that EDA has undergone over
the years has improved the way in
which it makes its decisions and ad-
ministers its programs. At a time when
cities and States are struggling to
comply with massive unfunded man-
dates and more burdensome and costly
regulations, they should know that
they can still get some help from the
Federal Government for economic de-
velopment initiatives through the
EDA.

For the good of cities like Worcester,
Attleboro, Fall River and other com-
munities in my district, I will be vot-
ing for this bill today, and I urge all of
my colleagues to help their cities by
doing the same.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL], but before
he takes the minute, I want to say it
just shows how complicated this legis-
lation has been that over the past sev-
eral weeks, as we have negotiated this
between the various committees, there
have been significant changes in the
legislation.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2442, the reau-
thorization legislation for the Eco-
nomic Development Administration
and the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion.

For 27 years, these two highly suc-
cessful programs have established
unique Federal-State-local planning ef-
forts that have leveraged, through
modest Federal funding, billions of dol-
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lars in local and private capital, and
generated billions of dollars in new
revenues.

By passing H.R. 2442 we will have
kept our industries competitive in a
global market, improved and increased
our manpower skills, and provided eco-
nomic development opportunities for
existing and new businesses.

Times may be changing quickly, but
economic development needs have not.
New technologies are emerging, and we
need them in order to rebuild our Na-
tion's infrastructure. Through applica-
tion of the modest funding in the bill,
H.R. 2442 will help us achieve that goal.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA],
the full committee chair of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation. I greatly appreciate his co-
operation and assistance and encour-
agement in getting this bill to the
floor.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the compromise sub-
stitute to H.R. 2442, as provided for in
the rule. In doing so, I want to take
this opportunity not to explain the spe-
cifics of that substitute—I will defer to
others to do that, specifically Con-
gressman WISE, chair of our Sub-
committee on Economic Develop-
ment—but to put into perspective ex-
actly what we're doing today.

As most Members know, it has been
12 years since the Economic Develop-
ment Administration and Appalachian
Regional Commission Programs have
been authorized. During that time,
there have been a number of critics
who have come forth and raised various
concerns about these programs, pri-
marily the EDA Program.

These critics—and it’s mostly been
Members on the other side of the
aisle—have questioned the basic worth
and success of these programs. Are
these programs really needed? Are they
a legitimate function of the Federal
Government? What has their track
record been? What kinds of projects
have they funded? How much have they
cost the General Treasury?

To those critics let me say that as
far as this Member is concerned, much
of what you have said in the past
makes a great deal of sense. There is
no doubt that the EDA and ARC Pro-
grams could stand improvement. There
is no doubt that at times they have not
performed to their potential or to our
expectation. There is no doubt that
their track record in certain areas is
suspect, and there is no doubt that
there’s room for reform.

In that regard, I want to also say to
the critics of these programs that you
have performed, in my opinion, a valu-
able service in helping us come to the
point today where we now are about to
embark on a new beginning for the
EDA and ARC Programs.

Gone in this bill are the programs
and approaches of old. Gone are the in-
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efficient bureaucracies; gone are the
archaic eligibility requirements; gone
are the time-consuming and cum-
bersome approval processes; and gone
are the exorbitant authorization levels.

H.R. 2442 and the bipartisan com-
promise launch EDA and ARC on a new
effort founded on reform, responsibil-
ity, efficiency, and accountability.

To the critics of old, I say forget the
past concerns and past problems. Join
with this Member in a collective effort
to make EDA and ARC the best agen-
cies and programs they can be.

And, likewise to those who at this
time want to be bold and creative and
launch these agencies, again particu-
larly EDA, into new areas and new di-
rections, I again say that much of what
you propose makes sense. If any agency
is going to do the job it’'s supposed to
do, it should have the best tools at its
disposal. For EDA, maybe that means
certain financing techniques which are
new, innovative, and responsive to our
Nation's changing economy. Maybe it
means radical program restructuring
to enhance flexibility.

These issues and suggestions are not
in and of themselves wrong. However, 1
would simply urge those innovators
that this is not the right time. These
things will come in time.

Right now, I believe Congress' num-
ber one objective should be to reau-
thorize these programs; to get them
back on track; to concentrate on ad-
dressing the problems of old; to give
these agencies time to prove the critics
wrong; to build a track record; and
then to come back to Congress and say
with pride we're now ready for more.

Mr. Chairman, I challenge all Mem-
bers today—including both the critics
and the innovators—to take a serious
look at the compromise bill. It address-
es both the concerns of the past and
the challenges of the future. It strikes
a balance between these and, more
than anything else, provides an oppor-
tunity to forge a partnership to insure
that our Nation's economic develop-
ment program is second to none.

I wish, again, to thank Mr. WISE, the
Chair of the Economic Development
Subcommittee, and Ms. MOLINARI, the
ranking Republican of that subcommit-
tee, for their hard work on this legisla-
tion. I would also like to commend Carl
Lorenz, the staff director of this sub-
committee who will be retiring in the
near future, for his many years of de-
voted service to our Public Works and
Transportation Committee and wish
him good health, Godspeed, and the
best of wishes.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the
bipartisan compromise.

0 1540

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman:-from
California [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding this time to me.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express
my strong support for the reauthoriza-
tion of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration of the Department of
Commerce. Funding EDA is renewing
America. BEach Federal program should
be analyzed on the basis of whether or
not it improves the lives of ordinary
citizens at a reasonable cost. A good
program should do just that.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration is one such successful Govern-
ment program. In the past, EDA has
done much good for the district I rep-
resent. I strongly support its reauthor-
ization.

In the mid-1970’s, Long Beach, CA,
developed plans to renovate its de-
pressed downtown area. Public and pri-
vate financing was arranged. But after
1978 the local and State public financ-
ing available was severely reduced
after the passage of Proposition 13,
which rolled back property taxes and
thus public revenues.

Shortly thereafter, a multiagency
funding agreement was achieved with
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration as the lead agency and partners
in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and the Depart-
ment of Transportation. These agen-
cies provided $40 million in grants.
That was leveraged with commitments
from businesses and further municipal
public financing, for a total investment
of approximately $3 billion. $40 million
was leveraged to $3 billion.

Today, downtown Long Beach is be-
coming an excellent place to do busi-
ness. There is a major world trade cen-
ter, other downtown office buildings,
hotels, parking structures, theaters,
restaurants, a shopping mall, and other
conveniences. This redevelopment
transformed downtown Long Beach
into a first-class commercial conven-
tional entertainment area. This would
not have occurred without an initial
grant from EDA. EDA can also help
distressed communities suffering from
defense cutbacks. The Federal Govern-
ment has a duty to help mitigate the
pain experienced by local communities
whose economy was based, in large
part, on providing for the Nation’s de-
fense.

Reaping the peace dividend will be a
slow and sometimes painful process.
The California economy is undergoing
dramatic changes that may be painful
in the short run. EDA should act as the
lead agency in focusing its energies on
defense conversion. Facilitating the re-
deployment of assets formerly de-
ployed by the defense establishment
will have a positive economic impact
in the long run.

Let us support the reauthorization of
the Economic Development Adminis-
tration. Funding EDA is renewing
America.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL], a Member who is
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well known in this institution for his
work in infrastructure development,
and who chairs the Subcommittee on
Energy and Water Appropriations.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the subcommittee for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2442, a measure authorizing the
Economic Development Administra-
tion and the Appalachian Regional
Commission.

Chairman WISE is to be commended
for his efforts in bringing this bill to
the floor. Both EDA and ARC have had
an enormous impact in my district in
Alabama and throughout this Nation.
Rural and underdeveloped areas have
benefited from the programs adminis-
tered by EDA and ARC.

Since ARC’s inception in 1965, its
programs have contributed greatly to
the economic revitalization of the re-
gion. Two million private sector jobs
have been created. The percentage of
people living in poverty has decreased.
The outward migration from the region
has decreased. More people are remain-
ing in the region because, quite simply,
the guality of life is better.

The long term goal of both of these
agencies is to promote economic self-
sufficiency for the areas they serve.
Until this goal is reached, I strongly
support the continuation of both these
programs. I urge your support for this
important legislation.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, for
purposes of a colloguy, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. COLLINS].

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman from West Virginia for
his diligence in getting the EDA reau-
thorization to the floor. During com-
mittee consideration of this bill, there
was a great deal of discussion about
the revolving loan fund program; and I
am very pleased with the revisions we
made to it. These changes do not in
any way lessen accountability. The
committee has been clear on that fact.
However, as we discussed the program,
we saw a need for further review of the
regulations which govern the RLF.
There must be a fine balance between
accountability and micromanagement,
and this does not currently exist.

I had considered offering an amend-
ment today addressing the EDA's regu-
lation which requires 756 percent of re-
volving loan funds to be loaned out at
any given time. That is just poor busi-
ness, and could force loans that may
not be wise investments.

I am also concerned over EDA’s regu-
lations which prohibit refinancing.
Good business practices dictate re-
structuring when it is necessary to as-
sist the borrower’s cash flow situation.

I am not going to offer amendments,
but I would like the gentleman’s assur-

May 11, 1994

ance that we will look into these regu-
lations further in the committee. Some
of these issues came to my attention
too late to give sufficient time for
committee deliberation, but I hope we
will take the opportunity over the
coming months to thoroughly review
this program, to insure the regulations
maintain complete accountability, but
are not overly burdensome or counter-
productive.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I yield to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
WISE].

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the
gentleman from Georgia that indeed
the subcommittee will be delighted to
do that. The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. CoLLINS] has been the one who has
been tireless in his effort to make the
fund more realistic. It is his language
that is included in the bill. The gen-
tleman has been the driving force be-
hind it, and the subcommittee will con-
tinue to review this.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I also re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARCA].

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I am very proud today to be a
member of the Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Development of the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation
because I think we have a very mean-
ingful initiative and a very important
bill that we bring before the Congress
today. In my judgment this is an im-
portant initiative because it helps our
economic development efforts in very
important ways to help to create jobs,
to upgrade smaller communities eco-
nomically and to provide opportunities
for workers. The Economic Develop-
ment Administration has had its share
of administrative problems in the past,
and hopefully some of the provisions in
this bill will help to correct that, and
they should be aware that we will hold
them accountable and that we will
have very high expectations for their
work. But this is very needed assist-
ance, and it is focused on the right ac-
tivities, on research and development,
on infrastructure, improvements and
upgrades, and on adjustment assist-
ance, and I am very pleased and proud
to add my support to it today.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARcA] and his
work on the subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the .
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD].

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco-
nomic Development Reauthorization
Act of 1994. E
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The Economic Development Adminis-
tration is actively involved in water,
sewer and road projects in a number of
locations across my district, putting in
place the basic public facilities which
are necessary to attract new jobs.

Attracting investment and creating
jobs in rural areas is a challenge, but
working closely with the EDA we have
been able to use a modest Federal in-
vestment to leverage substantial pri-
vate economic activity. There are fam-
ilies in my district whose kids are in
college today thanks to the paycheck
from a job an EDA grant created.
There are towns and village across this
country where people finally have de-
cent water and sewer systems thanks
to an EDA investment.

My colleagues, I have a strong record
on cutting costs and reducing the defi-
cit. I believe we must take a look at
every agency and function of the Gov-
ernment to determine if our money is
well-spent. I would argue strongly that
the modest helping hand provided by
the EDA in bringing economic growth
to our rural communities is a valid and
worthwhile function of the Federal
Government.

I commend the authors of the bill,
the EDA, and most importantly, the
planners, developers, and municipal of-
ficials in my district and across the
country who are working with these
funds to make life better in their
hometowns.

I urge support of the bill.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would
like to join with my colleagues from
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation in strongly supporting
H.R. 2442. This legislation does indeed
address many of the concerns expressed
by the people who have worked closely
with the EDA and who have spoken
previously this afternoon. It is truly a
bipartisan effort, and I must at this
point thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the
ranking member, and of course the
Subcommittee on Economic Develop-
ment chairman, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WIsE], for his lead-
ership on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2442 represents
an opportunity to finally, after 12
years, reauthorize the EDA and ARC to
improve and upgrade these programs.
One example of the importance of the
EDA is its role in helping communities
to adjust to base closures and defense
cutbacks.

Mr. Chairman, the 1993 Base Closure
Commission closed 130 military instal-
lations and realigned 45 others. This
was in addition to over 200 closures and
realignments resulting from the 1988
and 1991 rounds of base closures. In my
own district the closing of Naval Sta-
tion New York will have an enormous
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economic impact. In 1992 alone it was
estimated that the base generated
more than $89 million in annual direct
economic impact with a combined pay-
roll of over $50 million and an operat-
ing budget of $30 million. As a result of
the base’s closure it is estimated that
between 4,000 and 5,000 jobs, both direct
and indirect, will be lost in a city that
can scarcely afford it. Mr. Chairman,
under the authorizations provided in
H.R. 2442 the EDA has a wide range of
tools to help communities adjust to
these base closures and to find replace-
ment jobs. Under title IX of EDA’s re-
authorization, Mr. Chairman, the EDA
can and will make grants to commu-
nities for planning, public works con-
struction, revolving loan fund assist-
ance and training. The authorization is
flexible enough for EDA to tailor the
adjustment package to each commu-
nity's specific needs, and I suggest to
my colleagues in the Chamber that
there is no other example of that abil-
ity to provide and respond to a State’s,
and municipality's and locality’s par-
ticular problems particularly as it
comes to base closure than that pro-
vided under title IX of EDA’s reauthor-
ization. It has been 12 years, and sig-
nificant changes have been made to
streamline these organizations and to
recreate their responsiveness to ever-
changing economies.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
2442 refocuses EDA and ARC on to pro-
grams that work, and I encourage my
colleagues to support the bill. Let me
just state in closing that it has been a
tremendous opportunity to work, par-
ticularly with the minority staff, and
certainly with the majority staff, and I
say to Carl Lorenz, ‘‘You will be dearly
missed, and I hope this bill will serve
as a remembrance of all the work and
dedication you have given to this full
committee and to this subcommittee

in particular.”

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WATERS].

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2442, the Eco-
nomic Development Administration
authorization bill. I would like to com-
mend our chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Economic Development of the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] for all
the work he has put into this legisla-
tion. I had the privilege of working
closely with Mr. KANJORSKI on this bill,
and he certainly deserves a lot of credit
for his thoughtful and speedy work to
bring the legislation to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2442 is long over-
due. After 12 years trying to eliminate
the EDA, we have leadership which fi-
nally understands the job creation, and
economic development and commu-
nities revitalization potential of the
EDA. It seemed the Federal Govern-
ment abandoned Federal programs that

9943

could have generated jobs and caused
community-based development in the
1980’s, and this shortsightedness is
clearly demonstrated by the continued
efforts to eliminate the EDA.

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, enough
Members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle recognized the importance of
EDA to prevent its outright abolition.
However, the program underwent se-
vere budget reductions. In real dollars,
EDA is now only one-fifth of its 1980
budget. This bill begins to rebuild the
EDA.

I remember the useful economic de-
velopment projects the EDA funded
when I was a State legislator in Cali-
fornia. EDA programs leverage several
times their allocation in private sector
funds. The impact of EDA programs
was far greater than their actual fund-
ing. That seems to be the model of pub-
lic-private development that this coun-
try strives for.

We should support this bill, and work
to enhance and broaden the EDA mis-
sion. I urge support for H.R. 2442,

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER] who has been very
active in the formation of this bill.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2442 and urge all my
colleagues to vote in favor of this first
reauthorization bill in more than a
decade and to oppose all amendments
to cut funding for these two important
agencies or compromise the important
work that they do.

I would also like to commend Chair-
man WISE and my fellow New Yorker,
ranking member SUSAN MOLINARI, for
the dedicated and cooperative biparti-
san spirit in which they have crafted
and moved this important legislation.

As a member of the historic freshman
class of the 103d Congress, I think it is
important to remember what was on
our constituents’ minds as they went
to the polls in 1992 and changed the
face of our national Government.

Do you remember? It was ““the econ-
omy, stupid!” Our constituents were
fed up because they couldn’t get their
children to a doctor, they couldn't hold
on to their jobs or make ends meet no
matter how hard they worked, and
they couldn't even take comfort in the
confidence that the many sacrifices
they have made have been worthwhile
because, in America, the next genera-
tion always does better. For too many
of our neighbors, the promise of the
American dream, that through hard
work and perseverance, you can make
it and your children will do better, was
a broken promise.

Well, people were right to be angry in
1992. That is why we got a new Presi-
dent and a turnover rate in this House
of 25 percent.

Does anyone think the voters have
forgotten why we were sent here in
19927 Have any of us forgotten? Does
anyone here think that we've gotten
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everyone a job or rebuilt our infra-
structure or finished the work of aiding
small business and small communities?
I do not think so. We have made
progress, but if we are to finish the
job—to do what we were elected to do—
to bring back the promise of the Amer-
ican dream, we must provide the assist-
ance that our communities and busi-
nesses need to succeed. The EDA and
the ARC provide assistance in commu-
nities across this country with skill
and with success. Ask your local busi-
ness and civic leaders.

Where would America be if the Fed-
eral Government had not acted to elec-
trify the sparsely populated areas of
this country, to build the canals and
highways, to promote the key indus-
tries that contributed to our economic
growth over the years? How can we, as
a Congress, decide to put the brakes on
this necessary support for our busi-
nesses and our communities, now when
it is more needed than ever?

I can tell you, as a Representative of
an urban district in New York City, I
was surprised to discover that small
and rural communities face many of
the same economic challenges as do
urban areas. The urban-rural partner-
ship for a stronger America, putting
our people back to work in jobs with
dignity and a future, is reflected in this
bill.

We need the EDA and we need the
ARC. Let us not put the brakes on the
recovery now. Vote yes.

0 1600

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr, Chairman, may
I inquire, what is the distribution of
time remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 1
minute remaining, the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. MOLINARI] has 12
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has
3 minutes remaining; and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] has
8 minutes remaining.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to call the at-
tention of my colleagues to something
that happened last week. When we were
fashioning this bill between the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs and the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, there was a
very important meeting here in Wash-
ington with some of the employees
from my district in Pennsylvania that
had just been notified that a major tex-
tile company was closing down. Fifteen
hundred people were notified that they
would shortly lose their jobs.

This last weekend I had occasion to
visit with some union members who
told me that as a result of the passage
of NAFTA last year a very large manu-
facturing company had announced that
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rather than doing some of the manu-
facturing they had intended to do in
my district to keep some very highly
skilled workers working, they were
going to move that operation to Mex-
ico.

Last year, or 18 months ago, the
President ran, and during the Presi-
dential election this President had a
motto, ‘It's the economy, Stupid.” I
think the American people responded
to that motto and understood what he
meant, what his campaign meant, and
what we should mean today. If I were
to have a motto today, it would be
*It's the jobs, Stupid.”

We have now passed NAFTA as na-
tional policy. We know we will take
some jobs away from the American
people. We are looking forward to re-
forming welfare, and yet the big ques-
tion when you reform welfare is ‘‘Mis-
ter, where do I get the job you're going
to train me for?”

I think it is up to us who will be vot-
ing on these substantive issues in this
session to search our minds and our
hearts with the reality that we come
up with the idea of where these jobs
will be.

The EDA and the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission are part of the ci-
vilian tools of this Government to cre-
ate those jobs. In some instances they
have done it very well, in some in-
stances they have done it not too well,
and we are trying to correct that.

An amendment that I will offer when
we close general debate goes to the
thrust of the matter of how we will cre-
ate jobs. What we are suggesting is
that we have to look into the inven-
tory of technologies, patents, and re-
search and development of the Federal
Government and make sure they get
out to the small districts of America
that suffer the loss of jobs as a result
of NAFTA and welfare reform.

My district does not get the research
and development grants that go to MIT
or to Stanford or some of the major re-
search universities, but that money
that goes to those grants comes from
my taxpayers. What we are trying to
do with this amendment is to level
that playing field and say that we can-
not put the grants for research and de-
velopment into the small backwater
districts of the United States, but we
can offer the technologies as future job
creation opportunities for these people.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues,
when we take up this amendment, to
realize that really “‘It’s the jobs, Stu-
pid.” That is what we hear now, and
that is what it is all about.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, if you have a base
closing that you just found out about,
who are you going to call? If you are
trying to put a water system into an
industrial park because you can get a
client that will provide 200 jobs but it
has got to be done quickly, who are
you going to call? Or if you have suf-
fered, as too many people have in too
many parts of the country, from the
kind of economic dislocation that
comes from physical devastation, be it
earthquake, be it flood, be it tsunami
or whatever it is, who are you going to
call?

You are going to call the EDA, and in
13 States you are going to call the
ARC.

Mr. Chairman, that is the best reason
why this has got to be reauthorized.
Who are you going to call? We have got
to make sure they are still there to be
called.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Economic Development Reau-
thorization Act. | know firsthand that the Eco-
nomic Development Administration and the
Appalachian Regional Commission are proven
programs that work.

These programs have been key factors in
helping bring jobs and better economic oppor-
tunity to our rural communities. The grants
and technical assistance provided by EDA and
ARC have enabled many of our local commu-
nities in Mississippi to develop water and
sewer systems, roads and other facilities that
would not have been possible otherwise. As a
result, these communities have been able to
develop industrial parks and set up other at-
tractive opportunities for business and industry
to locate there. That means jobs and an in-
creased tax base.

Much progress has been made, but |
strongly support efforts to continue this proc-
ess to allow ARC and EDA to further develop
infrastructure such as roads and highways and
to provide important technical assistance to
help businesses in rural areas like Mississippi
survive and grow.

| know the Applachian Regional Commis-
sion is responsible for nearly 1,000 new job
opportunities in Mississippi in 1993 alone.
Without ARC support, many of these projects
and jobs would not have gone forward. And |
hear only good things from economic develop-
ment officials in my district about what an im-
portant factors EDA has been in bringing jobs
to Mississippi over the years.

We need tfo keep these programs working to
stimulate economic opportunities in Mississippi
and throughout the country. | urge continued
support for EDA and ARC.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 2442, the Economic Development Au-
thorization Act. | must first commend the ex-
cellent work of the Public Works and Banking
Committees that has made it possible to bring
this vital economic development legislation to
the floor. It has been 14 years since the EDA
was reauthorized, and | applaud the Commit-
tees’ members for working together on this bill
to give this important program the attention
and support it deserves.

In my district in northern California, the EDA
has made a tremendous impact on the eco-
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nomic development of the region. Over the
past few weeks, | have received numerous
calls and letters from local officials and busi-
ness leaders to tell me their first-hand experi-
ence with the local initiatives that are made
possible with the help of EDA funds. | have
been impressed with the broad support the
EDA enjoys from the people who are on the
front-lines of economic development in the
communities in my district.

| myself have worked closely with the Tri-
County Economic Development Committee
[TCEDC] the federally recognized Economic
Development District which serves Glenn,
Tehama and Butte Counties in my district, and
| know the difference these programs have
made in these economically distressed areas.
TCEDC provides the cities and counties in this
region with a wide variety of economic devel-
opment services, including economic develop-
ment planning, grant writing, administration of
public works and technical assistance projects,
management of local, State, and federally
funded revolving loan funds [RLF’s] and small
business financing.

Since 1989, TCEDC has completed 64 suc-
cessful economic development programs
which have created or retained 718 local jobs.
For example, 72 jobs were saved in Glenn
county alone through the assistance of an
EDA public works grant. In 1992, The city of
Orland was in danger of being forced to shut
down their municipal brine ponds because the
aging ponds were in desperate need of retro-
fitting. The waste water that results from local
olive processing is transferred to the municipal
brine ponds so the salt can safely evaporate.
These ponds are critical to food processing
and the many jobs associated with this proc-
ess. The TCEDC was able to help secure a
$500,000 EDA public works grant to help the
financially strapped city retrofit the brine ponds
and save the 72 olive processing jobs in the
area.

Another TCEDC success was assistance
they provided the Glenn Chamber of Com-
merce in obtaining a CDBG grant to provide a
loan to a small local business, Applied Sewing
Resources. Three years ago, Applied Sewing
Resources, a small manufacturer of outdoor
recreational equipment, employed three peo-
ple in Orland, CA. With a $215,000 business
loan obtained by the city of Orland with the
assistance of TCEDC, Applied Resources was
able to purchase new equipment and expand
their operations. Today, Applied Sewing Re-
sources employs almost 75 employees in
Orland.

The number of jobs saved or created by
EDA assistance may not sound like big num-
bers to some folks in Washington, but let me
tell you that in my District—where unemploy-
ment rates are running as high as 15 to 20
percent—these jobs have a real impact. In
these continuing tough economic times, the
Economic Development Administration is a
small investment that yields abundant returns.

| strongly support the Economic Develop-
ment Authorization Act, and urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
part 1 of House Report 103-495 shall be
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considered as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment and shall be
considered as read.
The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:
H.R. 2442

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
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TITLE I-ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS

SEC. 101. GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND DE-
VELOPMENT FACILITIES.

(a) DIRECT AND SUPPLEMENTARY GRANTS.—

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Section 101(a) of
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131(a)) is amend-
ed in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by
striking “‘representing any redevelopment
area or part thereof” and inserting “‘acting
in cooperation with officials of local govern-
ments’.

(2) DIRECT GRANTS.—Section 101(a)(1) of
such Act (42 U.S.C, 3131(a)(1)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) by inserting ‘‘design and engineering,”
after ‘‘acquisition,’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘or
otherwise substantially further the objec-
tives of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964,

(b) AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—
The last sentence of section 101(c) of such
Act (42 U.8.C. 3131(¢c)) is amended—

(1) by striking *‘area,” and inserting ‘“‘area
and"; and

(2) by striking ‘*, and the amount of’ and
all that follows before the period.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 105 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3135) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 105, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this title
$160,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $175,000,000
per fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1995
and 1996. Such sums shall remain available
until expended.

“(b) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES IN CER-
TAIN AREAS.—Not more than 35 percent of
the amounts appropriated pursuant to sub-
section (a) in a fiscal year may be expended
for projects located in areas described in sec-
tion 401(a)(4).

*(0) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES FOR DE-
BIGN AND ENGINEERING.—Not more than 20
percent of the amounts appropriated pursu-
ant to subsection (a) in a fiscal year may be
expended for design and engineering.’'.

(d) SEWER FACILITIES.—Title I of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 3131-3137) is amended by striking
section 106 and redesignating section 107 as
section 106.

(e) CONSTRUCTION COST INCREASES.—Sec-
tion 106 of such Act, as redesignated by sub-
section (d) of this section, is amended by in-
serting a period after ‘*such costs' and strik-
ing all that follows.

SEC. 102. PROJECTS CONSTRUCTED UNDER PRO-
JECTED COST.

Title I of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131-3137)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 107. USE OF FUNDS IN PROJECTS CON-
STRUCTED UNDER PROJECTED
COST.

“In any case where a grant (including a
supplemental grant) has been made under
this title for a project, and after such grant
has been made but before completion of the
project the cost of such project based upon
the designs and specifications which were
the basis of the grant has decreased because
of decreases in costs, such underrun funds
may be used to improve the project either di-
rectly or indirectly as determined by the

Secretary.'.

SEC. 103. CHANGED PROJECT CIRCUMSTANCES.

Title I of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3131-3137)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:
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“SEC. 108. CHANGED PROJECT CIRCUMSTANCES.

“In any case where a grant (including a
supplemental grant) has been made under
this title for a project, and after such grant
has been made but before completion of the
project the purpose or scope of such project
based upon the designs and specifications
which were the basis of the grant has
changed, the Secretary may approve the use
of grant funds on such changed project if the
Secretary determines that such changed
project meets the requirements of this title
and that such changes are necessary to en-
hance economic development in the area.”.
SEC. 104. OTHER FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

(a) PUBLIC WORKS AND DEVELOPMENT FACIL-
ITY LOANS.—

(1) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—Bection 201(a) of
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3141(a)) is amend-
ed in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by
striking ‘“representing any redevelopment
area or part thereof” and inserting “‘acting
in cooperation with officials of local govern-
ments™.

(2) CRITERIA.—Section 201(a)(1X(C) of such
Act (42 U.8.C. 3141(a)(1X(C)) is amended by
striking ‘‘or otherwise substantially further
the objectives of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964™.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Section 202(b)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3142(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (6) by striking *‘it is deter-
mined" and inserting ‘‘the Secretary deter-
mines”; and

(2) in paragraph (7) by striking “hereunder
for a period” and all that follows through
“the foregoing restrictions on maturities”
and inserting ‘“‘under this section for a term
of maturity of more than 25 years and no evi-
dences of indebtedness which matures more
than 25 years after the date of purchase may
be purchased under this section; except that
this paragraph.

(c) REDEVELOPMENT AREA LoOAN PRO-
GRAM.—Title II of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3141-
3144) is amended by striking section 204.

SEC. 105. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,
AND INFORMATION.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

(1) URBAN AREAS WITH POPULATIONS OF
400,000 OR LESS.—Section 301(a) of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.8.C. 3151(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following: “In providing as-
sistance under this subsection, the Secretary
shall take into consideration the unique de-
velopment needs of urban areas with popu-
lations of 400,000 or less.’.

(2) GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—The last sentence of section 301(b)
of such Act (42 U.8.C. 3151(b)) is amended by
striking *“‘urban planning grants, authorized
under the Housing Act of 1954, as amended,"”
and inserting ‘“‘planning activities described
in section 105(a)(13) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974".

(3) REPEALS.—Section 301 of such Act (42
U.8.C. 8151) is amended by striking sub-
sections (¢), (e), and (f) and redesignating
subsection (d) as subsection (c).

(b) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING.—

(1) DIRECT GRANTS.—The Tth sentence of
section 302(a) of such Act (42 U.8.C. 8151a(a))
is amended by striking ‘‘and shall be avail-
able" and all that follows before the period
at the end.

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 302 of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 315la) is amended by
striking subsection (b) and redesignating
subsection (¢) as subsection (b).

(3) USE OF OTHER PLANNING ABBISTANCE.—
Bection 302(b) of such Act, as redesignated by
paragraph (2) of this subsection, is amended

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

by striking ‘‘shall be used in accordance with
the review procedure required pursuant to
title IV of the Intergovernmental Coopera-
tion Act of 1968 and'.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 303 of such Act (42 U.8.C. 3152) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 308. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

““There is anthorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $37,100,000 for fiscal year
1994 and $50,000,000 per fiscal year for each of
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended."'.

(d) SUPPLEMENTAL AND BASBIC GRANTS.—
Title III of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153) is
amended by striking section 304.

Title III of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3151-3153)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 304. BUSINESS OUTREACH CENTER DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECT.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct a project in each of fiscal years 1994
through 1996 with funds made available
under this title for the purpose of dem-
onstrating methods of assisting isolated
small businesses to access small business
services provided by Federal, State, and
local governments.

‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTERS.—In con-
ducting the demonstration project under this
section, the Secretary shall establish 3 busi-
ness outreach centers. At least 1 of the cen-
ters shall be located in a rural area.

“(c) PURPOSE OF CENTERS.—It shall be the
purpose of each business outreach center es-
tablished under this section—

*(1) to provide a one-stop clearinghouse to
assgist isolated small businesses in accessing
small business services provided by Federal,
State, and local governments; and

“(2) to improve efficiency in the delivery of
such services.

“(d) SERVICES To BE PROVIDED.—Each busi-
ness outreach center established under this
section shall provide the following services:

“(1) Outreach to isolated small businesses.

“(2) Assessment of the need of isolated
small businesses for assistance services.

““(8) Referral of isolated small businesses to
small business asgistance agencies.

“{4) Preparation of materials required by
isolated small businesses for participation in
small business assistance programs.

‘(5) Case management to assure follow-up
and quality control of business services.

‘(6) Coordination of networking among
isolated small businesses.

“(T) Quality control of small business as-
sistance services.

‘‘(e) ISOLATED SMALL BUSINESS DEFINED.—
For the purposes of this section, the term
‘isolated small business’ means a small busi-
ness that is unable to effectively access
small business services provided by Federal,
State, and local governments due to linguis-
tic, cultural, or geographic barriers.”.

SEC. 107. OFFICE OF STRATEGIC ECONOMIC DE-
W PLANNING AND POL-

Title III of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3151-3153)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 305. OFFICE OF STRATEGIC ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT PLANNING AND POL-
ICY.

‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish an Office of Strategic Economic
Development Planning and Policy (hereafter
in this section referred to as ‘the Office’).
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“(b) DuTIES.—The duties of the head of the
Office are as follows:

(1) RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND DEM-
ONSTRATION.—To support research, evalua-
tion, and demonstration projects to study
and assess best practices in economic devel-
opment and to examine trends and changes
in economic conditions that affect regional
development.

*(2) POLICY DEVELOPMENT.—To develop rec-
ommendations on both short- and long-term
policies regarding economic development is-
sues and programs, to help foster the diffu-
sion of innovative, best practices in eco-
nomic development throughout the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

(8) COORDINATION.—To take a leading role
in developing and promoting means for
greater coordination among States, regions,
and local communities in the design and im-
plementation of economic development
strategies, and to work in conjunction with
Federal agencies on developing and imple-
menting means for reducing fragmentation
and increase coordination among Federal
programs that provide economic develop-
ment assistance.

*(¢c) RESEARCH IN CAUSES OF LONG-TERM
ECONOMIC DETERIORATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To assist in the long-
range accomplishment of the purposes of this
Act, the Secretary, in cooperation with
other agencies having similar functions,
shall establish and conduct a continuing pro-
gram of study, training, and research—

““(A) to assist in determining the causes of
unemployment, underemployment, under-
development, and chronic depression in the
various areas and regions of the Nation;

‘“(B) to assist in the formulation and im-
plementation of national, State, and local
programs which will raise income levels and
otherwise produce solutions to the problems
resulting from these conditions; and

*(C) to assist in providing the personnel
needed to conduct such programs.

*(2) MANNER OF PROVIDING STUDY, ASSIST-
ANCE.—The program of study, training, and
research may be conducted by the Secretary
through—

“(A) members of the Secretary's staff;

‘“(B) the payment of funds authorized for
this section to other departments or agen-
cies of the Federal Government;

‘(C) the employment of private individ-
uals, partnerships, firms, corporations, or
suitable institutions;

‘(D) contracts entered into for such pur-

poses;

“(E) grants to such individuals, organiza-
tions, or institutions as the Secretary deter-
mines to be appropriate; or

*(F) conferences and similar meetings or-
ganiged for such purposes.

“(3) AVAILABILITY OF RESULTS OF RE-
SEARCH.—The Secretary shall make available
to interested individuals and organizations
the results of such research.

‘“(4) ANNUAL REPORT OF SECRETARY —The
Secretary shall include in the annual report
under section 705 a detailed statement con-
cerning the study and research conducted
under this section, together with the Sec-
retary’s findings and conclusions and such
recommendations for legislative and other
action as the Secretary may consider appro-
priate.

‘*(d) GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS TOOL.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, in
cooperation with other appropriate Federal
agencies develop a computerized geographic
analysis tool that all Federal departments
and agencies and grant recipients may use to
evaluate the success of these programs.
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*(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of the Eco-
nomic Development Reauthorization Act of
1994, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on use of the computerized ge-
ographic analysis tool developed pursuant to
paragraph (1) by Federal departments and
agencies.

‘"(e) INDEPENDENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—
The Secretary shall establish an advisory
committee made up of representatives from
major State, local, and nonprofit economic
development organizations as well as nation-
ally recognized experts on innovative ap-
proaches to economic development to advise
and make recommendations to the Office.

*(f) FEDERAL COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a Federal Coordinating Council for
Economic Development (hereafter in this
section referred to as the ‘Council’).

*(2) COMPOBITION OF COUNCIL.—The Council
shall be composed of representatives from
Federal agencies involved in matters that af-
fect regional economic development.

*(8) DUTIES.—The Council shall assist in
providing a unifying framework for eco-
nomic and regional development efforts and
develop a governmentwide strategic plan for
economic development.

‘‘(g) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECTS; PURPOSES.—The Sec-
retary may make grants, enter into con-
tracts, or otherwise provide funds for any
demonstration project in an eligible area
which the Secretary determines is designed
to foster regional productivity and growth,
prevent outmigration, and otherwise carry
out the purposes of this Act.".

SEC. 108. OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
INFORMATION.

Title III of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3151-3153)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 308. OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
INFORMATION.

‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish the Office of Economic Develop-
ment Information (hereafter in this section
referred to as the ‘Office’) within the Office
of Strategic Economic Development Plan-
ning and Policy.

*‘(b) DuTIES.—The duties of the head of the
Office shall be—

(1) to serve as a central information
clearinghouse on matters relating to eco-
nomic development, economic adjustment,
industrial retention, disaster recovery, and
defense conversion programs and activities
of the Federal and State governments, in-
cluding political subdivisions of the States;
and

“(2) to help potential and actual applicants
for esonomic development, economic adjust-
ment, disaster recovery, industrial reten-
tion, and defense conversion assistance
under Federal, State, and local laws in locat-
ing and applying for such assistance, includ-
ing financial and technical assistance.

“‘(c) INFORMATION DATA BASES.—

*(1) UsEs.—The Office shall develop infor-
mation data bases for use by Federal depart-
ments and agencies, State and local govern-
mental agencies, public and private entities,
and individuals to assist such agencies, enti-
ties, and individuals in the process of identi-
fying and applying for assistance and re-
sources under economic development, eco-
nomic adjustment, disaster recovery, indus-
trial retention, and defense conversion pro-
grams and activities of the Federal, State,
and local governments.
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‘Y(2) SPECIFIC KINDS OF INFORMATION RE-
QUIRED TO BE INCLUDED.—The data bases shall
include the following kinds of information:

*(A) A comprehensive compilation of all
relevant information concerning available
economic development, economic adjust-
ment, disaster recovery, industrial reten-
tion, and defense conversion programs of the
Federal Government, including key contact
people, descriptions of the application proc-
ess, eligibility requirements and criteria, se-
lection and followup procedures, and other
such relevant information.

‘*(B) A compilation of major State and
local governmental economic development,
economic adjustment, disaster relief, indus-
trial retention, and defense conversion as-
sistance programs, including lists of appro-
priate offices, officers, and contact personnel
connected with, or involved in, such pro-
grams.

‘(C) A compilation of relevant and avail-
able economic data and trends, including in-
formation about the national, regional, and
local impacts of trade agreements, defense
spending and downsizing, technological
change, and other sources of substantial eco-
nomic dislocation.

‘(D) A compilation of case studies and
‘best practices’ in economic development,
adjustment, and conversion.

‘(E) A compilation of technology utiliza-
tion programs, assistance, and resources.

‘(F) A compilation of published works
(books, reports, articles, videos, and tapes),
and selected texts of such works, related to
all facets of economic development, eco-
nomic adjustment, and defense conversion.

‘(@) A compilation of information on case
studies on early warning and intervention ef-
forts.

**(3) POINTS OF PUBLIC ACCESS.—

‘{A) IN GENERAL.—The Office shall estab-
lish several mechanisms to assure easy ac-
cess by the public and others to such data
bases, and to assure that the data bases be as
accessible, user-friendly, culturally neutral,
and affordable as possible.

‘(B) MEANS OF ACCESS.—Access to the Of-
fice's data services shall include the follow-
ing means:

‘(1) A toll-free nationwide telephone num-
ber to provide direct phone access to the
public.

‘(ii) On-line electronic access through ex-
isting computer network services and pub-
licly available computer data base access fa-
cilities, such as at repository libraries and
by direct call-in via modem.

“*(iii) Printed manuals and orientation ma-
terials.

‘‘(iv) Periodic orientation workshops avail-
able to the public.

*{v) On-call information specialists to ad-
dress special problems requiring person-to-
person assistance.

*(d) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION.—The Sec-
retary shall enter into such agreements and
understandings as may be necessary with
other Federal departments and agencies to
coordinate the accomplishment of the objec-
tives of this section.”.

SEC. 109. AREA ELIGIBILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.8.C. 3161-3173) is amended by strik-
ing the heading to such title and all that fol-
lows through section 401 and inserting the
following:
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“TITLE IV—-ELIGIBILITY AND INVESTMENT
STRATEGIES
“PART A—ELIGIBILITY
“SEC, 401. AREA ELIGIBILITY.

“(a) CERTIFICATION.—In order to be eligible
for assistance under title 1 or II, an applicant
seeking assistance to undertake a project in
an area shall certify, as part of an applica-
tion for such assistance, that the area on the
date of submission of such application meets
1 or more of the following criteria:

(1) The area has a per capita income of 80
percent or less of the national average.

**(2) The area has an unemployment rate 1
percent above the national average percent-
age for the most recent 24-month period for
which statistics are available.

“(3) The area has experienced or is about
to experience a sudden economic dislocation
resulting in job loss that is significant both
in terms of the number of jobs eliminated
and the effect upon the employment rate of
the area.

*'(4) The area is a community or neighbor-
hood (defined without regard to political or
other subdivisions or boundaries) which the
Secretary determines has 1 or more of the
following conditions:

“{A) A large concentration of low-income
persons.

‘(B) Rural areas having substantial out-
migration or substantial economic deteriora-
tion and unemployment.

*(C) Substantial unemployment.

“(b) DOCUMENTATION.—A  certification
made under subsection (a) shall be supported
by Federal data, when available, and in other
cases by data available through the State
government. Such documentation shall be
accepted by the Secretary unless it is deter-
mined to be inaccurate. The most recent sta-
tistics available shall be used.

“(c) SPECIAL RULE.—An area which the
Secretary determines has 1 or more of the
conditions described in subsection (a)(4)—

**(1) shall not be subject to the require-
ments of subparagraphs (A) and (C) of sec-
tion 101(a)(1); and

“(2) shall not be eligible to meet the re-
quirements of section 403(a)(1)(B).

*(d) PRIOR DESIGNATIONS.—Any designa-
tion of a redevelopment area under this title
made before the date of the enactment of the
Economic Development Reauthorization Act
of 1994 shall not be effective after such date
of enactment.

**(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this Act,
the term ‘large concentration of low-income
persons' means an area with a median family
income of not more than 80 percent of the
national median family income.".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,—

(1) TrTLE 1L—Title I of such Act (42 U.8.C.
3131-3137) is amended—

(A) in section 101(a)(1) in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ‘“‘within
a redevelopment area’ and inserting ‘“‘within
an area described in section 401(a)";

(B) in section 101(a)(1)}(D) by striking “‘a re-
development area so designated under sec-
tion 401(a)6)" and inserting '‘an area de-
scribed in section 401(a)4)™;

(C) in section 101(a)2) by striking ‘*within
redevelopment areas’ and inserting “‘within
areas described in section 401(a)™;

(D) in each of the 2d and 3d sentences of
section 101(c) by striking “‘a redevelopment
area designated as such under section
401(a)(6) of this Act” and inserting “‘an area
described in section 401(a)(4)’"; and

(E) in the 5th sentence of section 101(c) by
striking ‘‘redevelopment areas’ and ‘insert-
ing “‘areas described in section 401(a)".

(2) TrTLE II.—Title II of such Act (42 U.8.C.
3141-3144) is amended—
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(A) in section 201(a) in the matter preced-
ing paragraph (1) by striking *‘within a rede-
velopment area’” and inserting *“within an
area described in section 401(a)"";

(B) in each of paragraphs (1) and (3) of sec-
tion 202(a) by striking “within a redevelop-
ment area'’ and inserting “within an area de-
scribed in section 401(a)’"; and

(C) in section 202(b)(3) by striking ‘“‘rede-
velopment’'.

(3) TITLE III.—Title III of such Act (42
U.8.C. 3151-3153) is amended—

(A) in section 301(a) by striking /(1) to
areas which he has designated as redevelop-
ment areas under this Act, and (2) to other
areas which he finds" and inserting ‘‘(1) to
areas which the Secretary determines are
areas described in section 401(a), and (2) to
other areas which the Secretary finds";

(B) in section 30l(c), as redesignated by
section 105(a) of this Act, by striking ‘“‘rede-
velopment areas’ both places it appears and
inserting “‘areas described in section 401(a)";

(C) in the 1st sentence of section 302(a) by
striking ‘‘a redevelopment area' and insert-
ing “‘an area described in section 401(a)”; and

(D) in the 2d sentence of section 302(a) by
striking ‘“‘redevelopment areas" and insert-
ing ‘‘areas described in section 401(a)".

(4) TrTLE IV.—Title IV of such Act (42
U.S8.C. 3161-3173) is amended—

(A) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
section 403(a)(1) by striking ‘‘redevelopment
area"” and inserting ‘‘area described in sec-
tion 401(a)";

(B) in section 408(a)(1XC) by striking ‘‘re-
development areas’ and inserting ‘‘areas de-
scribed in section 401(a)";

(C) in section 403(a)(4) in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A) by striking ‘“‘rede-
velopment areas (designated under section
401)" and inserting ‘‘areas described in sec-
tion 401(a)™;

(D) in section 403(a)(4)(A) by striking ‘‘re-
development area'" and inserting ‘“‘area de-
scribed in section 401(a)'"; and

(E) in section 403(h), as redesignated by
section 111(c) of this Act, by striking ‘‘a re-
development area’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘an area described in section
401(a)".

(6) TrTLE IX.—Section 902 of such Act (42
U.S.C. 3242) is amended by striking “‘a rede-
velopment area or economic development
district established under title IV of this
Act” and inserting “an area described in sec-
tion 401(a) or an economic development dis-
trict designated under section 403",

SEC. 110. INVESTMENT STRATEGY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.8.C. 3162) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“SEC. 402. INVESTMENT STRATEGY.

“The Secretary may provide assistance
under title I or II to an applicant for a
project to be undertaken in an area described
in section 40l(a) only if the applicant sub-
mits to the Secretary, as part of an applica-
tion for such assistance, and the Secretary
approves an investment strategy which—

‘(1) identifies the economic development
problems to be addressed using such assist-
ance;

*(2) identifies past, present, and projected
future economic development investments in
such area and public and private participants
and sources of funding for such investments;

**(3) sets forth a strategy for addressing the
economic problems identified pursuant to
paragraph (1) and describes how the strategy
will solve such problems;

*(4) provides a description of the project
necessary to implement the strategy, esti-
mates of costs, and timetables; and
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*(5) provides a summary of public and pri-
vate resources expected to be available for
the project.”.

(b) ELIMINATION OF OVERALL EcoNoMIC DE-
VELOPMENT PROGRAM.—Section 202(b) of such
Act (42 U.8.C. 3142(b)) is amended by striking
paragraph (10).

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,.—

(1) TrTLE 1.—Subparagraph (C) of section
101{a)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3131(a)(1)) is
amended to read as follows:

““(C) the area for which the project is to be
undertaken has an approved investment
strategy as provided by section 402 and such
project is consistent with such strategy;
and”.

(2) TITLE IL—Paragraph (5) of section
201(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 314l(a)) is
amended to read as follows:

(5) such area has an approved investment
strategy as provided by section 402 and the
project for which financial assistance is
sought is consistent with such strategy.".

(3) TrrLE III.—Section 302(a) of such Act (42
U.8.C. 3151a(a)) is amended—

(A) in the 4th sentence by striking “‘overall
State economic development plan’ and in-
serting ‘‘State investment strategy'’;

(B) in the 5th sentence—

(i) by striking “plan' each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘strategy’’; and

(ii) by striking *‘plans each place it ap-
pears and inserting “‘strategies’; and

(C) in the 6th sentence by striking “Any
overall State economic development plan-
ning” and inserting ‘“‘Development of any
State investment strategy”.

(4) TITLE IV.—Section 403 of such Act (42
U.8.C. 3171) is amended—

(A) in each of subsections (a)(1XC),
(a)QXD), (aX2)(A), (a)3)A), (a)(4)B), and (e)
by striking “overall economic development
program' and inserting “investment strat-
egy”;

(B) in subsection (a)(1)D) by striking ‘‘pro-
gram” the second place it appears and in-
serting “‘strategy'; and

(C) in each of subsections (b) and (b)(2)(B)
by striking ‘“‘overall economic development
giromma“ and inserting ‘‘investment strate-

es’.

SEC. 111. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS.

(a) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT DE-
FINED.—Section 403(d) of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.8.C. 3171(d)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: “Such term includes any
economic development district designated by
the Secretary under this section before the
date of the enactment of the Economic De-
velopment Reauthorization Act of 1994.”".

(b) FUNDING.—Section 403(g) of such Act (42
U.8.C. 3171(g)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(g) FUNDING.—Amounts authorized to be
appropriated under other sections of this Act
shall be available for purposes of carrying
out subsections (a)(3) and (a)(4).".

(c) REPEAL.—Section 403 of such Act (42
U.8.C. 3162) is amended by striking sub-
sections (h) and (i) and redesignating sub-
section (j) as subsection (h).

(d) UNEMPLOYMENT RATE DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Title IV of such Act (42 U.8.C. 3161-
3173) is amended by striking part D.

SEC. 112. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 601 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.8.C. 3201) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“SEC. 601. APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT SEC-

‘() ADMINISTRATION OF ACT.—The Sec-
retary shall, with the assistance of an Assist-
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ant Secretary of Commerce, administer this
Act.

“(b) APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary
whose position is established under sub-
section (a) shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

“(2) DUTIES.—The Assistant Secretary ap-
pointed under paragraph (1) shall perform
such functions as the Secretary may pre-
scribe,’.

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT.—Title VI of such Act
(33 U.S.C. 3201-3204) is amended by striking
section 602 and redesignating sections 603
and 604 as sections 602 and 603, respectively.
SEC. 118. :mmr;m PROCESSING OF APPLICA-

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 604. EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF APPLICA-
TIONS.

‘(a) GUIDELINES.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Assistant Secretary for Economic
Development shall—

*(1) publish guidelines to expedite the
processing of applications for assistance
under this Act; and

“(2) transmit to Congress a report contain-
ing such guidelines.

“(b) CONTENTS.—Guidelines to be published
under subsection (a) shall, at a minimum,
provide for the following:

“(1) Increased reliance on self-certification
by applicants to establish compliance with
other Federal laws.

*(2) Greater use of uniform application
forms and procedures.

**(3) Delegation of decisionmaking author-
ity to regional offices.

‘“(4) Reduction in the time and number of
reviews conducted by other offices of the De-
partment of Commerce.".

SEC. 114. UNIFORM APPLICATION FORM.

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 605. UNIFORM APPLICATION FORM.

‘(a) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary shall,
in cooperation with the heads of appropriate
Federal departments and agencles, develop a
general, simplified application form for
grant assistance under this Act which may
be used by all Federal departments and agen-
cies which provide grant assistance.

‘(b) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on use of the form developed
pursuant to subsection (a) by Federal depart-
ments and agencies.".

SEC. 115. STUDY OF GRANT SELECTION CRI-
TERIA.

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3201-3204)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 606. STUDY OF GRANT SELECTION CRI-
TERIA.

‘(a) DEVELOPMENT OF METHOD.—The Sec-
retary shall develop recommendations for
prioritizing applications and awarding fl.:md—
ing for projects under this Act based on the
relative needs of eligible areas and the ca-
pacity of an applicant to carry out a project,
including the ability of the applicant to le-
verage or attract funding from the private
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sector and to coordinate or create partner-
ships with other eligible recipients.

“(b) CONSIDERATION.—In developing a
method under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall consider the different objectives of
each title of this Act.

“(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
1 year after the date of the enactment of this
section, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report containing recommendations
developed under subsection (a).".

SEC. 116. PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS OF
GRANT RECIPIENTS.

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 19656 (42 U.S.C. 3201-3204)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 607. PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS OF
GRANT RECIPIENTS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—AU least once every 2
years, the Secretary shall conduct an evalua-
tion of each university center and economic
development district receiving grant assist-
ance under this Act to assess the recipient’s
performance and contribution toward job
creation.

“(b) CRITERIA.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish criteria for use in conducting eval-
uations under subsection (a).

“(2) CRITERIA FOR UNIVERSITY CENTERS.—
The criteria for evaluation of a university
center shall, at a minimum, provide for an
assessment of the center’s contribution to
providing technical assistance, conducting
applied research, and disseminating results
of the center’'s activities.

‘(3) CRITERIA FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DIBTRICTS.—The criteria for evaluation of an
economic development district shall, at a
minimum, provide for an assessment of man-
agement standards, financial accountability,
and program performance.

“(¢) PEER REVIEW.—In conducting an eval-
uation of a university center under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall provide for
the participation of at least one other uni-
versity center on a cost-reimbursement
basis."”.

SEC. 117. STUDY OF GUARANTEED LOAN PRO-
GRAM.

Title VI of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3241-3245)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 608. STUDY OF INNOVATIVE ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT FINANCING TOOLS.

“(a) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study of innovative economic development
financing tools, including a guaranteed loan

and an equity financing program.

“(b) ConpucT.—In conducting the study
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall
identify the credit gap which would be ad-
dressed by the programs referred to in sub-
section (a), methods to avoid the mistakes of
previous guaranteed loan programs carried
out by the Economic Development Adminis-
tration, and an expected subsidy rate to be
implemented under such programs.

““(¢) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
1 year after the date of the enactment of this
section, the Secretary shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the study
conducted under this section, together with
recommendations on whether the programs
referred to in subsection (a) should be au-
thorized as part of this Act.”.

SEC. 118. MISCELLANEOUS.

(a) POWERS OF THE SECRETARY.—Section
701 of the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3211) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (4)—
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(A) by striking ‘‘loans' the first place it
appears and inserting “‘grants or loans™; and

(B) by striking “loans’ the second place it
appears and inserting “‘grants, loans,”;

(2) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘‘loans™ and
inserting ‘‘grants or loans'’;

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking *‘loans”
each place it appears and inserting '‘grants
or loans'’; and

(4) in paragraph (10)—

(A) by striking '‘section 15 of the Adminis-
trative Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a),"
and inserting ‘‘section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code,""; and

(B) by striking ‘‘section 5 of such Act (5
U.S.C. 73b-2)" and inserting “section 5703 of
title 5, United States Code,".

(b) UNFAIR COMPETITION; SAVINGS PROVI-
s1oNs.—Title VII of such Act (42 U.S8.C. 3211-
3225) is amended by striking sections 702 and
T03 and redesignating sections 704 through
T14 as sections 702 through T12, respectively.

(c) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.—Section 702 of
such Act, as redesignated by subsection (b)
of this section, is amended—

(1) in the heading to such section by strik-
ing *“, EFFECTIVE DATE, AND LIMITA-
TIONS ON ASSISTANCE" and inserting ““OF
ﬂAREAo REDEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRA-

N'";

(2) by striking ‘‘(a) The" and inserting
“The'"; and

(3) by striking subsections (b) through (e).

(d) USE oF OTHER FACILITIES.—Section 706
of such Act, as redesignated by subsection
(b) of this section, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

“(d) FUNDS TRANSFERRED FROM OTHER DE-
PARTMENTS AND AGENCIES.—In order to carry
out the objectives of this Act, the Secretary
may accept transfers of funds from other de-
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment if the funds are used for the pur-
poses for which (and in accordance with the
terms under which) the funds are specifically
authorized and appropriated. Such trans-
ferred funds shall remain available until ex-
pended and may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriations under the
heading ‘salaries and expenses' by the Sec-
retary to the extent necessary to administer
the program.’.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section T07 of such Act, as redesignated by
subsection (b) of this section, is amended by
striking **$25,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1982 and inserting
*$36,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1995".

(g) PENALTIES.—Section T08 of such Act, as
redesignated by subsection (b) of this sec-
tion, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking *“himself’ and inserting
‘“'such person"’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘shall be punished by’ and
all that follows before the period and insert-
ing “shall be fined under title 18, United
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 5
years, or both"; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking “him’ both places it ap-
pears and inserting *‘such person’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘shall be punished by’ and
all that follows before the period and insert-
ing *“shall be fined under title 18, United
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 5
years, or both™.

(h) RATE OF WAGES.—Section T10 of such
Act, as redesignated by subsection (b) of this
section, is amended—

(1) in the 1st sentence by striking ‘“‘the
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 27T6a-
276a-5)" and inserting “the Act of March 3,
1931, known as the Davis-Bacon Act''; and
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(2) in the 3d sentenc? by striking “Reorga-
nization Plan™ and all that follows before
the period and inserting “Reorganization
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 and section 2 of the
Act of June 13, 1934 (Chapter 482; 48 Stat.
948)",

(i) AREA REDEVELOPMENT AcT.—Title VII of
such Act (42 U.8.C. 3211-3225) is amended by
striking section T15 and redesignating sec-
tion T16 as section T13.

SEC. 119, ACCEPTANCE OF APPLICANTS' CERTIFI-
CATIONS.

Title VII of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3211-3226) is further amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SEC. 714. ACCEPTANCE OF APPLICANTS' CER-
TIFICATIONS.

*““The Secretary may accept, when deemed
appropriate, the applicants' certifications to
meet the requirements of this Act.".

SEC. 120. SUPERVISION OF REGIONAL COUNSELS,

Title VII of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3211-3226) is further amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SEC. 715. SUPERVISION OF REGIONAL COUN-

“The Secretary shall take such actions as
may be necessary to ensure that individuals
serving as Regional Counsels of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration report
directly to their respective Regional Direc-
tor.”.

SEC. 121. ECONOMIC RECOVERY FOR DISASTER
AREAS,

Title VIII of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 19656 (42 U.S.C.
3231-3236) is repealed.

SEC. 122. SPECIAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
AND ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT DEFINED.—Section
902 of the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3242) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking *,
and

(2) by inserting before the period at the end
the following: *‘, or at the discretion of the
Secretary a public or private nonprofit orga-
nization or association™.

(b) GRANT AUTHORITY.—Section 908(a)(1) of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 3243(a)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘“‘unemployment compensation (in
accordance with subsection (d) of this sec-
tion), rent supplements, mortgage payment
assistance, research, technical assistance,”
and inserting ‘‘administrative expenses, in-
dustrial retention,"”.

(c) GRANTS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA-
TION.—Section 903(a)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
3243(a)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking **(2)(A) Such grants” and in-
serting **(2) Such grants’’; and

(2) by striking subparagraph (B).

(d) COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES.—Section
903(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 3243(c)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘regional commissions" and
inserting *‘other Federal programs".

(e) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF
LABOR.—Section 903 of such Act (42 U.S.C.
3243) is amended by striking subsection (d).

(f) BASE CLOSINGS AND REALIGNMENTS.—
Section 903 of such Act (42 U.8.C. 3243) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

*‘(d) BASE CLOSINGS AND REALIGNMENTS.—

*(1) LOCATION OF PROJECTS.—In any case in
which the Secretary determines a need for
assistance under subsection (a) due to the
closure or realignment of a military installa-
tion, the Secretary may make such assist-
ance available for projects to be carried out
on the military installation and for projects

or” and inserting ‘‘or";
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to be carried out in communities adversely
affected by the closure or realignment.

*(2) INTEREST IN PROPERTY.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the Secretary
may provide to an eligible recipient any as-
sistance available under this Act for a
project to be carried out on a military in-
stallation that is closed or scheduled for clo-
sure or realignment without requiring that
the eligible recipient have title to the prop-
erty or a leasehold interest in the property
for any specified term.".

SEC. 123. TREATMENT OF REVOLVING LOAN
FUNDS.

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S8.C. 3241-3245)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating section 905 as section
909; and

(2) by inserting after section 904 the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 905. TREATMENT OF REVOLVING LOAN
FUNDS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Amounts from grants
under this title which are used by an eligible
recipient to establish a revelving loan fund
shall not be treated, except as provided by
subsection (b), as amounts derived from Fed-
eral funds for the purposes of any Federal
law after such amounts are loaned from the
fund to a borrower and repaid to the fund.

“(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Amounts described in
subsection (a) which are loaned from a re-
volving loan fund to a borrower and repaid to
the fund—

(1) may only be used for projects which
are consistent with the purposes of this title;
and

**(2) shall be subject to the financial man-
agement, accounting, reporting, and audit-
ing standards which were originally applica-
ble to such amounts.

“(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall issue regulations to
carry out subsection (a).

‘‘(d) PuBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT.—Before
issuing any final guidelines or administra-
tive manuals governing the operation of re-
volving loan funds established using
amounts from grants under this title, the
Secretary shall provide reasonable oppor-
tunity for public review of and comment on
such guidelines and administrative manu-
als."”,

SEC, 124, OUTREACH TO COMMUNITIES AD-
VERSELY BY DEFENSE
BASE CLOSURES.

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8.C. 3241-3245)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 906. OUTREACH TO COMMUNITIES AD-
VERSELY AFFECTED BY DEFENSE
BASE CLOSURES.

“(a) DESIGNATION OF AGENCY REPRESENTA-
TIVES.—The Asgistant Secretary for Eco-
nomic Development shall designate for each
State in which communities are adversely
affected by defense base closures an individ-
ual to serve as a representative of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration. Such
individual may be the State Economic De-
velopment Agency Representative or another
qualified individual.

“(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—Individuals ap-
pointed as agency representatives under sub-
section (a) shall provide outreach and tech-
nical assistance to communities adversely
affected by defense base closures on obtain-
ing assistance from the Economic Develop-
ment Administration.”.

SEC. 125. SALE OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS IN
REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS.

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic

Development Act of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 3241-3245)
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is further amended by adding at the end the

following:

“SEC. 907. SALE OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS IN
REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS.

“‘Any loan, loan guarantee, equity, or
other financial instrument in the portfolio of
2 Revolving Loan Fund may be sold, at the
discretion of the grantee of the Fund, to a
st.glird party provided that the proceeds of the

B—

‘(1) shall be deposited in the Fund and
only used for projects which are consistent
with the purposes of this title, and

*(2) shall be subject to the financial man-
agement, accounting, reporting, and audit-
ing standards which were originally applica-
ble to the financial instrument.".

SEC. 126. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CHALLENGE
GRANTS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

Title IX of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 (42 U.8,C. 3241-3245)
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 908. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CHAL-
LENGE GRANTS DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT.

‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to study the
feasibility and desirability of using chal-
lenge grants to generate new pools of invest-
ment capital in areas suffering from long-
term economic deterioration, the Secretary
shall establish a 2-year demonstration
project under which the Secretary shall pro-
vide grants to selected recipients, to be
matched by the recipients 1 dollar for every
2 Federal dollars, for the purpose of estab-
lishing substantially leveraged financing for
business development and other innovative
economic development efforts.

‘(b) FEDERAL AND COMMUNITY CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
grant 2 dollars for every 1 dollar raised by
each selected recipient, up to $10,000,000 per
year per selected recipient.

‘(2) USE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS IN CON-
JUNCTION WITH CHALLENGE GRANT.—Funds
from other Federal programs may be used in
conjunction or merged with the challenge
grant and matching funds to form a larger
investment fund.

‘'(c) ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF FUNDS.—

**(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—For purposes of this
Act, an investment fund established by a se-
lected recipient consists of—

‘(A) the economic development challenge
grant received by the selected recipient;

‘“(B) the matching funds required under
subsection (b); and

*(C) any such other funds that may be de-
rived from other sources, including other
Federal funds.

‘(2) USE.—An investment fund shall be
used by the selected recipients for the pur-
poses of generating long-term sustainable
economic development and job growth in
areas identified by the selected recipients,
pursuant to the requirements and limita-
tions of eligibility and performance in sub-
sections (d), (e), (f), (g) and (h).

*(d) BLIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—The Secretary
shall make grants to any eligible recipients
for use in an area which must meet 1 or more
of the following criteria:

“*(1) The area has a per capita income of 80
percent or less of the national average.

‘(2) The area has an unemployment rate 1
percent above the national average percent-
age for the more recent 24-month period for
which statistics are available.

‘(8) The area has been determined by the
Secretary to have at least 1 of the following
conditions:

“(A) A large concentration of low-income
persons (as defined in section 401(e)).
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*(B) Areas having substantial outmigra-
tion.

*(C) Substantial underemployment or un-

employment.
An eligible recipient may include any local
government or group of local governments,
economic development district, Indian tribe,
public or private nonprofit organization or
association, community-baged organization,
business or worker organization, or any con-
sortium of such entities, that is able to dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that they can carry out the objectives of this
program pursuant to the criteria and re-
quirements established in this section.

‘“e) SELECTION OF DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The BSecretary shall
make grants to selected recipients from 3
areas suffering from long-term economic dis-
tress.

*(2) DISTRIBUTION.—One selected recipient
shall be from a rural area which has been
subjected to long-term economic distress as
a result of a major decline in the region’s
key industries, 1 from an area that is a com-
bination of rural, small metropolitan, and
suburban communities, and 1 from an urban
area with excessive unemployment, con-
centrated poverty, and high crime.

“(3) INDUSTRIAL RETENTION SBTRATEGY RE-
QUIREMENT.—Of the 3 recipients described in
paragraph (2), at least 1 of the projects se-
lected shall include an industrial retention
strategy. The selected recipient from a rural
area shall not be required to have an indus-
trial retention strategy.

*(f) GRANT SELECTION PROCESS.—

*(1) NATIONAL COMPETITION.—The Sec-
retary shall select reciplents of the chal-
lenge grants through a nationally competi-
tive process.

*(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT.—Each se-
lected recipient must submit a comprehen-
sive strategy for generating sustained, long-
term economic growth and for both preserv-
ing and creating high-quality jobs.

*(3) PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN PROJECTS.—
The Secretary shall give preference to eligi-
ble recipients which—

“(A) utilize the Federal grant plus match-
ing funds to further leverage private and
public capital to create an even larger eco-
nomic development investment fund;

*(B) represent consortia or partnerships
comprised of at least 2 or more of the groups
identified in subsection (d); or

“(C) intend to use their investment funds
to finance or leverage financing for new busi-
ness development and startups, industrial
services, industrial modernization of local-
based firms or industrial retention (includ-
ing employee stock ownership plans and
worker or management buyouts), or other
economic development strategies that illus-
trate ‘best practices' in economic develop-
ment.

“(4) BROAD-BASED PARTICIPATION TO BE EN-
COURAGED.—The Secretary shall strongly en-
courage broad-based participation of public
and private entities within an area in the de-
velopment and implementation of the chal-
lenge grant proposals submitted by eligible
recipients.

“(g) LIMITATIONS,—The investment funds
established by the selected recipients shall—

“(1) not be used to permit units of State
and local government to offer tax induce-
ments to attract businesses to locate in the
area; and

“(2) be subject to the same conditions de-
scribed in section 202(b)(1).

No area may receive an economic develop-
ment challenge grant if it has been des-
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ignated an empowerment or enterprise com-
munity under section 13301 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993,

“(h) PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS; REPORT
T0 CONGRESS,—

“(1) EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.—The
Secretary shall conduct performance evalua-
tions of the demonstration challenge grant
project to assess the effectiveness of this
kind of program in generating sustained eco-
nomic growth and job creation in areas of
the Nation experiencing long-term economic
distress.

*(2) REPORT.—Based on the evaluations
conducted pursuant to paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall submit an annual report to
Congress with recommendations for expan-
sion, modification or termination of the pro-

gram.

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
under section 909, there are authorized to be
appropriated $25,000,000 per fiscal year for fis-
cal years 1995 and 1996 to carry out this sec-
tion. Such sums shall remain available until
expended.'’.

SEC. 127. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 909 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, as redesig-
nated by section 122 of this Act, is amended
to read as follows:

“SEC. 809. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this title
$115,542,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $81,000,000
per fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1995
and 1996. Such sums shall remain available
until expended.

‘(b) SET-ASIDE FOR DEFENSE CONVERSION
AcTIvITIES.—Of amounts appropriated pursu-
ant to subsection (a) for fiscal year 1994, not
less than $80,000,000 shall be available for
purposes of assisting eligible recipients in
activities related to defense conversion.

‘“(c) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—In addition to
the appropriations authorized by subsection
(a), there are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this title such sums as may be
necessary to provide assistance for defense
conversion activities and to provide assist-
ance in the case of a natural disaster. SBuch
sums shall remain available until ex-
pended.”.

SEC. 128. REFERENCES TO THE SECRETARY.

(a) REFERENCES TO “HE".—The Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (42 U.S.C. 8121 et seq.) is amended by
striking “he" and inserting “the Secretary"
in each of the following:

(1) Section 101(a)(1).

(2) The 4th sentence of section 101(c).

(3) Section 201(a).

(4) Section 202(b)(5).

(5) Section 202(b)(9)(B).

(6) The 1st sentence of section 301(b).

(7) Section 602(b), as redesignated by sec-
tion 112(b) of this Act.

(8) SBection 7T01(2).

(9) Section 701(4).

(10) Section 701(12)

(11) Section 706, as redesignated by section
117(b) of this Act.

(b) REFERENCES TO *‘HI8".—Such Act is fur-
ther amended by striking ‘‘his’ and insert-
ing “‘the Secretary’'s’ in each of the follow-
ing:
(1) The 3d and 4th sentences of section
301(a).

(2) Section T01(4).

(3) Bection T05, as redesignated by section
117(b) of this Act.

(4) Section 903(c).

(c) REFERENCES TO *“HmM".—Such Act is
further amended striking “him” and insert-
ing “‘the Secretary” in each of the following:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(1) Section 602(b), as redesignated by sec-
tion 112(b) of this Act.

(2) Section T01(4) each place it appears.

(3) Section T01(6).

(4) Section 701(7) both places it appears.

(5) Section T01(9) both places it appears.

(d) OTHER REFERENCES.—Such Act is fur-
ther amended—

(1) in section 701 in the matter preceding
paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘his duties” and
inserting “‘the duties of the Secretary"’;

(2) in section 701(4) by striking “‘he shall
determine” and inserting ‘‘the Secretary de-
termines’;

(3) in section 701(6) by striking ‘‘he shall
determine”” and inserting ‘‘the Secretary
shall determine”’; and

(4) in section T01(11) by striking *‘his prop-
erty’ and all that follows before the semi-
colon and inserting ‘‘the Secretary's prop-
el"t-y". .

SEC. 129, WAC‘I‘ CE WITH BUY AMERICAN

None of the funds made available under
this title, or any amendment made by this
title, may be expended in violation of sec-
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933
(41 U.8.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the
“Buy American Act’), which are applicable
to those funds.

TITLE I—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

Section 2 of the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1966 (40 U.S.C. App. 2) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking the period
at the end of the 6th sentence and inserting
“and in severely distressed and underdevel-
oped counties and areas lacking resources for
basic services.”; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘{c) The Congress further finds and de-
clares that, while substantial progress has
been made in fulfilling many of the objec-
tives of this Act, rapidly changing national
and global economics over the past decade
have created new problems and challenges
for rural areas throughout the Nation and es-
pecially for the Appalachian region. Thus,
the problems of the region are not only to
provide the infrastructure necessary to eco-
nomic and human resource development, to
develop its industry, and to generate a diver-
sified regional economy, but to make the re-
gion's industrial and commercial resources
more competitive in national and world mar-
kets. It is, therefore, also the purpose of this
Act to provide a framework for coordinating
Federal, State, and local initiatives to re-
spond to the economic competitive challenge
through improving the skills of the region’'s
manpower, adapting and applying new tech-
nologies for the region’s businesses, and im-
proving the access of the region’s businesses
to the technical and financial resources nec-
essary to their development while continu-
ing to address the need to provide basic serv-
ices for the more disadvantaged areas of the
region so as to provide a fairer opportunity
for the people of the region to share the
quality of life generally enjoyed by citizens
across this Nation.”.

SEC. 202. MEETINGS.

Section 101 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 101)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by adding at the end
the following:

‘“*The Commission shall conduct at least one
meeting each year with the presence of the
Federal Cochairman and at least a majority
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of the State members. The Commission may
conduct such additional meetings by elec-
tronic means as the Commission considers
advisable.’’;

(2) at the end of the third sentence of sub-
section (b) by striking ‘‘present’’; and

(3) at the end of the fourth sentence of sub-
section (¢) by striking “to be present”.

SEC, 203. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR ADMINISTRA-
TIVE EXPENSES.

Section 105(b) of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.
105(b)) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this section
$3,400,000 for fiscal year 1994 and $3,600,000 per
fiscal year for each of fiscal years 19956 and
1996. Such sums shall remain available until
expended.

*(2) EXPENSES OF FEDERAL COCHATRMAN —Of
amounts appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(1), not to exceed $1,102,000 for fiscal year
1994 and not to exceed $1,500,000 per fiscal
year for each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996
shall be available for expenses of the Federal
Cochairman, the Federal Cochairman’s alter-
nate, and the Federal Cochairman'’s staff.”.
SEC. 204. EXTENSION OF LEASE TERMS.

Section 106(T) of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.
106(7)) is amended by striking ‘1982 and in-
serting *‘1996".

SEC. 205. HIGHWAY SYSTEM.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 201(g) of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App.
201(g)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $160,000,000 for fiscal
year 1994, $125,000,000 per fiscal year for each
of fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and such addi-
tional sums as may be necessary for each of
fiscal years 1995 and 1996. Such sums shall re-
main available until expended.”.

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Section 201(h)(1) of
such Act (40 U.S.C. App. 201(h)(1)) is amended
by striking “70 per centum’ and inserting
80 percent’.

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to projects ap-
proved after March 31, 1879.

SEC. 208. SUPPLEMENTS TO FEDERAL GRANT-IN-
AID PROGRAMS.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—The first
sentence of section 214(a) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App. 214(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘the
President is authorized to provide funds to
the Federal Cochairman to be used” and in-
serting ‘‘the Federal Cochairman may use
amounts made available under this section”.

(b) FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS DE-
FINED.—The first sentence of section 214(c) of
such Act (40 U.S.C. App. 214(c)) is amended

by striking ‘‘on or before December 31,
1980,".
(c) LmMMITATION ON COVERED ROAD

PRrROJECTS.—The second sentence of section
214(c) of such Act is amended by inserting
“authorized by title 23, United States Code”
after “road construction.
SEC. 207. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA.

(a) CONSIDERATIONS.—Section 224(a) of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 224(a)) is amended by in-
serting before the semicolon at the end of
paragraph (1) the following: “or in a severely
distressed and underdeveloped county or
area lacking resources for basic services".

(b) REMOVAL OF LIMITATIONS.—Section
224(b) of such Act (40 U.8.C. App. 224(b)) is
amended to read as follows:
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*(b) LIMITATION.—No financial assistance
shall be authorized under this Act to be used
to assist establishments relocating from one
area to another.”.

SEC. 208. GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES AND DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Section
302(a) of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 302(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking **“The President” and insert-
ing ‘“The Commission’’; and

(2) in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) by striking
“to the Commission' each place it appears.

(b) RESEARCH AND  DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—Section 302(a)(3) of such Act (40
U.8.C. App. 302(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘‘technical assist-
ance” the following: *“(including technical
assistance for business development and sta-
bilization and application of technologies
(including telecommunication technologies)
and productivity improvement)’;

(2) by inserting after ‘‘training programs"
the following: ‘‘(including on-site employee
training and programs to upgrade employ-
ability of the region's people)”; and

(3) by inserting after ‘“‘demonstrations' the
following: *“(including demonstrations of
service consolidations and other methods of
increasing efficiency of local governments,
the establishment and operation by States,
public agencies, or nonprofit development
organizations of revolving funds for business
assistance loans, the establishment and oper-
ation of business incubators and the provi-
sion of industrial facilities and equipment by
public agencies and nonprofit organizations
on such terms (including terms of reasonable
recovery of grant funds upon resale) as are
approved by the Commission, and the acqui-
sition and development of land)".

(c) SoLID WASTE DISPOSAL DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—Section 302(b) of such Act (40
U.8.C. App. 302(b)) is8 amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

“(5) The Commission shall carry out
projects at not less than 2 sites in the Appa-
lachian region for the purpose of dem-
onstrating solid waste disposal techniques in
rural areas.”.

(d) REPEAL OF PROVISION ON USE OF INFOR-
MATION FROM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
AcTIVITIES.—Section 302(e) of such Act (40
U.8.C. 302(e)) is repealed.

SEC. 209. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR GENERAL PROGRAM.

Section 401 of the Appalachian Reglonal
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 401)
is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

“In addition to the appropriations author-
ized in section 105 for administrative ex-
penses and in section 201(g) for the Appalach-
ian development highway system and local
access roads, there is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Commission to carry out this
Act $85,600,000 per fiscal year for each of fis-
cal years 1994, 1995, and 1996. Such sums shall
remain available until expended.”. p
SEC, 210. DEFINITION OF APPALACHIAN REGION.

Section 403 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 403)
is amended—

(1) in the lst undesignated paragraph (re-
lating to Alabama) by inserting ‘‘Hale,”
after “Franklin,”; and

(2) in the 12th undesignated paragraph (re-
lating to Virginia)—

(A) by inserting
“Lee,”; and

(B) by inserting *“Roancke, Rockbridge,”
after “"Pulaski,”.

“Montgomery,’” after
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SEC. 211. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE.

Section 405 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 405)
is amended by striking **1982" and inserting
‘llmn.

SEC. 212. REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
Regional Development Task Force (herein-
after in this section referred to as the ‘*Task
Force”').

(b) DuTiES.—It shall be the duty of the
Task Force to conduct a study on—

(1) the extent to which the unique charac-
teristics of the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission (including the Commission's Fed-
eral-State partnership, program flexibility,
and regional approach) have contributed to
the achievement of the Commission’s goals;
and

(2) whether or not such characteristics
may be used to address needs which may
exist in other rural areas suffering from eco-
nomic distress, including the Lower Mis-
sissippi delta, Mexican border, and Ozark
areas.

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) VOTING MEMBERS.—The Task Force shall
be composed of 9 voting members appointed,
not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, as follows:

(A) Three members appointed by the Presi-
dent.

(B) Three members appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate.

(C) Three members appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

(2) EX OFFICI0O MEMBERS.—The Federal and
State Cochairmen of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission shall serve as ex officio,
nonvoting members of the Task Force.

(d) FACILITIES, SUPPLIES, AND PERSONNEL.—
Upon the request of the Task Force, the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission shall pro-
vide to the Task Force any facilities, sup-
plies, and personnel necessary for the Task
Force to carry out its responsibilities under
this Act; except that the total cost of such
facilities, supplies, and personnel shall not
exceed $500,000.

(e) UsE OF OTHER STUDIES.—In conducting
the study under subsection (b), the Commis-
sion shall incorporate the results of other
studies on the needs of rural areas described
in subsection (b) and shall not duplicate such
studies.

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after
the date of the first meeting of the Task
Force, the Task Force shall transmit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the study
conducted under subsection (b).

(g) TERMINATION.—The Task Force shall
terminate on the date of transmittal of the
report under subsection (f).

SEC. 213. ORWMANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN

None of the funds made available under
this title, or any amendment made by this
title, may be expended in violation of sec-
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933
(41 U.8.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the
“Buy American Act'), which are applicable
to those funds.

The CHAIRMAN. Before consider-
ation of any other amendment, it is in
order to consider the amendment print-
ed in part 2 of the report.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]
rise?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EANJORSKI

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to offer the amendment printed in
part 2 of the report of the Committee
on Rules.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI:

At the end of the bill add the following new
title:

TITLE 1II—BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Economic
Growth and Technology Commercialization
Act of 1994,

SEC. 302. FINDINGS, PURPOSES, AND DEFINI-
TIONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress hereby finds
the following:

(1) Through its support and funding of re-
search and development in this Nation's Fed-
eral agencies, laboratories, and educational
institutions, the Federal Government has
fostered the creation of thousands of tech-
nologies, processes, and other proprietary
rights owned, or held in whole or part, by the
Federal Government.

(2) If commercialized, these technologies,
processes, and other proprietary rights
owned, or held in whole or part, by the Fed-
eral Government hold the potential to be a
significant tool to foster economic growth
and to create significant numbers of new
jobs at good wages for American workers.

(3) Throughout the Federal Government,
there is no single inventory or source of in-
formation on technologies, processes, and
other proprietary rights owned, or held in
whole or part, by the Federal Government.

(4) Information on technologies, processes,
and other proprietary rights owned, or held
in whole or part, by the Federal Government
is not standardized in form or content, is
separately maintained by numerous Federal
agencies and departments, and is not easily
accessible by the public.

(5) Businesses and entrepreneurs in areas
in need of economic growth and revitaliza-
tion are largely unaware of the existence of
these technologies, processes, and other pro-
prietary rights and largely unaware of the
possibilities for obtaining the rights to these
technologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights for the purpose of commer-
cialization.

(6) It is in the economic interest of the
United States to facilitate the private sector
commercialization of technologies, proc-
esses, and other proprietary rights by United
States businesses located in areas in need of
economic growth and revitalization.

(7) Greater effectiveness may be achieved
through the utilization of the private sector
corporate structure and profit incentives in
facilitating the commercialization of tech-
nologies, processes, and other proprietary
rights than can reasonably be expected by
the Federal Government performing this
function.

(b) PurPOsSES.—The purposes of this title
are as follows:

(1) To provide assistance to private-sector
United States businesses, located in areas in
need of economic stabilization and revital-
ization, to commercialize technologies, proc-
esses, and other proprietary rights owned, or
held in whole or part, by the Federal Govern-
ment.

(2) To create new employment opportuni-
ties by facilitating the commercialization of
technologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights by United States businesses and
entrepreneurs in areas in need of economic
growth and revitalization.

(3) To develop a single, comprehensive data
base of information on technologies, proc-
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esses, and other proprietary rights owned, or
held in whole or part, by the Federal Govern-
ment, which is standardized and easily acces-
sible.

(4) To heighten the awareness of United
States businesses and entrepreneurs of the
availability for commercialization of tech-
nologies, processes, and other proprietary
rights owned, or held in whole or part, by the
Federal Government.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this title,
the following definitions shall apply:

(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”
means the Secretary of Commerce.

(2) CORPORATION.—The term ‘‘Corporation”
means the Business Development and Tech-
nology Commercialization Corporation es-
tablished under this title.

(3) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board” means the
Board of Directors of the Business Develop-
ment and Technology Commercialization
Corporation.

(4) QUALIFIED CONCERN.—The term “quali-
fied concern"” means a United States-based
consortium, a private United States busi-
ness, or an educational institution partici-
pating in a joint project with 1 or more pri-
vate United States businesses, for the devel-
opment and commercialization of tech-
nologies, processes, and other proprietary
rights—

(A) owned or held in whole or part by Fed-
eral departments, agencies, or government-
controlled corporations;

(B) developed in Federal laboratories;

(C) arising in the course of federally funded
research at educational institutions, other
units of government, or with private con-
cerns; or

(D) which are made available to the Fed-
eral Government by private concerns.

SEC. 303. CONSOLIDATION OF INFORMATION ON
TECHNOLOGIES.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF DATA.—The Sec-
retary shall establish and maintain an inte-
grated, comprehensive data base describing
all technologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights owned, or held in whole or part,
by the Federal Government, or which origi-
nated in the course of federally funded re-
search in which the Federal Government has
an interest.

(b) STANDARDIZATION AND ACCESSIBILITY OF
INFORMATION.—The Secretary shall take
such steps as are necessary to ensure that
the information contained in the data base
established under subsection (a) is in a
standardized form, is accessible and usable in
a manner as simple and easy to use as pos-
sible, recognizing the needs of small and me-
dium-sized businesses.

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall—

(1) consult with and, to the extent prac-
ticable, utilize the capabilities of other exec-
utive agencies, as appropriate, to ensure the
efficient and effective implementation of
this section; and

(2) explore, with other executive agencies,
ways to avoid duplication of effort by con-
solidating the administration of the program
established by this section with any other
similar Federal program, and as part of such
consolidation may delegate administrative
functions, as necessary and appropriate, to
another executive agency.

(d) OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Other exec-
utive agencies shall provide such informa-
tion, and in such form, as determined by the
Secretary and shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary in carrying out this section.

(e) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE.—

(1) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE BY THE COR-
PORATION.—Except as provided in paragraph
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(3), the Secretary shall provide unlimited ac-
cess to the data base established under this
section to the Business Development and
Technology Commercialization Corporation
established under this part, without fee, to
assist the Corporation in meeting its respon-
sibilities under this part.

(2) ACCESS TO THE DATA BASE BY THE PUB-
LIC.—Except as provided in paragraph (3), the
Secretary shall, by regulation, develop and
implement procedures providing for access
to the data base established under this sec-
tion to members of the general public.

(3) RESTRICTIONS.—If, in consultation with
the heads of other executive agencies, the
Secretary determines that access by the Cor-
poration or any other person to information
contained in the data base established under
this section would—

(A) threaten national security;

(B) viclate the proprietary rights of any
private interest; or

(C) be otherwise inappropriate,
the Secretary shall take such steps as the
Secretary may determine to be appropriate
to limit access to the information in the
data base described in subparagraph (A), (B),
or (C) to the Corporation or any other per-
son.

(f) GAO REVIEW OF CURRENT FEDERAL
TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION AND COMMER-
CIALIZATION EFFORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall conduct a review
of all technology utilization and commer-
cialization activities within all Federal de-
partments, agencies, and laboratories, or
which are otherwise supported by Federal
funds. This review shall identify those ac-
tivities which may overlap or duplicate the
technology utilization and commercializa-
tion activities provided for under this title.

(2) REPORTS.—Before the end of the l-year
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall issue a report to the Congress describ-
ing in detail—

(A) the findings of the review directed
under paragraph (1),

(B) the funding levels of each existing Fed-
eral technology utilization and commer-
cialization activities, and

(C) recommendations for the modification
or elimination of any existing Federal tech-
nology utilization and commercialization ac-
tivities which the Comptroller General finds
to be duplicative of the activities provided
for under this title.

SEC. 304. BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AND TECH-
NOLOGY COMMERCIALIZATION COR-
PORATION.

(a) ASSESSMENT OF TECHNOLOGY UTILIZA-
TION AND COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS OF
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office
of Science and Technology Policy in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President shall—

(A) assess the performance of technology
utilization and commercialization programs
of the Federal Government as of the date of
the enactment of this Act;

(B) evaluate the advantages and disadvan-
tages of a centralized as opposed to a decen-
tralized approach to technology utilization
and commercialization; and

(C) develop recommendations on ways to
improve the technology utilization and com-
mercialization efforts of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(2) REPORT.—The Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy shall submit
a report containing the findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations of the Director
pursuant to paragraph (1) to the President,
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the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate.

(3) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the du-
ties of the Director under paragraph (1), the
Director shall consult with interested agen-
cies and department of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(b) IMPROVED INTEGRATION OF TECHNOLOGY
COMMERCIALIZATION PROGRAMS AND FEDERAL
PROGRAMS TO ASSIST ECONOMICALLY Dis-
TRESSED COMMUNITIES. —

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall iden-
tify ways to promote more effective integra-
tion of Federal policies and programs relat-
ing to technology utilization and commer-
cialization with Federal policies and pro-
grams for assisting economically distressed
communities establish stable and diversified
local economies.

(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall submit a
report containing any findings, conclusions,
and recommendations of the Secretary pur-
suant to paragraph (1) to the President, the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs and the Committee on Secience,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate.

(¢) ESTABLISHMENT OF CORPORATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the earlier
of—

(A) the end of the 12-month period begin-
ning on the date of the enactment of this
Act; or

(B) the end of the 30-day period beginning
on the date the report of the Director of the
Office of Science and Technology Policy is
submitted to the President pursuant to sub-
section (a)(2),

the President shall provide for the establish-
ment of a corporation to be known as the
“Business Development and Technology
Commercialization Corporation" (hereafter
in this title referred to as the ‘*Corpora-
tion'), unless the President, after consider-
ation of such report, makes a finding that
the establishment of the Corporation would
impair the operation of the Federal policies
and programs relating to technology utiliza-
tion and commercialization.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—If the President
makes a finding described in paragraph (1)
with respect to the establishment of the Cor-
poration, the President shall transmit a re-
port describing the basis for the finding to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate.

(3) PURPOSE.—The Corporation shall be op-
erated for the purpose of fostering economic
growth, assisting in the creation of new em-
ployment opportunities, and strengthening
the industrial base of the United States by
facilitating the utilization and commer-
cialization of technologies, processes, and
other proprietary rights—

(A) owned or held in whole or part by Fed-
eral departments, agencies, or government-
controlled corporations;

(B) developed in Federal laboratories;

(C) arising in the course of federally funded
research at educational institutions, other
units of government, or with private con-
cerns; and

(D) which are made available by private
COoncerns.
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(4) CORPORATION NOT AN ESTABLISHMENT OF
THE UNITED STATES.—The Corporation shall
not be an agency or establishment of the
United States.

(d) PROCESS OF ORGANIZATION,—

(1) INCORPORATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, the Sec-
retary of Labor, and the Administrator of
the Small Business Administration shall—

(i) provide for the establishment of the
Corporation under the business corporation
laws of such State as the President deter-
mines to be appropriate; and

(11) serve as the incorporators of the Cor-
poration and as the initial members of the
board of directors of the Corporation until
their successors are elected and qualified.

(B) NECESSARY ACTION AUTHORIZED.—The
incorporators referred to in subparagraph (A)
shall take such other actions as may be nec-
essary to establish the Corporation.

(C) REVIEW OF PROPOSED ORGANIZATION OF
CORPORATION.—The President shall request
the National Academy of Public Administra-
tion to—

(i) review the proposed organization of the
Corporation to ensure that the organization
plan conforms with sound principles of ad-
ministration; and

(i) submit a report to the President in a
timely manner with the Academy's such
findings, conclusions, and recommendations
the Academy may determine to be appro-
priate.

(2) PRIVATIZATION OF THE CORPORATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Following the establish-
ment of the Corporation, the Corporation
shall be converted to private ownership and
management in such form and manner as the
President determines to be appropriate, after
consulting with the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs and the Commit-
tee on Science, Space, and Technology of the
House of Representatives, and the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate.

(B) SOLICITATION OF PROPOSALS FOR CON-
VERSION.—The President shall solicit propos-
als for the conversion of the Corporation to
private ownership and management.,

(3) SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES,—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The President, in con-
sultation with the Secretary, shall make the
final selection of a proposal for the conver-
sion of the Corporation to private ownership
and management.

(B) CRITERIA FOR SELECTING A PROPOSAL TO
RECOMMEND TO THE PRESIDENT.—In selecting
a proposal to recommend to the President
for the conversion of the Corporation, as de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the Secretary
shall take into consideration the following
factors—

(i) the quality of the operational plan;

(ii) the soundness of the financing of the
organization and of the operational plan;

(i1i) the qualifications of, and the diversity
of talents and skills represented by, the sub-
mitters of the proposal, including the extent
to which a combination of organizations is
submitting a joint proposal;

(iv) whether a State government, or unit of
a State government, is participating finan-
cially with the organization submitting a
proposal;

(v) the intentions of the submitters of the
proposal to locate the headquarters of the
Corporation in an area which is not located
in the 50 largest Metropolitan Statistical
Areas, based on the 1990 Census; and

(vi) such other factors as the incorporators
determine to be appropriate in meeting the
purposes of this title.

(C) PROCEDURES FOR SELECTING A PROPOSAL
TO RECOMMEND TO THE PRESIDENT.—In select-
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ing a proposal to recommend to the Presi-
dent for the for the conversion of the Cor-
poration, as described in subparagraph (A),
the Secretary shall ensure that in the selec-
tion process—

(1) not less than 3 proposals are identified
as proposals to receive further consideration,
as provided in clauses (ii) and (iii), except
that, if fewer than 3 proposals are received,
each of them shall receive further consider-
ation;

(ii) a review procedure is implemented
under which the sponsors of the proposals
identified in clause (i) are provided an oppor-
tunity to make personal presentations of
their proposals to the Secretary or the Sec-
retary’s designee; and

(iii) individual negotiations for the revi-
sion of proposals identified in clause (i) may
be entered into.

(4) WARRANTS FOR PARTICIPATION IN
GAINS.—The President may, in connection
with any contract or agreement for convert-
ing the Corporation to private ownership and
contingent on the financial success of the
Corporation, retain the right to participate
in the financial gains of the Corporation in
such amounts as the President may deter-
mine to be appropriate, after consulting with
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate.

(e) PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS OF INTER-
EST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—An officer or employee of
the Corporation may not participate in a
matter regarding an application, claim, or
other matter pending before the Corporation
if, to such person's knowledge, the person,
the person’s spouse, minor child, parent, sib-
ling, or partner, or an organization, other
than the Corporation, in which the person is
serving as an officer, director, trustee, part-
ner, or employee, or any person with whom
the person is negotiating or has any arrange-
ment concerning perspective employment,
has a financial interest in the matter.

(2) CONSEQUENCE OF VIOLATION.—An officer
or employee who violates this subsection
shall be subject to termination, but such a
violation shall not impair, nullify, or other-
wise affect the validity of any otherwise law-
ful action by the Corporation in which such
officer or employee participated.

(f) GENERAL POWERS.—In addition to the
usual powers conferred upon a corporation
under the business corporation laws of the
State in which the Corporation is incor-
porated, the Corporation shall have such
other incidental powers not inconsistent
with this section that are necessary or ap-
propriate to carry out the purposes and func-
tions of the Corporation.

() PROMOTION OF TECHNOLOGIES.—

(1) MARKETING OF TECHNOLOGIES.—The Cor-
poration shall undertake an aggressive,
multifaceted outreach program to increase
awareness of the availability of technologies,
processes, and other proprietary rights to
qualified concerns under this title. This pro-
gram shall emphasize the use of new infor-
mation technologies, including the utiliza-
tion of cable television and the modern elec-
tronic media, and the data base established
under this title.

(2) UTILIZATION OF CABLE TELEVISION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—In implementing the out-
reach program provided under paragraph (1),
the Corporation shall enter into negotiations
for the utilization of cable television for
marketing efforts for the commercialization
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of technologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights—

(i) owned or held in whole or part by Fed-
eral departments, agencies, or government
controlled corporations,

(ii) developed in Federal laboratories,

(iii) arising in the course of federally fund-
ed research at educational institutions,
other units of government or with private
concerns; and

(iv) which are otherwise made available to
the government by private concerns.

(B) PROMOTIONAL FEES.—Under terms nego-
tiated between the Secretary and the Cor-
poration, the Secretary is authorized to
make payments to the Corporation for pro-
motional fees for the production of segments
for broadcast over cable television, or other
appropriate media, which identify—

(i) the technologies described in paragraph
(A);

(ii) their potential commercial applica-
tions; and

(iii) methods available for obtaining addi-
tional information on the technologies.

(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Corpora-
tion shall, upon request, provide technical
assistance and services, as appropriate and
:ia&dad. to qualified concerns under this

e.

(4) OUTREACH TO SPECIFIC AREAS AND SMALL
BUSINESSES.—The Corporation shall seek to
ensure that qualified concerns and small
businesses located in areas determined by
the Secretary to have a depressed economy
or chronically high unemployment are noti-
fied of the availability of assistance through
the program established under this section
and, to the extent practicable, to encourage
and facilitate the participation of such
qualified concerns and small businesses in
such program.

(h) AUTHORITY TO REPRESENT THE GOVERN-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary, the Cor-
poration shall act as an agent, and represent
the interests, of the Federal Government in
facilitating the utilization of technologies,
processes, and other proprietary rights by
qualified concerns under this title.

(2) RIGHTS OF QUALIFIED CONCERNS.—In ac-
cordance with regulations promulgated by
the Secretary, the Corporation may convey,
to qualified concerns, under terms and condi-
tions to be negotiated between the Corpora-
tions and qualified concerns, such rights
which may be necessary and appropriate to
facilitate the utilization and commercializa-
tion of technologies, processes, and other
proprietary rights as provided under this
title.

(3) MINIMUM RIGHTS OF THE FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT.—In the conveyance of rights to
qualified concerns as provided for under
paragraph (2), the Corporation shall ensure
the following:

(A) The conveyance agreement contains
language providing for the right of the Cor-
poration to revoke the rights provided under
paragraph (2) if—

(i) the qualified concern does not dem-
onstrate that it is undertaking a good faith
effort to achieve the utilization and commer-
cialization of the technology, process, or
other proprietary right; or

(ii) the Secretary certifies that the inter-
ests of national security or the general wel-.
fare of the American people necessitates the
revocation of such rights.

(B) The Federal Government retains a li-
cense to such technologies, processes, and
other proprietary rights for the Govern-
ment's own use.



May 11, 1994

(C) The Federal Government receives in
compensation for the conveyance of such
rights—

(i) royalties;

(i1) the right to share in the earnings of the
qualified entity proportionate to the value of
the rights so conveyed; or

(iif) a sum of money or other compensation
that the Corporation determines to be appro-
priate.

(4) AGENT'S FEES.—Under such terms as the
Secretary and the Corporation may nego-
tiate, after consulting with the Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives, and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate, the Corpora-
tion may retain a percentage of any royal-
ties or other compensation accruing to the
Federal Government in connection with any
licensing agreement entered into by the Cor-
poration on behalf of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(i) COoNSULTATION WITH FEDERAL AGENCIES,
AND WITH PRIVATE PARTIES.—

(1) CONSULTATION WITH FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—In carrying out this title, the Board
and the Corporation shall consult frequently
with the Secretary, and such Federal agen-
cies and departments as is appropriate, to
ensure coordination and the maximum utili-
zation of all related Federal resources to pro-
mote technology utilization and commer-
cialization.

(2) CONSULTATION WITH PRIVATE PARTIES.—
In carrying out this title, the Board and the
Corporation shall solicit comments from pri-
vate parties, including representatives of fi-
nance, industry, and organized labor on the
role of the Corporation and the needs of pri-
vate parties.

(j) AupIT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The
Comptroller General of the United States
may audit the financial transactions of the
Corporation. For the purposes of carrying
out such an audit, the Comptroller General
shall have access to all books, records, and
property belonging to, or in the possession
of, the Corporation. In the case of a person
or entity which has entered into a financial
relationship with the Corporation, the Comp-
troller General shall have access only to
those books, records, and property belonging
to, or in the possession of, the person or en-
tity which pertain to the Corporation and
which are necessary to carry out the audit.
The Comptroller General shall make a report
of each such audit to the Congress and the
President.

(k) INFORMATION AND OTHER ASSISTANCE
FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES,—Upon the request
of the Corporation, the head of a Federal de-
partment or agency is authorized to—

(1) furnish to the Corporation such infor-
mation which is available to the agency as
the Board deems necessary for carrying out
its functions; and

(2) detail for temporary duty, on a reim-
bursable basis, such personnel as the Cor-
poration determines to be necessary to carry
out its functions.

(1) MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.—

(1) JURISDICTION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Corpora-
tion is a party to any civil action under this
title, such action shall be deemed to arise
under the laws of the United States. No at-
tachment or execution may be issued against
the Corporation, or any property thereof,
prior to entry of final judgment.

(B) CITIZENSHIP OF CORPORATION.—The Cor-
poration shall be deemed to be a citizen of
the District of Columbia for the purpose of
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determining the original jurisdiction of the
district courts of the United States in civil
actions to which the Corporation is a party.

(2) BUSINESS ACTIVITY AND QUALIFICATION.—
The Corporation shall be deemed to be quali-
fied to do business in each State in which it
performs any activity authorized under this
title.

(m) UTILIZATION OF CORPORATION.—It is the
sense of the Congress that all Federal de-
partments, agencies, institutions of higher
education, and laboratories, and all institu-
tions of higher education and laboratories
which are otherwise supported by Federal
funds, should use the services of the Corpora-
tion to the maximum extent possible.

SEC. 305. ASSISTANCE TO BUSINESSES IN SECUR-
ING FINANCING.

(a) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.—The Cor-
poration established under this title shall
act as a one-stop clearinghouse for informa-
tion to assist qualified concerns identify
sources of business development and tech-
nology commercialization financing avail-
able through the Federal Government as well
as through applicable State and local gov-
ernment programs and through private
sources.

(b) AGENT OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—
The Corporation may act as an agent of the
Federal Government for purposes of accept-
ing applications for financial assistance and
their submission to the appropriate Federal
agency on behalf of a qualified concern.

(¢) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR LENDERS
AND BORROWERS.—The Corporation shall,
upon request, provide technical assistance
and services, as appropriate and needed, to
lenders and borrowers under this title, and
shall ensure that such lenders and borrowers
have ready access to appropriate assistance
in order to aid such lenders and borrowers in
achieving the purposes of this title.

SEC. 306. SAVINGS PROVISION.

It is the intent of the Congress that this
title shall be construed as complementing
any other provision of Federal law relating
to the licensing, utilization, or commer-
cialization of the use of technology and shall
not be construed as superseding any such
provision, except as otherwise provided in
this title.

SEC. 307. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act or this title shall be
construed by the President, the Secretary of
Commerce, the Corporation, any Federal
agency or department, or any court to affect,
alter, amend, modify, or change, or apply to,
any program or activity (or any technology
developed, derived, or provided through or
under such program or activity by any
means of any kind) of the Department of En-
ergy. the Department of Transportation, the
Department of Health and Human Services,
or the Environmental Protection Agency or
any office, bureau, commission, laboratory
or facility of such agencies or departments.

Mr. KANJORSKI (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is
recognized for 56 minutes in support of
his amendment.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, the
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment embodies
a revised version of this language
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adopted by the Banking Committee to
utilize the fruits of this Nation’s re-
search as an engine for creating signifi-
cant numbers of new jobs in private
sector businesses.

This is accomplished by enhancing
the ability of United States small- and
medium-sized businesses to obtain in-
formation and licenses on technologies
and process developed through Federal
R&D. By making it easier for small-
and medium-sized businesses to com-
mercialize these technologies, tens of
thousands of new jobs will be created
which offer good wages and real oppor-
tunities for advancement to working
men and women across this country. In
the final analysis, I believe that this is
what economic development is all
about.

I am pleased to inform the Members
that the language of the amendment 1
will offer was developed in collabora-
tion with both the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology and
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. Neither committee is opposing
the amendment in the form in which it
will be offered. Similarly, it is my un-
derstanding that Public Works Com-
mittee Chairman MINETA, and sub-
committee Chairman WisSE, both intend
to vote for the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, despite the enormous
potential for job creation under the
amendment, the amendment has been
the focus of some misunderstanding. In
our revisions, developed with the as-
sistance of the Science Committee and
the Energy and Commerce Committee,
we have corrected some of the causes of
these misunderstandings. Nevertheless,
I would like to take a minute, to out-
line what the amendment does, and
just as importantly, what it does not
do.

The amendment does not change cur-
rent law; it supplements current law.
Today, Federal agencies and labs are
charged with the responsibility of at-
tempting to transfer technologies they
develop to private sector commercial
application. Increasingly, some Federal
laboratories are entering into coopera-
tive research and development agree-
ment [CRADA's] as part of their efforts
to achieve technology transfer. These
efforts are not changed under the
amendment.

Today, universities which develop
technologies and patentable inven-
tions, during the course of federally-
funded research, have the right to file
patents, issue licenses, and receive roy-
alties from the private sector commer-
cialization of the technologies and pat-
ents. This does not change under the
amendment.

Today, through the activities of Fed-
eral agencies, labs, and universities,
initial efforts at technology transfer
are decentralized and diffuse. This does
not change under the amendment.

Under the amendment, all rights and
responsibilities of Federal agencies,
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labs, and universities are protected and
preserved.

What the amendment does provide
for is, first, the creation, by the Sec-
retary of Commerce, of a comprehen-
sive, integrated data base of all tech-
nologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights to which the Federal Gov-
ernment has an interest. Currently,
there is a great deal of effort underway
to improve and expand data bases with-
in the Department of Commerce. The
language of the amendment will sup-
port and assist the Secretary in mov-
ing forward with these efforts.

Second, the amendment provides for
several studies on the effectiveness of
the Federal Government's overall tech-
nology transfer efforts and methods to
enhance those efforts. If, after the com-
pletion of those studies, the President
determines that it would not impair
the operation of Federal policies and
programs relating to technology utili-
zation and commercialization, the
President will establish a Business De-
velopment and Technology Commer-
cialization Corporation. Following its
creation, the President will provide for
its conversion to private ownership.

The Corporation will be charged with
undertaking an aggressive, multifac-
eted marketing effort to increase
awareness by United States small- and
medium-sized businesses of the avail-
ability of licenses to commercialize
federally-held technologies. Working in
conjunction Federal agencies, labora-
tories, and universities, the Corpora-
tion may also assist in the actual li-
censing of these technologies to U.S.
businesses. In our view, the services of
the Corporation represent an impor-
tant opportunity to assist Federal
agencies, laboratories, and universities
in carrying out their technology trans-
fer responsibilities. Under the language
of the amendment, however, Federal
agencies, laboratories, and universities
are not required to utilize the services
of the Corporation.

Third, the amendment authorizes the
Corporation to serve as a clearinghouse
of information for U.S. businesses on
financing assistance which may be
available through other Federal pro-
grams, through State or local govern-
ments, or through the private sector.

The driving principle throughout the
amendment is the need to make it easi-
er for U.S. businesses to have access to
technologies developed through Fed-
eral funding. Today, only very large
businesses and foreign interests have
the resources to effectively learn of
and pursue rights to these tech-
nologies. The amendment recognizes
that small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses are the major job creating enti-
ties in this economy and that it is im-
perative that we make it easier for
these businesses to have access to
these new technologies.

Mr. Chairman, as important as im-
proved job training and welfare reform
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are, we will achieve only partial suc-
cess on those fronts if we do not simul-
taneously take meaningful steps to en-
courage the development of thousands
of new small businesses throughout
this country to create tens of thou-
sands of new jobs, at good wages, with
real futures. That is what this amend-
ment is all about. I urge the adoption
of the amendment.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the debate about tech-
nology transfer is as old as Govern-
ment technology and inventiveness it-
self. Over the years we have learned a
few lessons about this often misunder-
stood and of necessity complicated
process, and what we are hearing today
is another committee that has come up
with their version of it, that obviously
has not looked at the kind of success
stories and lack of success stories that
are really out there in the country.

In thousands of hours of testimony
before the House Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology, wit-
ness after witness has told us that the
prime mission of Government labora-
tories has not been to invent better
materials for filling teeth with cav-
ities, or an orange drink which is a
cheap substitute for orange juice, or a
pen that can write upside down. Yet
these are all commercial products
which have come to the market place
from the Federal laboratories.

What we have also learned is that it
takes time and money to take what are
normally processes or inventions not
commercially ready products from the
lab to the shelves of your retail store.
This is because the mission of the labs
is to support the needs of the Govern-
ment. Tech transfer takes place when
one of those Government needs can be
transformed through engineering,
time, and money, to a product which is
consumer usable.

Throughout the years we have dis-
covered that successful technology
transfer is brought about when the fol-
lowing elements are in place.

First, involvement of the lab sci-
entist who developed the invention.

Second, encouragement from the lab
director to work with industry to com-
mercialize the invention.

Third, incentives for all parties con-
cerned to work together to commer-
cialize the invention.

Fourth, decentralized and hopefully
local economic interests who will take
the time and invest the money nec-
essary to bring an idea to production.

Such a system was put in place 14
years ago when Congressman THORN-
TON, among others, proposed with Sen-
ators Birch Bayh and BoB DOLE what
has become known as the Bayh-Dole
Act. This allowed universities and
small businesses the right to own the
inventions which were funded with

May 11, 1994

Government resources. It has been
through the experience of this act that
when the inventors of a product or
process own the fruits of their genius
that it is more likely to provide the
economic incentive to commercialize
an invention or, as Lincoln once said of
the patent system, that it combined
the leverage of incentive with the fire
of genius.

Because of the Bayh-Dole Act, uni-
versities and small business have
brought billions of dollars of federally-
funded technology to the marketplace.
The system was so successful that it
was applied to Government operated
and then federally-owned laboratories
through the Federal Technology Trans-
fer Act of 1986 and the National Com-
petitiveness Technology Transfer Act
of 1989.

According to GAO, since the passage
of the Federal Technology Transfer
Act, the number of inventions licensed
by the Federal Government has in-
creased by 27 percent.

Mr. KANJORSKI'S bill, I know, is well
motivated. But it does not comport
with experience. It would potentially
take away the incentives of entre-
preneurs, both Federal and non-Fed-
eral, to work together. It would do so
by recentralizing tech transfer, a sys-
tem which was a failure before we
started our reforms in 1980.

The Kanjorski bill would create a
home shopping network for technology
transfer. This is misguided because the
National Technical Information Serv-
ice, which has an annual operating
budget of over $30 million dollars, has
been developing data bases for both do-
mestic and foreign government tech-
nologies since the late 1940's. The Na-
tional Technology Transfer Center in
West Virginia, which does much of
what is proposed in the Kanjorski bill,
has a Federal appropriation of $2 mil-
lion for this fiscal year. Kanjorski is
trying to recreate what already exists.

As Forbes magazine said about the
Kanjorski bill:

The British press has long had a superb
word for partly private, partly public organi-
zations—'‘quango" for quasi-autonomous-na-
tional-governmental-organization. As the
sound of the word suggests, quangos gen-
erally turn out to be quagmires of bureau-
cratic ineptitude.

Fortunately, Americans never took
to quangos the way the Brits did. But
now Representative PAUL KANJORSKI,
Democrat of Pennsylvania, wants to
create a dandy of a quango. KAN-
JORSKI's bill would bring bureaucrats
back into technology transfer if and
when they deem the universities are
not doing a good job. The bill would
centralize the licensing of all federally
funded research by creating a gar-
gantuan quango called the Technology
Transfer and Commercialization Fi-
nancing Corporation—let’s call it
Tetracofico. The Government would
own a nonvoting 60 percent stake in
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Tetracofico; the other 40 percent would
be sold to a private entity.

Also the bill would establish a mas-
sive database of all patents in which
the Federal Government has an inter-
est, many of which have never found a
home, and create a 24-hour cable net-
work to alert the public to the patents.
Lita Nelson, director of MIT’'s tech-
nology licensing office, has experi-
mented with such data and concludes
that they produce mostly time-wasting
nuisance industries. ‘‘Databases are a
classic shotgun technique,” says Nel-
son. “We feel that rifle-shot marketing
directed at carefully chosen targets is
a lot more effective. This year MIT will
tally $7.5 million in royalty revenues,
up from $2.5 million in 1986.”" Sighs the
Farber Cancer Institute's Ashley Ste-
vens: “Here—in the existing Bayh-Dole
Act—you have a Government program
that’s worked in spades. Now Congress
is trying to screw it up.”
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That is exactly the point, colleagues.
What we are doing here is screwing up
something that is working.

Let me tell Members, there are some
other dangers, too, that we need to un-
derstand. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] put up a
much fancier chart of his than I have
here. I have the smaller version. But it
does tell us something very disturbing.

Because by his own chart, what we
notice is that everything coming out of
the Federal agencies, coming out of the
Federal labs, coming out of the univer-
sities, not just Federal agencies and
Federal laboratories, out of the univer-
sities themselves, by his own chart all
the arrows point to a centralized col-
lection point. Then it goes to another
centralized bureaucracy.

What is interesting about the cen-
tralized bureaucracy is that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI] has that this amendment in-
cludes the marketing, the information,
and the licensing portion of it. But he
includes this big guidance with a big
bag of dollars on it.

That has been dropped out of the
amendment that we have before us
today, because it became apparent that
that costs $12 billion by the original es-
timates. So that is not there anymore.
Yet when we see the chart that was
presented here on the floor, the chart
still includes that. That is where they
are headed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. The point is that here
we have this Tetracofico that includes
these four items, including the giant
money bag that we know from the
original bill was a $12 billion item. It is
not here, but guess what is coming,
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folks. Guess what is just around the
corner. You create this quango, and
this quango is going to end up being a
gargantuan quango with a lot of real
big dollars connected with it. Then and
only then, after everything is passed
through this centralized marketing,
does it get out here to the new busi-
nesses.

The fact is the way the system now
works is, these universities, these Fed-
eral agencies, these Federal labs can
work directly with the new businesses
right in their own communities or
within their own States or nationally.
They do not need to go through this
centralized mechanism. They do not
need a quango to deal with each other.

What is happening right now under
the law, under the procedures in place,
is that these agencies, these Federal
labs and these universities are working
with new businesses. We are creating
technology transfer that is increasing
on a regular basis. As I said, GAO says
that under this act, it is up 27 percent.
That is exactly the direction we ought
to continue to go. To create the
Tetracofico, to create this giant
quango, this gargantuan new central-
ized bureaucracy, that is exactly what
we do not need to do. I would urge that
we defeat this amendment.

Mr, HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most chal-
lenging and important tasks for the
103d Congress is to create meaningful
jobs for the 8% million Americans who
are currently unemployed and a simi-
lar number of people who are currently
underemployed. That is what the
amendment of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is all
about.

It would set up a process whereby for
the first time we can effectively take
advantage of the enormous amount of
the money that the U.S. Government
has spent on research and development
both at Federal agencies and in univer-
sities and research centers across the
country.

This activity has been going on for
decades. Much fruit has been borne in
terms of research based upon the
money that has been spent. However,
the information in many cases is lying
fallow. It is not getting out to entre-
preneurs. It is not getting out to Amer-
ican businesses.

Other people in other parts of the
world are sending research experts here
on a regular basis to look into the re-
search that is being done in American
institutions. They are taking advan-
tage of this information. We have not
yet fully taken such advantage.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] al-
lows us to do that in a comprehensive
way and for the first time. It allows
that information which is lying fallow
to be used, to be developed.
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It will create tens of thousands of
new jobs for Americans. It will also
allow entrepreneurs and American
businesses to reach out to that tech-
nology and to use it creatively and in-
telligently for the creation of new in-
dustrial enterprises, the creation of
new wealth, and the creation of new
employment opportunities for those
Americans who so desperately need it.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. It goes a long way in
unleashing the intellectual creativity
of this Nation, which has not yet been
tapped adequately. Under the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] that intellec-
tual activity will be released, and we
will have the opportunity to put it into
practical, every day practice.

I encourage this amendment, and I
hope that the Members of this body
will endorse it enthusiastically.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HINCHEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for working very
closely in the establishment of this
amendment.

I want to respond to my colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER]). I notice that he talked about
the Forbes magazine article.

Unfortunately, this amendment and
the article that the bill, that that
amendment addressed were quite dif-
ferent or quite uniquely changed. But
above and beyond that, I would ask my
fellow Members to think about their
districts and identify in their particu-
lar districts what new industries and
what new jobs have been created over
the last 10 years, for instance, as a re-
sult of expenditure of American re-
search and development money.

I know the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] comes from a
very profitable and very economically
sound district in southern Pennsylva-
nia around the Lancaster area of Penn-
sylvania.

But I can speak for many of my col-
leagues in the 21-Member districts in
Pennsylvania, and they have not been
as fortunate as the district of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] in getting new research and devel-
opment jobs coming into their dis-
tricts.

I can look across the Ohio and New
York and Michigan and Wisconsin and
what has been referred to very often as
the rust belt of America. I can assure
my fellow Members that many of these
jobs that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] talks about are
not coming out, because the average
entrepreneur, small and middle-sized
businessman does not have the oppor-
tunity to know what is in the Federal
inventory and certainly does not have
the wherewithal to come down to
Washington to cap it like the giant, gi-
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gantic corporations of America and the
foreign corporations of the world that
do take advantage of our research and
development.

I guess we could argue that philo-
sophical point all night. All I would
like my colleagues to understand is
that we do not change the laws that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] referred to. All we do is sup-
plement those laws, and all we pri-
marily do is create a vehicle so average
American businessmen of small- and
medium-size companies and average
American entrepreneurs can partake in
the research and development inven-
tory of America on an equal, level
playing field. And we do it by using
good old private sector technology,
American technology, and take the job
out of bureaucracy and out of govern-
ment and put it into the hands of pri-
vate enterprise to market, to assist,
and to get this technology into small
businesses.

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding to me.

My colleague from Pennsylvania ex-
plained to the House that the amend-
ment that we have before us is substan-
tially changed from the bill which the
Forbes article found as so onerous.

The gentleman is correct. I pointed
out in my speech that there is a dif-
ference. The difference is that he has
taken out the $12 billion of guidance
money that was in his original bill.

The point is, however, that he is still
promoting, in a *Dear Colleague' let-
ter that was sent around today and in
a chart that was used on the floor, the
Tetracofico that has the money bag
still in it.

So when Members buy into this con-
cept, understand, it has changed in the
amendment. But the future holds the
idea that we are going to spend $12 bil-
lion for this gargantuan quango at
some point in the future.

The other thing that I think we need
to understand is that this monument
to private enterprise that the gen-
tleman talks about is, in fact, 60-per-
cent owned by the Government.
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I do not know too many entre-
preneurs out there who regard compa-
nies owned 60 percent by the Govern-
ment as private enterprises. This is a
Government bureaucracy. It is a little
like when President Clinton runs
around the country telling everybody
that this huge health bureaucracy that
he is setting up is really private enter-
prise in action. Nobody in the country
believes that. No one in the country
should believe that this is anything
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other than a brand new gargantuan
Government bureaucracy being inter-
posed in the middle of what needs to be
done in terms of technology transfer.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with every-
body who has spoken about the need to
make certain that the high technology
that we are developing gets spun off
into businesses so they can create jobs
in this country. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania somewhat depreciates
my district for the fact that we have
been successful in many high-tech in-
dustries in my district doing this. Yes,
he is right, and we ought to have that
model and we ought to be using it
around the country. We ought to be
making certain that other places also
get the opportunities that are now
available.

The fact is it does work. High tech
can produce jobs, and we can put to-
gether a system that allows technology
to be transferred into the private sec-
tor, but the system is not some huge
new centralized bureaucracy. That did
not work before 1980. We found it was
an absolute unmitigated failure. What
we are doing here is failing to learn
from history. We are going here is fail-
ing to learn from history. We are going
back to exactly what we were doing
prior to 1980, and we are now going to
wade in 15 years later into the brave
new world of back to the future.

Mr. Chairman, I have to say that this
is not the right way to get the tech
transfer we want done. This is going to
get in the way of tech transfer, it is
going to be a disaster, and in my view
we ought to stick with what we have
now shown works. Let us get tech
transfer producing new jobs, but let us
do it in a way that we know actually
works.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI] and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], my neighbor
from across the border.

I would like to focus at the moment
on one aspect of this program, the Eco-
nomic Development Administration,
which is not a new program and not an
addition, but something that has been
in existence for a number of years, but
which has from time to time been
threatened by budgetary proposals by
the administration.

One program that has been adminis-
tered by the EDA is called the Trade
Adjustment Assistance program for
firms whose central missions have been
threatened by foreign competition. We
have administered this program
through a series of 12 Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Centers, including a
Great Lakes Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Center, which is based in Ann
Arbor, MI and which serves the area in
my congressional district.
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This is a program which, unlike all
the other programs out there which we
only hear about through the agencies
themselves and through the commit-
tees, this is a program that I can say to
my colleagues that I know specifically
has provided support to specific firms
in my district who are going out of
business, who needed help to retool, to
respond to the competition. This pro-
gram, the trade adjustment assistance
center, has come in. They have pro-
vided that technological assistance
with a very minimal investment, and
they have been able to turn their busi-
ness around,

One business in my district, Thomp-
son Aluminum Castings, has called this
in their opinion the only Federal pro-
gram that really works. The problem
has been that over the years, in the
search for funds for other programs,
the administration has proposed now
twice that this program be eliminated.
It was reauthorized in the budget, the
5-year budget resolution which we
passed last summer.

It is my understanding as a result of
the hearings held by the subcommittee
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. KANJORSKI], on which I am privi-
leged to serve, that the EDA will under
the provisions of this bill continue to
administer the Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Centers, unless and until such
time that these centers are found to
have another place within the Federal
budget.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI] whether my understanding is
correct, that the Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Centers, which have been so
beneficial to the firms in my district,
are indeed authorized and will continue
to be administered by the EDA under
the terms of this amendment and this
bill.

Mr. KEANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FINGERHUT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the
gentleman, as we had at the committee
level, that his inquiry is absolutely
correct, and that his understanding is
absolutely correct, that this will be
continued, this program will be contin-
ued to be administered by the Eco-
nomic Development Administration.

Of course, it is the policy of our sub-
committee and the subcommittee of
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
WISE] to see that that continues, be-
cause you know we are all involved,
particularly now since the passage of
NAFTA, with the important of what
this means. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio, and I thank him for the as-
sistance in drafting the amendment we
have presently before the floor.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his response.
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I further yield to the gentleman dur-
ing the time that I have remaining in
my 5 minutes.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank my col-
league from Ohio for yielding time to
me.

I want to respond to some of the
things my colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] has
said.

I do not believe the gentleman under-
stands the impact of the present
amendment before the floor. I way that
with all due respect, insofar as this
amendment did go through some sig-
nificant change in working its process
with his committee and with other
committees in the Congress so there
would not be a conflict on the floor
here today.

I want to assure the gentleman that
there is nothing in this amendment
that establishes a 60-40 percent of any-
thing. The corporation involved is 100
percent private. Further, there is abso-
lutely no assistance or funds author-
ized in this bill of any amount, cer-
tainly not $12 billion, but of no
amount, and the only financial assist-
ance offered in the Department of Agri-
culture or in this amendment as it is
presently offered is to direct those in-
dividuals that will be using the tech-
nology to the existing sources of fi-
nancing today in the Federal Govern-
ment.

I do not know whether he gets that
inquiry, but I can tell the Speaker that
in my office I keep maybe half of a
staff member busy full time just help-
ing people find out where to go in the
Federal Government and in the state
government to get assistance to help
create jobs and to build industry.

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the
gentleman that as he has described my
bill, it is not correct. We intend to
work with him, as we intend to work
with the other committees, as this goes
through the process, but I do tell the
Members very seriously that if the gen-
tleman is fortunate enough in this dis-
trict not to need this type of bill and
that the present status quo is operat-
ing, it is not sufficiently operating in
my part of Pennsylvania.

Mr ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat reluc-
tant to get involved in this fight, be-
cause it is almost like a family feud.
We have all Pennsylvania Congressmen
on the floor on this issue.

I thought it was interesting, Mr.
Chairman, to point out just a couple of
short paragraphs in testimony before
the committee on this particular legis-
lation, or the concept of it.

The testimony was this, and this
comes from the Office of Technology
Assessment. These are people who are
unbiased and who come before the Con-
gress to give us their unbiased profes-
sional opinion. Here is what he said.
Mr. Chairman this comes from the sen-
ior analyst.
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He said, “There are many barriers
that get in the way of moving this
technology out to the private sector
for commercialization. Often tech-
nology in the Federal laboratory is just
sitting there. No one in the lab will do
the work, since it is not related to
their mission, to move it to the next
step. The private sector is not willing
to take it to the next step, and there-
fore, nothing happens."

He also noted that, ‘‘There is rel-
atively little awareness in the private
sector, particularly among small and
medium size firms, of the potential of
Federal technology.”

I know this to be very true, because
Mr. Chairman, every year I have an ex-
port conference in Wisconsin. We have
as many as 950 to 1,000 people. I have
been doing this for the last 12 years
now. The one thing that always strikes
me is that these small companies do
not have the vaguest idea that the Fed-
eral Government spends billions of dol-
lars on research and development that
is just sitting there and they could use
it, do not even know it is there.

Do the Members know who does
know it is there? All these foreign com-
panies. They are all over the place.
Foreign companies spend a million dol-
lars just to have people looking around
for American research and develop-
ment. The Japanese a couple of years
ago, I do not know how many they
have now, but the Japanese 2 years ago
had 22 people full time right in this
city looking for our research and devel-
opment.

That is why this amendment is so
important, but the problem is that we
always have these turf battles. Some
guy said, ‘“Hey, it should have been be-
fore my committee. Another guy said,
“It should have been before my com-
mittee.” Some gentlewoman says, “‘It
should have been before my commit-
t‘ee-”

I am not interested in whose commit-
tee it should have been before. I am in-
terested in getting this on the floor,
looking at this issue, voting on it, so
all our small entrepreneurs, our small
business people, could use the research
and development that the taxpayers,
that you and I and everyone else rep-
resent, have paid millions and millions
of dollars for.

That is what I am looking at here
today. That is why this amendment is
so0 important. I hope the people in the
House vote for this amendment today
for the good of jobs, for the good of our
economy, so we can have this research
and development help our entre-
preneurs and our small business people.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. ROTH. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
absolutely agree with the gentleman

9959

from Wisconsin and the testimony
cited was testimony by impartial peo-
ple before our committee on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call
the attention of the gentleman and my
colleague to one thing: Does the gen-
tleman recall that one of the witnesses
testified that the 1992 committee re-
port of the Japanese Government set
out where their research and develop-
ment future lies or where they were in-
tending to get their future research
and development, and the line set out
in the Government Report Committee
was the United States Government as
the major supplier of research and de-
velopment to the Japanese industry?

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, just as an
aside, I want to say this is not only a
problem here but we have a thing
called the Export Administration Act.
Do my colleagues know because of all
the regulations, of all the licenses that
our companies have to obtain to sell
products overseas that we are stifling
our companies from exporting by $30
billion a year? That is 600,000 jobs in
America.

Mr. Chairman, that is what we have
to change. These foreign companies
and foreign countries are over here at
the Commerce Department finding out
what kind of licenses our American
companies need, what company is look-
ing for what license. Then they quickly
run to the other company and say,
‘‘Hey, you don't have to wait for 3
months or 6 months for the Americans
to license a product to sell it here.
Why, we can sell it to you overnight.”

Mr. Chairman, that is why business,
industry and labor have to start work-
ing together in America so we can have
the jobs and the economy our people
need.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2442, the EDA
and ARC authorization bill and in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. I believe that H.R. 2442 will
address many of the serious economic
problems facing our local communities
and that the Kanjorski amendment
will enhance our efforts to rebuild our
economy and ensure that emerging
technology companies can access vital
federally supported research and devel-
opment.

The Kanjorski amendment is a bipar-
tisan amendment which simply builds
on our current technology transfer
structure. It improves the structure
and seeks to make it stronger and
more efficient. It does not call for a
centralized system, nor would it pro-
hibit universities from filing patents,
issuing licenses, receive royalties from
the private sector commercialization
of technologies and patents develop-
ment through federally funded re-
search. What the Kanjorski amend-
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ment seeks to accomplish, is to make
it easier for businesses to have direct
access to new technologies developed
with Federal funds. We are simply try-
ing to get a better return on our R&D
investment dollars.

Perhaps the greatest strength of this
amendment is the implementation of a
nationwide data base of information on
federally funded new technologies. A
comprehensive data base on federally
funded new technologies would end the
practice of reinventing the wheel in the
public and private sector. Access to
this data base would give small and
medium size businesses the same com-
petitive edge as large multinational
corporations or major research institu-
tions.

The amendment will create real jobs
and expand thousands of businesses by
simply increasing access to federally
funded technologies and establishing a
clearinghouse of information for U.S.
businesses on financing assistance
available though Federal programs,
through State and local governments,
or through the private sector. How
many of my colleagues have been con-
tacted by local businesses and con-
stituents to inquire about the avail-
ability of Federal assistance for emerg-
ing technology companies? The Kan-
jorski amendment would create a
source of critical information for them.

I commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for his amendment and
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this important effort to ensure
that federally funded research and de-
velopment dollars result in real job
creation and truly assist small and me-
dium size businesses to compete in our
rapidly advancing technical world. Our
ability to compete in a global economy
will be seriously jeopardized if we are
unable to transfer critical technology
from the public to the private sector.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER to the
amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI. After
section 307, insert the following new section:
SEC. 308. EXEMPTION.

Any agency or department of the Federal
Government, and any office, bureau, com-
mission, laboratory, or facility thereof, and
any entity that receives funding from the
Federal Government, whose technology
transfer activities are subject to the Federal
Technology Transfer Act of 1986 (15 U.S.C.
3701 et seq.), chapter 18 of title 35, United
States Code (popularly known as the Bayh-
Dole Act), the Omnibus Trade and Competi-
tiveness Act of 1988 (P. L. 100-418), or the Na-
tional Competitiveness Technology Transfer
Act of 1989 (P.L. 101-189) shall be exempt
from the requirements of this title.

Mr. WALKER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?
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There was no objection.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, it is
rather clear that to some extent the fix
is in here, and I am a little concerned
about that because the bottom line is
that we are going to do real damage if
we allow this to go ahead in its present
form.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] has told
us that what he intends his new pro-
gram to be, this new quango, he in-
tends to be complementary to what is
already in place. That is what this
amendment does. This amendment says
that it has to be complementary, that
those agencies and departments, uni-
versities and so on who are working
under the present technology transfer
programs, whether it be the National
Technology Center in West Virginia,
whether it be the National Technology
Information System, whatever it is, if
they are working under those pro-
grams, they would be exempt from hav-
ing to participate in this program.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that at
the very least, those people out there
who think they have a program that is
working and is transferring technology
and is doing the right kind of job for
the country ought to be able to go
ahead and do all of that without being
forced into the new regime that is an-
ticipated by this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, all my amendment
does, it is a very simple kind of thing.
It just says that they are going to be
exempt from the requirements of the
title if, in fact, they are already par-
ticipating under that which we have in
place and which is now working. I
would hope that at the very least, that
if we are going to go ahead and do this
thing, which I happen to think is
wrong, that we will not have an ad-
verse impact on the things that are al-
ready in place and that we will allow
those institutions that are presently
doing a good job of technical transfer
through the established mechanisms to
keep in place that which is working.

Mr. Chairman, that is all my amend-
ment does. I would urge its approval as
an amendment to the amendment.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to delay
this. I know what my friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, wants to
accomplish. I want to assure him that
in the amendment as published in sec-
tion 306, the savings provision covers
exactly what he should worry about, in
that we do not interfere or supersede
with any existing law operation. As a
matter of fact, in setting this up, I
worked a great deal with my friend,
the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr.
MOLLOHAN's transfer center in West
Virginia. It is an ideal type of oper-
ation. We want to encourage that type
of operation.

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in
this law that interferes with or supple-
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ments existing law. What it does is al-
lows us to cover the loopholes in the
law.

Mr. Chairman, what I would suggest
as to why we cannot accept the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] is that the gen-
tleman's amendment prevents the labs
from using the services.

Mr. Chairman, let me explain what
that means. There are 1,600 colleges
and universities in the United States.
Several hundred of them, 200, 400, 600,
do a great job, but there are also a lot
of colleges and universities in America
that do not have a vice president in
charge of marketing, do not have an
entire financial operation to market
their technology because they are not
in that business and as a result they
are not having a great deal of success
in using it.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
allows is that they could use the serv-
ices of this corporation if they see fit.
The same thing applies to the national
laboratories, to the bureaus, to the
agencies, to the departments of the
U.S. Government. They are not com-
pelled to use it in any stretch of the
imagination but they are allowed to
use it if they do not feel they are doing
an adequate job or the job they are
doing is too expensive.

Mr. Chairman, what the amendment
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
[Mr. WALKER] would do is to disallow
them the opportunity to use this cor-
poration or this marketing technique,
and if we were to approve that, we
would have gone to ground zero be-
cause we would be right back, that
there is no one here that under existing
law could come and make arrange-
ments with this new entity to disperse
and market their technology or their
research and development.

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. I have a very lim-
ited amount of time.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think we
should pursue it. I think we have given
the answer to my friend, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania. I am telling the
gentleman there is a savings provision
here that we do not interfere with any
existing law, the current law. What we
do is create a supplement to those enti-
ties that need further marketing, and
the testimony before the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
was, there is a great deal of that need
in this country today.

(On request of Mr. WALKER and by
unanimous consent Mr. KANJORSKI was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am acting here in
large part on the advice of counsel.
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There is a feeling that the protection
that the gentleman says is there does
not really exist with regard to the sec-
tion and also that at the very least,
then, if what the gentleman is saying
is right, this amendment is duplicative.

Mr. KANJORSKI. No.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if that
is the case, there is no harm in passing
it and it does correct a fault in the bill
that we believe is there.
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I am not trying to be malicious with
this. I am trying to correct something
which I think needs to be corrected,
and it is an attempt.

I will tell the gentleman that all
those thousands of universities that
you have out there, they are not par-
ticipating under the Federal Tech-
nology Transfer Act. They are not re-
search universities. They would still be
eligible to participate under this
amendment. We would assure those
who are doing a good job under the
present circumstance could continue to
do so.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Under our savings
provision, they are allowed to do so, I
say to the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WALKER], and I assure the gen-
tleman as this process goes on, we
want to make sure we talk with you
and the interests of these research uni-
versities to make sure we do not inter-
fere with their rights. If they are doing
a good job, and many of them are, I
have nothing against MIT, Stanford,
Harvard, Caltech. They are doing fan-
tastic jobs.

Mr. WALKER. What about Penn
State and the University of Pennsylva-
nia?

Mr. KANJORSKI. There are those
universities and colleges throughout
America that do not have the market-
ing ability.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield further, then why not take
this amendment? All this amendment
does is corrects for exactly what you
just said you want to do. I do not un-
derstand why you will not take this
amendment that just makes certain
that we can continue to have the pat-
tern in place that is presently working.

Mr. KANJORSKI. As I read the gen-
tleman's amendment, it runs the risk
of exempting the authorizations and
the abilities of my amendment to go
into operation.

Mr. WALKER. No.

Mr. KEANJORSKI. We will be very
happy, I say to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], when we
get an opportunity, as you know, we
have not had a chance to pass this
through counsel. We have not had a
chance to work with it. As I under-
stand it, it was drafted on the floor this
afternoon. I do not know the ramifica-
tions of it. I am telling you it is the in-
tent of my committee, and as myself,
the drafter of this amendment, it is my
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intent that we require no one to per-
form or operate with this marketing
operation that they do not desire to do
so, and we have no intention of inter-
fering in the present and current law.

Mr, WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield further, my concern on that is
there was no attempt to work with me
at my committee when this measure
was coming through. The gentleman is
wrong. This was not drafted on the
floor this afternoon. It was, in fact,
drafted, and as you can see, it is in
print. So it had to be drafted long be-
fore we came to the floor.

But the fact is that there was no at-
tempt to work with us. Some of these
things could have been worked out
early if there had been any attempt to
work with us at all. So I am not very
much swayed by the idea that at some
point in the future we are now going to
work together on this. It seems to me
it is important what we do is pass some
corrective language now.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the
House, I rise against the Walker
amendment, and I rise to speak in
favor of this bill.

As I understand it, the Walker
amendment would make it impossible
to go forward with the intent of their
bill and, therefore, I would hope that
we would not go along with that
amendment.

If there are legitimate concerns, I
think as the author of the bill has said,
those concerns can be worked on, but I
want to spend my time today talking
about what I think the Kanjorski-
Ridge amendment is really about.

In its simplest form, it is about jobs.
It is about our willingness as a Govern-
ment and as a people to really help
small, struggling businesses and ulti-
mately, I think, it is about our very
ability to compete with foreign nations
that, quite frankly, up until now have
given their small business people much
more help than our Government has
been willing to do.

Now, right now, the American tax-
payer is spending millions and, in fact,
billions of dollars for research in our
labs, in our colleges, in our univer-
sities, and in the private sector, and a
lot of that research could be brought to
bear in our small businesses. It could
help to modernize, stay competitive,
and, frankly, innovate an entire indus-

try.

But the fact is too often this good
work gathers dust on a Government
shelf. We are not doing enough to share
the fruits of our research, and a lot of
it is simply going to waste.

If we look at the competition over-
seas, the question is not whether we
can afford to do a better job of this.
The question is whether we can afford
not to do a better job of this.

That is why I think this approach is
so important, and I commend the gen-
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tleman from Pennsylvania and the Re-
publican gentleman from Pennsylvania
for bringing this amendment forward. I
will put Government innovation and
technology at the fingertips of even the
smallest business, and it serves as a
clearinghouse of information that is
now scattered across a maze of labs and
agencies.

Best of all, it breaks down the bu-
reaucracy, shreds the red tape, so you
do not need a high-powered lobbyist,
which is the gentleman’s point, or a
handful of Government contacts to get
access to this information.

At the same time we launch a special
study to see if we need a business de-
velopment and technology commer-
cialization corporation. This kind of
public-private partnership would help
our agencies license and market their
research, and it would spread the word
about the resources we have available.

Now, of course, we would not force
Federal agencies and labs to take part
in the new program. The idea is not to
replace today's technology-transfer
programs, but to add to them.

I think all of us could agree that we
have got to do much more to help
small business, and this is a place to
start. The amendment will not affect
licensing or transfer agreements that
are already in place. It will not tie the
hands of researchers who want to file
patents and earn royalties for their
work, and it will not bargain away the
rights of our agencies or leak out sen-
sitive information. But it will help
bring American businesses into the in-
formation age. It will jump-start a bu-
reaucracy that can do a lot more to
help small business, if just we can
focus our research and our resources to
get the job done.

So I urge Members today to reject
the Walker amendment, to stay with
the Kanjorski-Ridge amendment, to
say to all of American business that
American business, that America's
Government, mean business.

In my opinion, there is no more im-
portant measure in front of this Con-
gress to help small business, to rejuve-
nate our economy, and to get Govern-
ment, as it always should, to help and
support our small businesses across
this country.

I commend the gentlemen from
Pennsylvania, both of them, and urge
Members to vote against the Walker
amendment and for the Kanjorski-
Ridge amendment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I never like to argue
with my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], because I
know that when he drafts an amend-
ment it is always well drafted. I just
have a question. I wondered if the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania would an-
swer a question for me.

I have read this amendment, and the
reason I like the Kanjorski-Ridge
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amendment is because it sets up this
clearinghouse where my small-business
people from Wisconsin can come and
find out if there is something available
in R&D or entrepreneurs, something
available for them to use.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, let me say to the
gentleman that they can already do
that through the NTIS.

Mr. ROTH. Let me pose my question.
As I read your amendment, if I inter-
pret your amendment correctly, in
other words, what I am saying, I say to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], is that when our people
come, it is one-stop shopping for them.
They can come here and they find out
if there is something available in their
area. But as I read your amendment,
especially the last sentence, ‘‘shall be
exempt from the requirements of this
title,” it means we would basically be
doing away with that clearinghouse, as
I interpret your amendment.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield further, under the present sys-
tem, under the NTIS, the National
Technology Information System, right
now, your businesses and so on can
come to them and get that information
right now. It is available to them
through that particular entity right
now.

Mr. ROTH. But they have to shop all
over.

Mr. WALKER. No. This is a one-stop
shopping center. NTIS is a one-stop
shopping center for exactly the infor-
mation you are talking about. What we
are doing is creating a brandnew sys-
tem.

All I am saying is if somebody has
been dealing with NTIS or dealing with
the National Technology Center, the
fact is I just would like to see them ex-
empt from having to deal with this.

Let me make one other point. What I
am wondering is, there are a certain
number of groups that have already
been exempted. In a deal made with
Chairman DINGELL, we already exempt-
ed a bunch of people from this, and now
what we are doing is bogging down and
saying, ‘‘Well, we made our deal with
Chairman DINGELL so he would not op-
pose this on the floor.” But all these
other people out there who were not a
part of Chairman DINGELL's deal are
now going to be covered by this thing.
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If in fact Chairman DINGELL would
exempt his people, there are some oth-
ers you should exempt also.

Mr. ROTH. I thank the gentleman for
his comments.

I am trying to get at the substance or
the truth of exactly what this amend-
ment would do because I want to cast
an informed vote here. This is very im-
portant.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI].
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Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. ;

In response to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], he indi-
cated this one-stop shopping is already
being done. If that is the case and—this
is nothing against the NTIS—but the
Department of Agriculture and NIH
have just opted out of NTIS. Now, we
are not castigating NTIS. What we
want to do with our amendment and
these existing entities is to finally get
together and say we are all on the
same team, we want to do the most ef-
fective job we can to get tax-payer-
funded research and development out
there, particularly in the private sec-
tor in the small-business area, and for
them to obtain it as reasonably and as
cheaply and as efficiently as they can.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the
fact is the Department of Agriculture
and NIH opted out of the licensing pro-
cedure at NTIS.

The technologies available are still
at NTIS. You can still find out what
the technologies are that can be trans-
ferred to you through NTIS. Those are
still available for the Department of
Agriculture and NIH, but they are not
participating in the licensing system
anymore. So, for technology transfer,
it is exactly as it has always been.

Mr. ROTH. I will take back my time
and thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] for this expla-
nation.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask my
friends and colleagues to vote against
this Walker amendment because I do
feel it would gut this provision of the
clearinghouse and it would hurt small
business and entrepreneurs. That is
precisely what I am trying to do with
this legislation, to help our entre-
preneurs so that this one-stop shopping
for research and development, which
all American taxpayers have paid for,
is available.

Mr. KLINK. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Kanjorski-Ridge amendment to the
EDA Reauthorization Act.

First of all, I would like to thank my
friend and colleague from the eastern
half of the great Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, [Mr. KANJORSKI], for his
determination in crafting the tools this
Nation so gravely needs to spur eco-
nomic development and job creation.

History has shown us that it is the
small- and medium-sized businesses in
this Nation that must thrive in order
for new jobs to be created.

This amendment gives small- and
medium-sized companies—especially
those just starting out or restructur-
ing—much needed access to informa-
tion and technologies that they com-
monly cannot use due their limited size
and resources.
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The information and technologies
that we are talking about have been
funded by the American taxpayer and
should be available to growing Amer-
ican companies to benefit American
workers.

For just defense research and devel-
opment, in fiscal year 1994 alone, U.S.
taxpayers have invested $35 billion.

And the staggering taxpayer invest-
ment for all research and development
is $70 billion.

Through research in Federal labora-
tories and universities, tens of thou-
sands of patents and technologies have
been produced. Unfortunately, Amer-
ican businesses have not had access to
nor benefited from these technologies.
They are either collecting dust or, even
worse, they are being used by our for-
eign competitors.

For example, videotape recorders
[VTR's]—the predecessor of VCR’s,
semiconductor chips, automobile tires,
and flat-panel displays were designed
with technologies discovered in this
country. Now, our foreign competitors
hold patents and have vastly superior
market shares on these products.

These technologies, ladies and gen-
tlemen, are worth tens of billions of
dollars in assets and will generate mil-
lions of new jobs.

The Kanjorski-Ridge amendment
would commercialize many of these
technologies for private sector U.S.
businesses.

This amendment also creates a com-
prehensive technology data base.

What an incredible resource for a
small-business person embarking on a
new venture—a user-friendly, standard-
ized list of all patents, licenses, tech-
nologies, and processes held by the
Federal Government that anyone can
tap into to revitalize his company.

Mr. Chairman, our economy has been
undergoing a transition, from defense-
related industries to peacetime manu-
facturing. The Federal Government
can—and should—be a facilitator in
this conversion.

In the role, this amendment estab-
lishes a public/private partnership,
which will be called the Business De-
velopment and Technology Commer-
cialization Corporation. This corpora-
tion will market Federal technologies,
provide technical assistance to compa-
nies utilizing these technologies, and
act as a clearinghouse for information.

Through this amendment, we can
provide a temporary means of stimu-
lating the economy to convert from de-
fense production to peacetime produc-
tion. Businesses will be able to hire the
workers that have been and are being
displaced as a tragic irony of peace. As
we beat our swords into plowshares.
This amendment will establish a part-
nership among the Federal Govern-
ment, the State, and business.

The only way we can truly incite
prosperity for our future generations is
to concentrate on employment, edu-
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cation, local and national infrastruc-
ture, and industrial conversion and
commercialization.

As 1 stated before, the information
and technology we are releasing to
American businesses today has been fi-
nanced by American taxpayers. The
United States needs this amendment to
pass so that we can compete in the
global market.

I urge support of the Kanjorski-Ridge
amendment. It is a giant step in the di-
rection of revitalizing the U.S. econ-
omy and U.S. competitiveness.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Kanjorski amendment.

As one of the initial authors of the Federal
Technology Transfer Act back in the mid-
1980s, | take a back seat to no one in my
support for getting into the hands of the pri-
vate sector the various innovations and tech-
nological breakthroughs achieved in the Fed-
eral laboratories.

That act contains a number of reforms de-
signed to move research results from the
dusty shelves to businesses that will turn the
research into products enhancing our overall
economic Included are incen-
tives for the scientists and labs to actively par-
ticipate in this transfer activity. The Kanjorski
amendment will undermine these incentives by
centralizing transfer responsibilities in some
kind of a Government-established corporation.

Even the Clinton administration, no shrink-
ing violet when it comes to Government ex-
pansion, is opposed to this idea.

We already have two national centers which
coordinate and make available information on
developments taking place in the laboratories.
This new corporation would be duplicative of
those activities.

Finally, we have no cost estimate, as | un-
derstand it, for the Kanjorski amendment, but
his original bill provides for a $12 billion au-
thorization. That is way, way beyond what we

can afford.

So, for all these reasons, | urge rejection of
this amendment.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by Rep-
resentative PAUL KANJORSKI known as the
“Economic Growth and Technology Commer-
cialization Act of 1994.” This amendment
would foster economic growth and assist in
creating new employment s by fa-
cilitating the utilization and commercialization
of technologies, processes, and other propri-
etary rights of the Federal Government.

A version of this amendment was reported
out by the Banking Committee; however,
Chairman KANJORSKI of the committee’s Eco-
nomic Growth and Credit Formation Sub-
committee has agreed to offer this amendment
under a compromise reached with several
other committees.

The amendment would require the Sec-
retary of Commerce to maintain a data base
regarding all technologies, processes, and
other proprietary rights owned by the Federal
Government.

This amendment would also establish a
Business Development and Technology Com-
mercialization . This corporation
would make information on these federally de-
veloped technologies to small- and medium-

size businesses in the United States and as-
sist them in obtaining licenses to commer-
cialize these technologies. This in turn will re-
sult in the creation of thousands of new jobs
across this country.

| ask that the House pass this amendment
in order to provide additional employment op-
portunities through the utilization and commer-
cialization of Federal technologies and proc-
esses.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI].

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI].

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 270, noes 135,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 162]
AYES—270

Abercrombie de Lugo (VI) Herger
Ackerman Deal Hinchey
Andrews (ME) DeFazio Hoagland
Andrews (N.J) DeLauro Hochbrueckner
Andrews (TX) Derrick Holden
Applegate Deutsch Horn
Bacchus (FL) Diaz-Balart Hoyer
Baesler Dicks Hughes
Barca Dixon Hutto
Barcia Dooley Inslee
Barlow Jacobs
Barrett (WI) Edwards (CA) Johnson (GA)
Becerra Edwards (TX) Johnson (8D)
Beilenson Ehlers Johnston
Bentley English Kanjorski
Bereuter Eshoo Eaptur
Berman Evans Kennedy
Bevill Ewing Kennelly
Bilbray Faleomavaega Kildee
Bishop (AB) Kleczka
Blute Farr Klein
Boehlert Fazio Klink
Bonior Filner Kopetski
Borski Fingerhut Ereidler
Boucher Fish LaFalce
Brewster Foglietta Lambert
Brooks Ford (TN) Lancaster
Browder Franks (CT) Lantos
Brown (CA) Franks (NJ) LaRocco
Brown (OH) Furse Laughlin
Bryant Gejdenson Lazio
Buyer Gephardt Leach
Byrne Geren Lehman
Canady Gibbons Levin
Cantwell Gillmor Levy
Cardin Gilman Lewis (GA)
Carr Glickman Lipinski
Chapman Gonzalez Long
Clay Gordon Lowey
Clement Green Machtley
Coleman Greenwood Maloney
Collins (IL) Gunderson Mann
Collins (MI) Gutierrez Manton
Condit Hall (OH) Margolies-
Conyers Hall (TX) Mezvinsky
Costello Hamburg Markey
Coyne Hamilton Martinez
Cramer Harman Matsui
Danner Hastings Mazzoli
Darden Hayes McCloskey
de la Garza Hefner McCurdy
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McDade
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Oberstar

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny
Peterson (FL)
Pei

Barrett (NE)
Blackwell
Brown (FL)
Clayton
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Price (NC) Spratt
Quillen Stark
Quinn Stenholm
Rahall Strickland
Rangel Studds
Ravenel Stupak
Reed Sundquist
Regula Bwett
Reynolds Swift
Richardson Synar
Roemer Tanner
Romero-Barcelo  Tauzin
(PR) Taylor (MS)

Rose Tejeda
Roth Thurman
Roukema Torkildsen
Rowland Torres
Roybal-Allard Torricelli
Sabo Towns
Sangmeister Traficant
Santorum Tucker
Barpalius Unsoeld
Sawyer Upton
Schenk Valentine
Bchiff Vento

v Y
Schumer Volkmer
Scott Vucanovich
Serrano Waters

Watt
Shepherd \\
Sisisky Weldon
Skaggs Wheat
Bkelton Whitten
Slattery Williams
Slaughter Wise
Smith (IA) Woolsey
Smith (MI) Wyden
Smith (NJ) Wynn
Snowe Yates

NOES—135
Gilchrest Mica
Gingrich Michel
Goodlatte Miller (FL)
Goodling Molinari
Goss Moorhead
Grams Morella
Hancock Nussle
Hansen Oxley
Hastert Packard
Hefley Paxon
Hobson Peterson (MN)
Hoekstra Pickle
Hoke Pombo
Huffington Portman
Hunter Pryce (OH)
Hutchinson Ramstad
Hyde Roberts
Inglis
Inhofe
Istook Ros-Lehtinen
Johnson (CT) Royce
Johnson, S8am Saxton
Kasich Schaefer
Kim Sensenbrenner
King Shaw
Kingston Shuster
Kiug Skeen
Enollenberg Smith (OR)
Kolbe Smith (TX)
Kyl Solomon
Lewis (CA) Spence
Lewls (FL) Stearns
Lightfoot Stump
Linder Talent
Livingston Taylor (NC)
Lloyd Thomas (CA)
Manzullo Thomas (WY)
McCandless Thornton
MeCollum Walker
McCrery Walsh
MoHugh Wolf
MeclInnis Young (AK)
McKeon Young (FL)
McMillan Zeliff
Meyers Zimmer
NOT VOTING—32

Dellums Frost
Dingell Grandy
Engel Hilliard
Fields (LA) Houghton
Flake Jefferson
Ford (MI) Johnson, E, B.
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McNulty Rush Underwood (GU)
Miller (CA) Sanders Velazquez
Owens Sharp Washington
Ridge Stokes Wilson
Rostenkowski Th
0O 1728

The Clerk announced the following

pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Dellums for, with Mr. Barrett of Ne-
braska against.

Mr. SPENCE changed his vote from
uayen to uno‘n

Mr. SMITH of Michigan changed his
vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

0 1730

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, following a short col-
loquy with the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON], I will make
a unanimous consent request with the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].
Members should be advised that if we
are able to work this out, there will be
one more vote, within half an hour,
most likely around 6:15, and that is the
purpose of what we are going through
right now.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, is
it the Chairman’s interpretation that
the EDA is authorized to use defense
conversion funds under title 9 of the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 to support tourism
promotion and development programs
by entities and communities which
currently qualify for such assistance?

Mr. WISE. That is my interpretation
and I believe that if communities mak-
ing the transition from defense deter-
mine that tourism is an important eco-
nomic diversification option, funds
under this title should be available
from EDA to support those efforts.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. Wisg], for his efforts here today,
and his historic efforts in economic de-
velopment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOS8

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss:

TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL

COMMISSION

SEC. 201. ABOLISHMENT OF APPALACHIAN RE-
GIONAL COMMISSION AND ITS PRO-
GRAMS.

(A) ABOLISHMENT OF APPALACHIAN RE-
GIONAL CoMMISSION.—The Appalachian Re-
gional Commission is hereby abolished.

(b) REPEAL OF AcTs.—The Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C.
App. 1 et seq.) is repealed.

SEC. 202. CONCLUSION OF BUSINESS OF APPA-
LACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION.

(a) AUTHORITY OF PRESIDENT TO CONCLUDE

BUSINESS AND HONOR CONTRACTS.—The Presi-
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dent shall provide for the conclusion of any
outstanding affairs of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, including matters affect-
ing the disposition of personnel. The Presi-
dent may take any action that (if this title
had not been enacted) would have been au-
thorized as of the effective date of this title
under the Act repealed by section 201(b) and
is necessary or appropriate to administer
and fulfill the terms of any grant, contract,
lcan, or other obligation made by the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission pursuant to
the Act repealed by section 201(b).

(b) EFFECT OF ABOLISHMENT ON EXPENDI-
TURE OF FUNDS ALREADY RECEIVED.—Section
201 may not be construed to prevent the ex-
penditure of any funds received from a grant
or loan under the Act repealed by section
201(b). Any grant or loan made under such
Act before the effective date of this title
shall be subject to any laws and regulations
that would have applied to the grant or loan
if this title had not been enacted.

SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.

SEC. 204. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect on the 1lst day
of the 1st fiscal year that begins after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Conform the table of contents accordingly.

Mr. GOSS (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that all debate be lim-
ited to 30 minutes, to be equally di-
vided, 15 minutes on each side.

Mr. Chairman, if I might explain, the
goal is, in order to permit Members to
make the ceremony honoring the
former First Ladies, that we be able to
be out of the House around 6:30. If this
unanimous-consent request is granted,
that will mean there will be a vote at
approximately 6:10 p.m. It is my under-
standing that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GRAMS] has an amendment,
which it is my intention and the
Chair’'s intention to endorse. An
amendment will then be offered by the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
HEFLEY], at which time the Committee
will rise, and take up that amendment
as the first order of business tomorrow
morning.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I ask unan-
imous consent that debate be limited
to 30 minutes, to be equally divided be-
tween the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Goss] and myself.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WISg]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] will be
recognized for 15 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOss] will be
recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss].
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we hear over and over
on this floor the importance of deficit
reduction and responsible congres-
sional oversight. Yet time and again
this Congress is quick to create mas-
sive new spending programs, and gla-
cially slow to terminate wasteful or ob-
solete ones.

During consideration of this year’'s
budget resolution, I put forth a list of
76 specific spending cuts to save $285
billion over 5 years—termination of the
ARC and the EDA were 2 of these cuts.
Since the majority leadership seems
determined to prevent any comprehen-
sive spending cut package from reach-
ing the floor this year, I am happy to
come here to argue the merits of each
specific spending cut on an individual
basis.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion [ARC] was created in 19656 to ad-
dress the issue of poverty and economic
deterioration in a broad swath of the
Eastern United States known as Appa-
lachia. The region includes all of West
Virginia and parts of 12 other States,
encompassing 195,000 square miles and
a population of about 21 million.

The ARC is a joint Federal-State ef-
fort, with the majority of the funding
coming from the Federal Government.
Cumulative through 1993, the Federal
Government has spent $6.4 billion on
ARC development programs.

Most experts agree that it is impos-
sible to say for certain whether the
ARC has had a real impact. There are
signs that conditions in the Appalach-
ian region have improved. According to
a February 1993 ARC report, since 1965:
Per-capita income has risen, the per-
centage of people graduating from high
school has more than doubled, and the
infant mortality rate is now down to
the national average. Perhaps most
tellingly, the percentage of people liv-
ing below the poverty line is down from
around 30 to 15.2 percent—virtually
equal to the national average of 14.5
percent. It certainly sounds as if the
ARC has met its goal of addressing the
disparate poverty levels in this region
of the United States compared to the
rest of the nation.

But, Mr. Chairman, within the Fed-
eral Government there are numerous
examples of temporary commissions
lasting for decades, programs that have
outlived their original purpose but con-
tinue to survive for political reasons,
and those that are simply wasteful.

The ARC has not been authorized for
over 10 years—since 1982; and other
multi-state regional development agen-
cies were terminated in 1981. But we
continue to subvert the budget process
by spending hundreds of millions of tax
dollars a year to keep the ARC alive.

I respectfully suggest that it is time
to fold the tent at the ARC—at least
the Federal component of it—and move
on. The remaining economic hardship
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in the Appalachian region is com-
parable to other areas of the country
that do not receive such targeted as-
sistance. And in an era where the defi-
cit is hovering around $200 billion and
the debt is $4.3 trillion and climbing,
we cannot really afford to continue
funding programs like the ARC.

CBO estimates that eliminating the
ARC will save some $1.4 billion in budg-
et authority and $690 million in outlays
over 5 years. The Concord Coalition,
Citizens Against Government Waste,
the Heritage Foundation, and other
independent groups all have called for
this program’s termination.

While making these cuts alone will
not put an end to deficit spending, it is
a positive first step towards fiscal re-
sponsibility; one I urge my colleagues
to take today.

0 1740

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. I believe the
gentleman from Florida is well-inten-
tioned, but I need to talk a little bit
about the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, the ARC. The Appalachian Re-
gional Commission has been a unique
adventure for this Government, be-
cause what it is is a true joint Federal-
State partnership by which there is a
Federal cochair nominated by the
President, confirmed by the Senate.
And there is then the 13 governors cre-
ate a state cochair.

The result is that the 13 governors
have equal say with the Federal Gov-
ernment in the disposition of these
funds. The governors are the 13 gov-
ernors that participate in the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission. They
make the decisions. So we truly have
the local and the State and the Federal
working together.

The gentleman talked about dis-
tressed counties. The fact that many of
the counties are doing better, and they
are. But that is why over the many
years the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission has targeted more and more of
its money to the truly most distressed.
One-third of the counties, the 400 coun-
ties still in the Appalachian region
have, for instance, unemployment that
is 150 percent of the national average.

In 1991, the per capita income in Ap-
palachia was $15,816 or 83 percent of the
United States per capita income of
$19,000. In 7 of our 13 states in the Ap-
palachian region, more than 20 percent
of the children under 18 live in poverty.

So what the ARC was created to do
was to create a regional alliance to
work on problems within the region.
And indeed, I think it has worked well.
It has worked well, but the job is, as I
think I just illustrated in my statis-
tics, is not done.

I do believe this point has to be
made. Does this little extra that these
states are getting over and above mean
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that they get a disproportionate share
of Federal funding? Absolutely not. In
fiscal year 1992, Appalachia, with 8.3
percent of the United States popu-
lation, received, with the ARC monies
which are minimal, 7.4 percent of total
Federal expenditures. The highway sys-
tem that was authorized in 1965 is
roughly 3,000 miles. Of that, a little
over two-thirds has been completed.
Should the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission be eliminated at this point,
then many of our States that have
highway projects either under con-
struction, on line, engineered, they will
not be able to complete that.

Let me just say, those of my col-
leagues who are interested in ISTEA,
with the exception of 300 of the 3,000
miles, 2,700 miles of the ARC system
are listed by Members’ states as being
priority highways for national highway
designation. That is a very, very im-
portant factor that must be considered.

There is some good news about the
Appalachian Regional Commission. It
has been partially successful. The gen-
tleman from Florida, I believe, ac-
knowledged this.

For instance, in a most recent study
that was quoted earlier in the debate,
partially funded by the National
Science Foundation, it was found that
by matching the 400 ARC counties with
400 similar counties, similarly situated
in terms of poverty, unemployment,
and so on, it was found that the Appa-
lachian counties, because of the ARC,
were growing faster, that their income
growth increased 48 percent faster than
the other counties, that they grew,
their population grew 5 percent more,
and that the per capita income in-
crease was 17 percent more. That is
good news.

But as I just mentioned, that is be-
cause Appalachia has had further to
come, the result being that we still are
below the per capita income in a sig-
nificant way.

We also suffered many of the reverses
that many of my colleagues in other
parts of the country have suffered. The
interesting thing is that in many ways
we took it in Appalachia even harder.
Technological changes and adverse eco-
nomic effects of the early 1980's hit
mining and manufacturing proportion-
ately much harder in the Appalachian
region than it did in other areas.

I might point out, Mr. Chairman,
that the job needs to be continued.
Other statistics come forward.

For instance, such as 37 percent of
Appalachia’s 300 nonmetropolitan
counties are considered severely dis-
tressed compared to 19 percent of the
nonmetropolitan counties in the rest of
the Nation. Appalachia, particularly
the part encompassed within the 13
counties of the ARC, Appalachia did
not know what it was in the 1980's to
participate in the defense buildup, for
instance.

Appalachia did not know what it was
to enjoy the gains and the benefits of

9965

some of the economic growth that oc-
curred. I had a friend of mine talk
about defense conversion, which is part
of the EDA. And we will be dealing
with that tomorrow.

0O 1750

A friend of mine pointed out that we
have never had anything to worry
about being converted from.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge Members
to reject this amendment.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, there are
other unique applications, regional ap-
plications, which have survived the
test of time. I think many would say
they should not be dismantled.

For instance, there is the TVA, the
Tennessee Valley Authority. There is
the Bonneville Power Administration.
There are other areas where regions
have worked together.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment. The
ARC funding, and we will be accepting
an amendment by the gentleman from
Minnesota shortly, will essentially
keep it at the administration's levels, I
believe $214 million, even perhaps less
than that essentially, so there is no
great rapid increase of this program. I
would urge rejection of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 8% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. MIL-
LER].

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in strong support of
the Goss amendment to the Economic
Development Act to eliminate the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission. The
ARC is another of many archaic pro-
grams in the domestic discretionary
budget that has long ago outlived its
usefulness.

I was elected on a promise to fight
for real change. But here we are today,
very little having changed. I have
spent my first term in Congress watch-
ing a broken budget process continue
to generate massive new taxes, higher
spending, and a ballooning Federal
debt.

Last year and again this year, pro-
ponents of President Clinton's so-called
deficit reduction plan went out of their
way to pat themselves on the back for
a job well done. Well, it was taxes well
raised. That plan was primarily a mas-
sive tax increase, including higher in-
come taxes, higher taxes on Social Se-
curity, higher gas taxes, and higher
Medicare taxes. Except for national.de-
fense, spending was hardly cut at all,
and few programs were eliminated.

As for the Federal budget deficit, a
problem supposedly solved by last
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year's tax increase, a recent CBO re-
port tells the real story. The April 1994
report, ‘‘An Analysis of the President’s
Budgetary Proposals,” shows the defi-
cit going up, not down. These numbers,
incidentally, have deteriorated since
January.

Mr. Goss’ amendment to eliminate
ARC represents one step toward fiscal
sanity, saving taxpayers a total of $690
million over the next 5 years. Most im-
portant, a vote for this amendment
sends an important message to work-
ing Americans that we are willing to
protect their interests over the de-
mands of special interests.

The ARC is a uniquely embarrassing
piece of congressional pork, and has
earned the questionable distinction of
making Citizens Against Government
Waste's list of prime cuts. According to
that report, “The ARC, which dupli-
cates 14 other Federal and State pro-
grams, is another well-intended agency
that has outlived its usefulness, except
to pork barrel practitioners.

The fiscal insanity has to stop some-
time, somehow, somewhere. A vote for
this amendment is a vote against the
ARC’s pork barrel express. I urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
take this small step for fiscal sanity by
voting yes on the Goss amendment to
eliminate the Appalachian Regional
Commission. The American people are
counting on you.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would point out to
the previous speaker that the amend-
ments that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Grams] will be offering,
which it is our intention to accept, will
mean that $62 million less will be spent
next year on the Appalachian Regional
Commission, almost a quarter of the
program itself, than is in this year’s
appropriation, and that will essentially
mean that the President’s budget re-
quest, which was essentially a freeze,
will be met.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], previous chair
of the Subcommittee on Economic De-
velopment of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, several years ago at
hearings on ARC that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and I
conducted, a witness from Sneadville,
KY, Mayor Charlie Turner, said:

Before the ARC came along, we was so far
down we had to look up to see bottom.

What the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission did in the years when it was
receiving significant amounts of fund-
ing was to lift the level of poverty from
31 percent in Appalachia, to reduce
that level of poverty down to 14 per-
cent, to lift the per capita income from
the mid 40's percent of national per
capita income to 86 percent of national
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per capita income. This is a program
that works. We created, in 20 years, 1.5
million jobs at an average cost of $2,400
a job, documented, congressional hear-
ings, GAO study.

In EDA every year we return more
money in Federal, State, and local
taxes from jobs created by EDA than
the Federal Government invested in 20
years of the EDA programs, $6.5 billion
every year in tax dollars from the 1.4
million jobs created in the EDA pro-
gram nationwide, helping out counties
and regions of high unemployment and
severe economic distress.

That $4.5 billion of Federal funds
leverages an additional $9 billion in
private and local investments in EDA
projects nationwide, helping commu-
nities lift themselves up by the boot-
straps. That is what happened in ARC
all through this region.

Mr. Chairman, I shall never forget
the testimony of Tilda Kemplin, direc-
tor of a child development program at
Duff, TN, who =said:

Gentlemen, when you go back to Washing-
ton, remember our experience and look over
the top of the dollar, try not to see George
Washington, but see a child and see the
needs and how this program has helped."

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise both sides that they have 6%
minutes remaining of debate.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr.
KNOLLENBERG].

Mr. ENOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the amendment offered by my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida.

What we have before us today in H.R.
2442 is nothing more than super pork.

In many ways, the ARC was the cen-
terpiece of President Johnson's so-
called Great Society program. In 1965,
Johnson actually launched the Great
Society initiative from the porch of a
poor Appalachian resident.

Yet 30 years and billions of dollars
later, the Appalachian region is no bet-
ter off than it was before.

It is just another example of why big
government doesn’'t work—and why it
cannot work.

Believe it or not, this legislation ac-
tually contains language that would
try to expand those areas considered
part of the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission [ARC].

With the level of funding that some
Members in this House are likely to au-
thorize, maybe I should vote ‘yes’, and
try extending the ARC to Michigan.

I would hope that given our country’s
need for fiscal responsibility that we
would simply eliminate this program
and save the taxpayers of this country
valuable dollars.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Goss amendment.
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in
opposition to this amendment for a va-
riety of reasons. I think that we should
remember the fact that the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission is one of only
two Federal agencies that exist whose
mission is to try to do something about
job generation at the local level and at
the rural level. The two programs I am
speaking of are ARC and EDA, and
these are the only two programs that
really have a focus on the economic
problems, the distress problems that
are peculiar to rural areas.

The focus of the programs has always
been in those distressed areas of rural
America. I think that is an important
thing to bear in mind on my side of the
aisle, because so many of us represent
those kinds of areas that do have prob-
lems that have existed over the years.

It is true, Mr. Chairman, that the Ap-
palachian region has enjoyed some
measure of improvement over the pe-
riod of time, but it is also true that be-
cause of the fact that the economy of
that region was largely built on extrac-
tive industries, now because of the dis-
appearance of those industries we are
having a transition problem to new
forms of an economy, and the program
is still vital, I think, for that region.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has already
mentioned some of the statistics, I
think, that bear this out. In May 1992,
only one-third of Appalachia's 19 met-
ropolitan counties had unemployment
rates of at least 150 percent of the na-
tional average, and 37 percent of the
Appalachia’s 300 nonmetropolitan
counties are considered severely dis-
tressed.

0 1800

Mr. Chairman, it is not. We have had
some success but we have also started
from a much lower base and have only
now really gotten to the point where
we have the hope that the synergism
that the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission provides can take us on to the
next level. This is a program that has
worked because of the unique character
of it. It is a Federal, State, and local
partnership which has worked very
well. This is not something that is im-
posed from the top down. It is some-
thing that comes up from the bottom,
the local region.

Mr. Chairman, I urge as strongly as I
can that this is a program that has
worked, that continues to work, but
which is still vitally needed to ensure
the economic survival of a region of
this country.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS].
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Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Goss amendment to terminate Federal
funding for the Appalachian Regional
Commission.

I had planned to offer sunset amend-
ments to H.R. 2442, which would have
prohibited the Appropriations Commit-
tees from circumventing the will of the
authorizing committees—or the will of
Congress—and would have ensured
funding for the EDA and the ARC is es-
tablished under the legitimate over-
sight process. But in the interest of
time, I will not offer these amendments
today.

I do, however, want to take this op-
portunity to reemphasize the impor-
tance of sunset amendments. Too often
in the past, the Appropriations Com-
mittee has skirted the legislative proc-
ess by appropriating funds to unau-
thorized programs or programs whose
authorizations had expired and not
been extended. By abusing this tactic,
the Appropriations Committee has on
many occasions cut into the jurisdic-
tion of many authorizing committees,
and violated the rules of the House.

The programs before us today are
perfect examples of this abusive prac-
tice. Both the EDA and the ARC have
gone without reauthorization since
September 30, 1982.

That's right, 1982.

Since that time, Congress has appro-
priated $5.3 billion—$3.4 billion for the
EDA and $1.9 billion for the ARC—for
these programs without a single re-
view. That, my colleagues, is not good
government.

Authorizing committees are respon-
sible for ensuring that every tax dollar
spent is used for a legitimate and bene-
ficial purpose. Appropriating funds
from programs without regular review
increases the likelihood that Congress
is spending public funds for programs
that are wasteful or have outlived their
purpose. We owe it to the American
taxpayer to ensure that their hard-
earned dollars are being well spent. In
addition, we owe it to our own author-
izing committees to make sure that
their jurisdiction is not being intruded
upon by the Appropriations Commit-
tees.

Like the Hefley amendment on EDA
to follow, the Goss amendment, if
adopted, would effectively sunset the
ARC immediately—and that's a good
idea. If, however, this amendment is
not adopted, I would strongly encour-
age my colleagues to revisit the merits
of both the ARC and the EDA when
this authorization expires in 1996. We
can't afford to allow another 12 years
to go by while we continue to appro-
priate funds for programs which have
outlived their purposes.

I encourage my colleagues to stand
for good government and support the
Goss amendment.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN].
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Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague and good friend,
the gentleman from West Virginia, for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
colleague, the gentleman from Florida.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion [ARC] was created in 1965 as an an-
swer to a century of neglect and exploi-
tation in one of the most economically
distressed regions of America.

Since its inception, the ARC has had
an extraordinary impact on the quality
of life and economic health of those
who live in Appalachia.

By targeting resources through
unique Federal, State, and local part-
nerships, the ARC has encouraged pub-
lic and private investments in the Ap-
palachian region. And it has proved to
be a good investment—in many cases
leveraging its dollars at a ratio of bet-
ter than 6 to 1.

ARC funding has produced measur-
able results in Appalachia. Living con-
ditions have improved dramatically
since the creation of the organization.
The percentage of people living in pov-
erty has gone down, while per capita
income has gone up. More people are
finishing high school. And infant mor-
tality has fallen.

More specifically, ARC funding has
helped to complete more than 2,000
miles of planned highway network, en-
hance quality job training and readi-
ness programs, improve access to
health care, and create more than two
million new private sector jobs.

But despite this significant progress,
much of Appalachia still lags behind
the Nation in key indicators such as
per capita market income, rates of pov-
erty and unemployment, the condition
of infrastructure, levels of literacy, and
access to health care. The ARC cannot
be expected to overcome a century of
neglect in the course of one generation.
And some of the progress we have made
has been negated. For example, during
the 1980’s some of the economic gains
achieved in Appalachia were lost as a
result of the severe recession, the de-
cline of basic-industry America, and
the low levels of Federal funding pro-
vided for ARC and other domestic pro-
grams. Federal spending cuts that
began in 1981 at the EDA, HUD, HHS,
EPA, and Farmer’s Home have threat-
ened to reverse the progress in the re-
gion.

For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to continue their support for
this important Agency.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, how much
time does each side have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has 22
minutes remaining and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further speakers, and I want to wrap
this up because I think the case has
been made.
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Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, am I cor-
rect the gentleman from Florida has
the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia would have the
right to close.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if I have
the right, I will wait.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I assumed
I had the right to close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] has the
right to close.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the
gentleman from West Virginia for
making a case very well on behalf of
his constituency which is exactly what
he should do. I would do the same.

Mr. Chairman, Florida is a mega-
donor State. I understand how the gen-
tleman from West Virginia feels. We
get picked on in Florida unmercifully
and one of the reasons we argue so
much for fair play for Florida is that
we want to level the playing field. I am
simply saying that you have had a very
successful program, it has had great
success in many ways, and it has, in
fact, leveled the playing field in Appa-
lachia to a large degree. Not all the
problems are solved any more than the
problems in Florida are solved and I
am sorry to report that I could prob-
ably show the gentleman an impover-
ished area in my district, even though
it does not show up on this county
needs area, that is just as distressed as
some of the places in Appalachia and
probably just as distressed as some of
them back in 1963 when this program
had its genesis.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the interest
here is fair play. I am appealing fto
every Member of this body who is out-
side the Appalachian belt, who has got
a needy county, and we will have the
map here, to consider whether they are
getting a fair shake by continuing this
program. In my view, it is duplicative.
We have other agencies that are doing
the kinds of things that Appalachia
needs and the poverty areas that are
still needed to bring them forward,
that 14 or 15 percent that are below the
level, which is true every place else in
our country and most other districts.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask my
colleagues to look closely at this map
and find out whether they feel an extra
tilt is still needed for the Appalachian
region. I suspect most Members will
agree with the NTU and the citizens
against Government waste and so on to
say this program is a job well done, de-
clare victory and now let us deal with
the rest of the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I also need to point
out that I think that there is a duplica-
tion going on now with other agencies.
The gentleman mentioned highway
funds. I pointed out there are $60 mil-
lion of nonhighway funds. There are
other problems and other ways of deal-
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ing with highways and roads all across
our Nation. I simply want to make the
point that this does not preclude any
place in Appalachia from building
highways, it just puts them on the
same footing with the rest of us who
are also trying to build highways.
Many of us in growth areas feel we are
just as far behind the curve as the peo-
ple in Appalachia.

Mr. Chairman, I think these are fair
arguments and there is no mean-spir-
itedness behind this as I am sure the
gentleman understands. This is merely
an effort to level the playing field at
this time, especially since this is not
an authorized program.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for his understanding on that point.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

. WISE. Mr. Chairman, before I
yield time to the next speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds simply to reply that
the ARC is trying to level the playing
field but is trying to get much of the
Appalachian region on the playing
field. It can indeed be a model for
many of those areas that are distressed
in other parts of the country.

Mr. Chairman, to conclude debate on
our side, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, many of
the speakers on this amendment this
afternoon have no idea of the depth of
poverty with which we are trying to
deal in most of Appalachia.

Mr. Chairman, I submit to the gen-
tleman from Florida that the unem-
ployment rate in Naples or Fort Myers,
FL, is not 30 or 40 percent as it is in
Letcher County, KY.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.
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Mr. GOSS. I would only point out I
was not speaking of Fort Myers or
Naples. I was speaking of Immokalee,
Tice, and Alva, and places like that
that are just as distressed.

OGERS. The poverty rate in
those counties is nowhere near what it
is in the Appalachian area. We are
making some progress through the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission, be-
cause this is a program used by the
Federal Government to leverage pri-
vate, local, county, State, and other
funds, and it works.

Let me give you one example. Seven
years ago the ARC helped fund a pro-
gram in my district that came to be
known as Forward in the Fifth, an ef-
fort to try to get kids back in school
and get parents involved with their
kids in school. After 7 years now, we
are able to say today that fully 50 per-
cent, we have a better than 50-percent
improvement in the dropout rate, be-
cause of that program.

Ten percent of those kids are going
to college, more than they were in the

earlier days. So there is some remark-
able, remarkable progress that is tak-
ing place.

Do not dump on the poorest part of
the country, I urge you.

This is a tiny program. President
Clinton is talking about sending three
times this amount of money just for a
quick aid for South Africa. If you can
help South Africa, surely you can help
the poorest parts of this country by
keeping this modest program in place,
encouraging people to help themselves.
That is what the ARC does.

Please, help us with this program. Do
not vote for the Goss amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOss].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 143, noes 261,
not voting 33, as follows:

[Roll No. 163]

AYES—143
Allard Hancock Miller (FL)
Archer Hansen
Armey Harman Moorhead
Baker (CA) Hastert Nussle
Baker (LA) Hefley Oxley
Ballenger Herger Paxon
Barton Hoekstra Penny
Bereuter Hoke Peterson (MN)
Bilirakis Horn Petri
Boehner Huffington Pombo
Bonilla Hutchinson Porter
Burton Hyde Pryce (OH)
Buyer Inglis Ramstad
Calvert Inhofe Ravenel
Camp Istook Roberts
Canady Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher
Castle Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Coble Kasich Roth
Collins (GA) Kim Roukema
Combest King Royce
Condit Kingston Saxton
Cox Klein Schaefer
Crane Klug Bchenk
Crapo Enollenh = +
Cunningham Kolbe Shaw
DeLay Kyl Shays
Diaz-Balart Lazio Slattery
Dickey Levy Smith (MI)
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Dornan Linder Solomon
Dreter Livingston Btearns
Duncan Machtley Stenholm
Dunn Mann Stump
Ehlers Manzullo Swett
Ewing Margolies- Talent
Fawell Mezvinsky Tauzin
Fields (TX) McCandless Thomas (CA)
Fowler McCollum Thomas (WY)
Franks (CT) McCrery Thurman
Gallegly McCurdy Torkildsen
Gilchrest, McHugh Upton
Gingrich Meclnnis Walker
Goodling McKeon Weldon
Goss McMillan Wolf
Grams Meehan Young (AK)
Greenwood Meyers Young (FL)
Gunderson Mica Zeliff
Hall (TX) Michel Zimmer

NOES—261
Abercrombie Bacchus (FL) Barlow
Ackerman Bachus (AL) Barrett (WD
Andrews (ME) Baesler Bartlett
Andrews (TX) Barca Bateman
Applegate Barcia Becerra
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Beilenson
Bentley
Bevill
Bilbray
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski

Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coppersmith
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Darden

de la Garza
de Lugo (VI)
Deal

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Andrews (NJ)
Barrett (NE)
Berman
Blackwell
Brown (FL)
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Hamburg Payne (VA)
Hamilton Pelosi
Hastings Peterson (FL)
Hayes Pickett
Hefner Pickle
Hinchey Pomeroy
Hoagland Portman
Hobson Poshard
Hochbrueckner  Price (NC)
Holden Quillen
Hoyer Quinn
Hughes Rahall
Hunter Rangel
Hutto Reed
Inslee Regula
Jacobs Reynolds
Johnson (GA) Richardson
Joh (8D)
Johnston
Kanjorski Romero-Barcelo
Kaptur (PR)
Kennedy Rose
Kennelly Rowland
Kildee Roybal-Allard
Kleczka Sabo
Klink E&ns‘memer
Kopetski
Kreidler ;uwilu
P S
Lambert Set i
Lancaster -
Lantos Scott
LaRocco Berrazo
Laughlin g:whﬂrd
s uster
Lehman e
Levin 311:““
Lewis (GA) i
Lightfoot P08,
Lipinski Slagehie
Lioyd Smith (IA)
Long Smith (NJ)
Lowey Smith (OR)
Maloney gnowe
Manton PR0D
Markey e ani
Martinez Srack
Matsui Strickland
Mazzoli Studds
McCloskey g:;?t
McDade et
McDermott Swift
McHale Ts“ iy
McKinney AODAT
Mesk Taylor (MS)
Mensnies Taylor (NC)
Mfume Tejeda
Miller (CA) Thoraten
Mineta Forres
Mink Torricelli
Towns
Moakley Trafi
cant
Molinari Tuck
er
Mollohan Unsoeld
Montgomery Valentine
Moran gy
Morella Vento
Murphy Visclosky
Murtha Volkmer
Myers Vucanovich
Walsh
Nadler Waters
Neal (MA) Watt
Neal (NC)
Waxman
Norton (DC)
Wheat
Oberstar Whitten
Obey
ol Williams
YBr: Wilson
Ortiz
Wise
Orton Wool
Packard St
Pallone ?ﬂen
'yon
Parker v
Pastor aten
Payne (NJ)
NOT VOTING—33
Dingell Johnson, E. B.
Engel Lewis (FL)
English McNulty
Flake Owens
Frost Ridge
Grandy Rostenkowski
Hilliard Rush
Houghton Sanders
Jefferson Schumer
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Sharp Th Velazq

Stokes Underwood (GU)  Washington
0O 1830

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Barrett of Nebraska for, with Mr.
Stokes against.

Mr. Grandy for, with Mr. Dingell against.

Messrs. LIVINGSTON, HANCOCK,
BAKER of California, and HERGER
changed their vote from ‘‘no" to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, |
was unavoidably absent during rolicall vote
No. 163. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAMS

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GRaMS: In the
amendment made by section 205(a), strike
$125,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fiscal
years 1995 and 1996 and insert **$100,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996,

In the amendment made by section 209,
strike ‘385,600,000 and insert *‘$83,400,000"".

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to offer this amendment which,
to my understanding, has been accept-
ed on both sides of the aisle. This
amendment would simply reduce the
level of funding for the Appalachian
Regional Commission from its current
level of $214.2 to $187 million, the level
requested by the Clinton administra-
tion.

Given our current fiscal crisis, there
is no reason why Congress should au-
thorize more funds for the ARC than
they have requested. At a time when
other Federal programs are facing cuts
or total elimination, it makes no sense
for us to be so generous with the tax-
payers’ money.

This practice is particularly dis-
concerting considering the fact that
many of the programs supported by the
ARC duplicate activities funded by
other Federal agencies, such as the
Transportation Department’s federal
highway program and HUD’s CDBG
program. In addition, while the ARC
allocates funds for poor rural commu-
nities, these areas are no worse off
today than rural communities in Min-
nesota or the 35 other States that do
not benefit from this program.

This $27.2 million should be put to
other, more constructive purposes—in-
cluding deficit reduction or family tax
relief. For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to stand up for what is right by
supporting this amendment today.

Mr., WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, having re-
viewed this amendment offered by the
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gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GraMms], I strongly believe in the work
of the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion. I believe the results of the last
vote reaffirm the congressional com-
mitment to the people of Appalachia
and to the Commission, but recogniz-
ing the tough budgetary times, appre-
ciating the cooperative spirit in which
the gentleman has worked, I reviewed
the amendment and believe it is fis-
cally responsible.

Mr. Chairman, our side will accept
the amendment.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Wisg] for his cooperation and his help
as well. I say to the gentleman,
“Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man."”

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEFLEY: Strike
title I and insert the following new title:

SEC. 101. ABOLISHMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVEL-
OPMENT ADMINISTRATION AND ITS
PROGRAMS.

(a) ABOLISHMENT oOF EcoNoMIiC DEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION.—The Economic De-
velopment Administration is hereby abol-
ished.

(b) REPEAL OF AcTs.—The Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3121 et seq.) and the Local Public
Works Capital Development and Investment
Act of 1976 (42 U.8.C. 6701 et seq.) are hereby
repealed.

SEC. 102. CONCLUSION OF BUSINESS OF ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRA-
TION.

(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
TO CONCLUDE BUSINESS AND HONOR CON-
TRACTS.—The Secretary of Commerce shall
provide for the conclusion of any outstand-
ing affairs of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, including matters affecting
the disposition of personnel. The Secretary
of Commerce may take any action that (if
this Act had not been enacted) would have
been authorized as of of the effective date of
this Act under the Acts repealed by section
101(b) and is necessary or appropriate to ad-
minister and fulfill the terms of any grant,
contract, agreement, loan, obligation, deben-
ture, or guarantee made by the Secretary
pursuant to the Acts repealed by section
101(b).

(b) EFFECT OF ABOLISHMENT ON EXPENDI-
TURE OF FUNDS ALREADY RECEIVED.—Section
101 may not be construed to prevent the ex-
penditure of any funds received from a grant
or loan under the Acts repealed by section
101(b). Any grant or loan made under such
Acts before the effective date of this Act
shall be subject to any laws and regulations
that would have applied to the grant or loan
if this Act had not been enacted.

(c) CONTINUANCE OF EcoNoMiC DEVELOP-
MENT REVOLVING FUND TO FINISH BUSINESS.—

(1) AUTHORIZED PURPOSES.—The Economic
Development Revolving fund established by
section 208 of the Public Works and Eco-
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nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3143) shall continue in existence for the fol-
lowing purposes:

(A) COLLECTIONS AND REPAYMENTS.—To re-
ceive collections and repayments in connec-
tion with assistance extended under the Acts
repealed by section 101(b) that would have
been required under the Acts repealed by sec-
tion 101(b) to be deposited in the Economic
Development Revolving Fund if this Act had
not been enacted.

(B) PAYMENT OF OBLIGATIONS.—To pay obli-
gations and make expenditures in connection
with the Acts repealed by section 101(b) that
would have been required under the Acts re-
pealed by section 101(b) if this Act had not
been enacted.

(2) TERMINATION OF FUND.—

(A) CERTIFICATION.—When, in the discre-
tion of the Secretary of Commerce, the Eco-
nomic Development Revolving Fund is no
longer necessary to carry out the activities
under paragraph (1), the Secretary of Com-
merce shall certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury that the Economic Development
Revolving Fund is no longer necessary.

(B) TERMINATION.—Upon receipt of the cer-
tification under subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall deposit into the
general fund of the Treasury as miscellane-
ous receipts any moneys remaining in the
Economic Development Revolving Fund. The
Secretary of the Treasury shall take any ac-
tion necessary to terminate the Economic
Development Revolving Fund. The Secretary
of the Treasury shall deposit into the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury any collections and
repayments made after the termination of
the Economic Development Revolving Fund
in connection with the Act repealed by sec-
tion 101(b).

SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS,

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this Act.

SEC. 104. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect on the 1st day of
the 1st fiscal year that begins after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. HEFLEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, at this
point, since we worked this out in ad-
vance, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL) having assumed the chair, Mr.
TORRES, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2442) to reauthorize appropria-
tions under the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, as
amended, to revise administrative pro-
visions of the Act to improve the au-
thority of the Secretary of Commerce
to administer grant programs, and for
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other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | would request
unanimous consent, that due to my absence
from the House of Representatives on official
business on this day, namely serving as part
of the congressional delegation attending the
inauguration of South African President Nel-
son Mandela, that the record reflect that had
| been present to record my votes today, |
would have voted as follows:

On the Kanjorski amendment to H.R. 2442
(Rollcall No. 162): Aye.

On the Goss amendment to H.R. 2442
(Rollcall No. 163): Nay.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 302
Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent to withdraw my name as

a cosponsor of House Joint Resolution

302

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

There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON 8. 2000,
HEAD START ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1994

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 103-502) on the resolution (H.
Res. 421) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (S. 2000) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal years 1995
through 1998 to carry out the Head
Start Act and the Community Services
Block Grant Act, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-

ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 518, THE CALIFORNIA
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF
1994

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 103-503) on the resolution (H.
Res. 422) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 518) to designate certain
lands in the California Desert as wil-
derness, to establish the Death Valley
and Joshua Tree National Parks and
the Mojave National Monument, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2473, THE MONTANA WIL-
DERNESS ACT

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
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(Report. No. 103-504) on the resolution
(H. Res. 423) providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2473) to designate
certain National Forest lands in the
State of Montana as wilderness, to re-
lease other National Forest lands in
the State of Montana for multiple use
management, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
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PROCEDURE FOR SUBMISSION OF
AMENDMENTS FOR PRINTING ON
H.R. 518, THE CALIFORNIA
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF
1994

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
Rules Committee has granted a rule for
H.R. 518, the California Desert protec-
tion Act of 1994, that would require
amendments. to be printed in the
amendment section of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD prior to the bill's con-
sideration.

That tentative schedule of the House
would seem to indicate that the bill
will be considered on Tuesday, May 17,
1994, To ensure Members rights to offer
amendments under the rule, they
should submit those amendments for
preprinting in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD on or before Monday, May 16,
1994.

Amendments should be titled “‘Sub-
mitted for Printing Under Clause 6 of
Rule XXIII” and submitted at the
Speaker's table. Amendments do not
need to be submitted to the Rules Com-
mittee.

T —— R ——
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (S. 2000) “An Act to
authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1995 through 1998 to carry out the
Head Start Act and the Community
Services Block Grant Act, and for
other purposes.”.

VIETNAM HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
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discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 168) designating May 11, 1994, as
“Vietnam Human Rights Day,” and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN].

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CLAY], the distinguished Chair of
the House Post Office and Civil Service
Committee and our good minority
member, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MYERS] for bringing this impor-
tant initiative before us today and I
rise in strong of House Joint Resolu-
tion 333, a resolution to commemorate
May 11, 1994, as Vietnam Human Rights
Day.

Vietnam remains one of the last com-
munist countries in the world and
maintains one of the most repressive
political and social systems. Free ex-
pression is denied and most Vietnam-
ese writers and poets have been denied
the right to publish or compose since
1975. The Vietnamese constitution still
designates the Communist party as the
“Force Leading the State and Soci-
ety’. Vietnam’s criminal law is used to
punish nonviolent advocates of politi-
cal pluralism, through charges such as
attempting to overthrow the people’s
government or antisocialist propa-
ganda. Even nonviolent political move-
ments for democracy consisting of
former national liberation front mem-
bers such as the league of former revo-
lutionaries have been repressed and its
leaders remain under house arrest.
Most prominent leaders from the Bud-
dhist, Catholic, Cao Dai, Hoa Hao, and
protestant faiths are in prison or under
house arrest for expressing their reli-
gious beliefs.

Mr. Chairman, there is more than
enough reason to designate a day to
educate the public and draw attention
to the issue. Accordingly, I support
House Joint Resolution 333 and urge
my colleagues to support the resolu-
tion.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I do
s0 to yield to the gentlewoman from
Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE]. the gentle-
woman is the chief sponsor of House
Joint Resolution 333, which would des-
ignate May 11, 1994, as ‘‘Vietnam
Human Rights Day."

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I would:
like to take this opportunity to thank
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my distinguished colleagues who have
joined me as cosponsors of the resolu-
tion I introduced to designate May 11,
1994, as ‘‘Vietnam Human Rights Day."”

This day commemorates the fourth
anniversary of the Manifesto of the
Non-Violent Movement for Human
Rights in Vietnam, issued by Dr.
Nguyen Dan Que, a human rights advo-
cate and political prisoner being held
in solitary confinement in Vietnam. He
was the first member of Amnesty
International in Vietnam and arrested
by the Socialist government in 1978 for
rebellion against the regime, even
though his protests were solely non-
violent.

With his case in mind, along with
thousands of others, such as those of
Buddhist monks and religious leaders,
the resolution calls upon Hanoi to re-
spect basic human rights, accept a
multiparty system, and restore the
right of the Vietnamese people to
choose their own form of government
through free and fair elections. While
this resolution does not take binding
action, it has become an issue of great
importance to Vietnamese throughout
our Nation and in Vietnam.

The passage of Vietnam Human
Rights Day is a symbol of American re-
solve in the area of foreign policy.
First, it confirms the necessity of plac-
ing human rights at the center of Unit-
ed States policy toward Vietnam and
reminds us of what we stand for as a
nation. Our Nation has always defined
itself by the principles that are set
forth in the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the Constitution. The values
these great documents hold must con-
tinue to guide our actions and vision of
our foreign policy.

Second, this resolution demonstrates
that America will not ignore the plight
of those Vietnamese citizens who suffer
as prisoners of conscience under the
Socialist regime. Those who are put in
solitary confinement for their political
views, Buddhist monks who are ar-
rested and charged with traveling with-
out permission, human rights advo-
cates who are tortured for issuing non-
violent statements, and hundreds of
citizens who are imprisoned in dun-
geons without a fair trial will not be
forgotten by the United States and its
citizens. Just as the world has wel-
comed South Africa into the commu-
nity of nations after their recent elec-
tions, the people of Vietnam dream of
such a day when they will be honored
for their movement toward democracy.

Endorsed by veterans groups ranging
from the American Legion to the
American Ex-Prisoners Of War, I am
optimistic that this will encourage
Vietnam to go down the road of becom-
ing a more open, democratic, and plu-
ralistic society.

On behalf of the thousands of Viet-
namese in my district and throughout
the Nation, I want to thank my col-
leagues for cosponsoring this resolu-
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tion and for bringing this issue to the
forefront.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
wish to again thank the gentlewoman
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] for intro-
ducing this important resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to express my sincere apprecia-
tion to the gentlewoman from Virginia
[Mrs. BYRNE] for bringing forward this
initiative, and for her leadership in
sponsoring House Joint Resolution 333,
the companion legislation to Senate
Joint Resolution 168.

I certainly commend the gentle-
woman for this, as well as our good
friend, the gentlewoman from Mary-
land [Mrs. MORELLA], for bringing this
piece of legislation before the Members
for consideration.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of a group
of Members who has served in the Viet-
nam War, this is really a historjc mo-
ment, at least in my humble opinion,
for bringing again to the forefront a
sense of recognition of this very impor-
tant issue as it affects our relationship
with the Republic of Vietnam. I cer-
tainly want to thank the gentlewoman
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] for doing
this.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say also that
I hope this legislation will be an initia-
tive to make the leaders of the Repub-
lic of Vietnam cognizant of the civil
rights of the citizens of Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentlewoman from Virginia [Mrs.
BYRNE] for taking this initiative also
to the effect that we are also not to
forget some 2,300 POW's and MIA’s that
are still unaccounted for. I would cer-
tainly like to commend this adminis-
tration for their sincere efforts in see-
ing that we settle this issue with the
officials of the Vietnam Government.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also say that
on the question of human rights, I real-
ize this is one of the important issues
that the administration has taken up,
and it is certainly important with the
Members of this body. More impor-
tantly, we should recognized human
rights, especially for the good citizens
of Vietnam, I feel that this piece of leg-
islation is most befiting.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]
for yielding.
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, con-
tinuing my reservation of objection, I
just want to thank the gentleman for
his very eloquent, sincere statement on
behalf of this resolution. I reiterate my
commendation to the gentlewoman
from Virginia for introducing it and
say I am proud to be one of the cospon-
sors.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
DEAL). Is there objection to the request
of the gentlewoman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

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

S.J. RES. 168

Whereas May 11, 1994, is the fourth anni-
versary of the issuance of the Manifesto of
the Non-Violent Movement for Human
Rights in Vietnam;

Whereas the Manifesto, which calls upon
Hanoi to respect basic human rights, accept
a multiparty system, and restore the right of
the Vietnamese people to choose their own
form of government through free and fair
elections, reflects the will and aspirations of
the people of Vietnam,;

Whereas the author of the Manifesto, Dr.
Nguyen Dan Que, and thousands of innocent
Vietnamese, including religious leaders, are
imprisoned by the Socialist Republic of Viet-
nam because of their nonviolent struggle for
freedom and human rights;

Whereas the leaders of the Socialist Repub-
lic of Vietnam are seeking to expand diplo-
matic and trade relations with the rest of
the world;

Whereas the United States, as the leader of
the free world, has a special responsibility to
safeguard freedom and promote the protec-
tion of human rights throughout the world;
and

Whereas the Congress urges Hanoi to re-
lease Immediately and unconditionally all
political prisoners, including Dr. Nguyen
Dan Que, with full restoration of their civil
and human rights; guarantee equal protec-
tion under the law to all Vietnamese, regard-
less of religious belief, political philosophy,
or previous associations; restore all basic
human rights, such as freedom of speech, re-
ligion, movement, and association; abolish
the single party system and permit the func-
tioning of all political organizations without
intimidation or harassment and announce a
framework and timetable for free and fair
election under the sponsorship of the United
Nations that will allow the Vietnamese peo-
ple to choose their own form of government:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That May 11, 1994, is des-
ignated as *Vietnam Human Rights Day” in
support of efforts by the Non-Violent Move-
ment for Human Rights in Vietnam to
achieve freedom and human rights for the
people of Vietnam, and the President is au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion calling upon the people of the United
States to commemorate such day with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities,

AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY

MRS, BYRNE

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment to the preamble.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the preamble offered by
Mrs. BYRNE: In the 3d whereas clause of the
preamble, strike **, Dr. Nguyen Dan Que,".

In the last whereas clause of the preamble,
strike “‘including Dr. Nguyen Dan Que,”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment to the
preamble offered by the gentlewoman
from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE].

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

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

YEARS OF THE GIRL CHILD

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 302)
designating 1994 through 1999 as the
“Years of the Girl Child,”” and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I yield to the
gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE],
who is the chief sponsor of House Joint
Resolution 302.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 302 which I have sponsored in
the House to designate 1994 as the
“Year of the Girl Child.”

I want to thank each of my many
colleagues who have signed up to sup-
port this resolution. I would especially
like to thank Congresswomen OLYMPIA
SNOWE, CYNTHIA MCKINNEY, and NYDIA
VELAZQUEZ for championing this legis-
lation early on as lead cosponsors.

Also, I would also like to thank
Chairman CLAY for bringing up the res-
olution and Congresswoman BYRNE for
managing the resolution today on the
floor.

I introduced House Joint Resolution
302 to call attention to the inequalities
that girls face around the world. While
it is difficult to apply general remedies
to a problem that varies so widely in
detail and scope from country to coun-
try and from region to region, the in-
disputable common denominator for
raising the status of women is to ele-
vate the status of girls.

Last month, many of us observed
“Take Our Daughters to Work Day."
We brought daughters and young girls
from our neighborhoods with us to our
workplace and gave them a chance to
see some of the many opportunities
available to them in the professional
world. It would be so wonderful not to
have to have a special day like this.
But unfortunately we do. It is impor-
tant to focus on the needs of young
girls so they will regard themselves,
and be regarded by others, as full
equals within the classroom and the
marketplace.

Over the last several months, Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle have
come together in support this resolu-
tion, acknowledging this need boost
girls’ self esteem and the need to cre-
ate more awareness of the discrimina-
tion girls face in education, health
care, and economic opportunities both
in the United States and around the
world.
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On this day, I thank my colleagues
for standing up for human rights for
girls and recognizing them as the valu-
able and vital resource they are.

I want to particularly convey my ap-
preciation to the Population Institute
for all their hard work in promoting
this resolution, and would also like to
recognize the following organizations
for their support.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a list of cosponsoring organiza-
tions of House Joint Resolution 302.
COSPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS—HOUSE JOINT

RESOLUTION 302

Academy for Educational Development.

African-American Women's Clergy Asso-
ciation.

Alliance for Child Survival.

American Association of
Women.

American College of Nurse Midwives.

American Psychological Association.

American Public Health Association.

Americans for Democratic Action.

Aspen Airport Business Center Founda-
tion.

Associated Country Women of the World.

Association for Women In Science.’

Association of Population/Family Plan-
ning Libraries and Information Centers
International.

Bread for the World.

California Population Committee.

Center for Democratic Renewal.

Center for Policy Alternatives.

The Center for Development and Popu-
lation Activities.

Center for Population Options.

Center for Women Policy Studies.

Citizen Advocate for Responsible Birthing.

Commonweal.

Contraceptive Research and Development
Program, Eastern Virginia Medical School.

Creative Associates International, Inc.

Crossroads Counseling.

Development Associates.

DKT International.

Family Care International, Inc.

Family Health International.

Fund for a Constitutional Government.

The Futures Group.

General Federation of Women's Clubs.

Girl S8couts of the U.S.A.

Heartwood Institute.

Institute for Health Policy Studies, Uni-
versity of California, Ban Francisco.

Institute for Reproductive Health at
Georgetown University.

IPPF, Western Hemisphere Region.

International Projects Assistance Services.

Johns Hopkins University Population Cen-
ter.

Lutheran World Relief.

Macro International.

Management Sciences for Health.

Margaret Sanger Center International,
Planned Parenthood of New York City.

Ministry for Justice in Population Con-
cerns.

Missouri Botanical Gardens.

Ms. Foundation.

National Asian Women's Health Organiza-
tion.

National Black Women'’s Health Project.

National Coalition Against Domestic Vio-
lence.

National Committee for an Effective Con-
BTEess.

National Conference of Women's Bar Asso-
ciation.

National Counecil for International Health.
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National Family Planning and Reproduc-
tive Health Association.

National Federation of Business and Pro-
fessional Women.

National Museum of Women In the Arts.

National Optimum Population Effort.

National Wildlife Federation.

National Women’s History Project.

National Women's Law Center.

Native American Women's Health Edu-
cation Resource Center.

Nurture, Center to Prevent Child Malnutri-
tion.

Office of Population Research, Princeton
University.

Pathfinder International.

Physicians for Social Responsibility.

Planned Parenthood Federation of Amer-
ica.

Population Action International.

Population Communication.

Population Communications International.

The Population Council.

Population-Environment Balance, Inc.

The Population Institute.

Population Speakout.

Program for Appropriate Technology in
Health.

Research Triangle Institute, Center for
International Development.

RESULTS.

Sex Information and Education Council of
the U.S. (SIECUS).

Sierra Club.

Southern California Ecumenical Council.

Transnational Family Research Institute.

Treasure Coast Women's International
League for Peace and Freedom.

Tulane (LA) School of Public Health and
Tropical Medicine.

UKIMWI Orphans Assistance, Inc.

Unitarian Universalist Church.

United Church Board for World Ministries.

United Church of Christ, Coordinating Cen-
ter for Women.

United Church of Christ, Network for Envi-
ronmental and Economic Responsibility.

United Church of Christ, Office for Church
and Society.

United Methodist Church, General Board of
Church and Society's Ministry of God's
Human Community.

United States Committee for UNICEF.

Voters for Choice.

The Woman Activist Fund, Inc.

Woman's National Democratic Club.

Women Employed.

Women of All Red Nations.

WOMEN OF REFORM JUDAISM, The Fed-
eration of Temple Sisterhoods.

Women’s Action Alliance.

Women’s Caucus for Art.

Women’s Information Network.

Women’s Research and Education Insti-
tute.

World Federalist Association.

World Vision Relief & Development.

Worldwatch Institute.

Young Women's Project.

Zero Population Growth.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
would like to point out the importance
of a resolution of this nature, because
we know that unfortunately through-
out the world girls appear to be the
most neglected, deprived human re-
sources worldwide. We know that they
have been handicapped too often by the .
perception that they are temporary
members of the family but also by the
belief that boys will be the bread-
winners and, therefore, deserve the re-
sources of education and opportunity.
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We just completed H.R. 6, the reau-
thorization of the Primary and Second-
ary Schools Act, where we inserted in
that important bill further opportuni-
ties for girls to be able to be more read-
ily acquainted with math and science,
to learn that it is fun, to learn that
there are careers open to them. We
know that as we look at the year of the
girl that very often infant deaths occur
and that infant deaths decline by 20
percent when girls in developing coun-
tries have as little as 4 to 6 years of
school, so the importance of continuity
of education.

It is, therefore, very important that
we look to the future and know that fe-
males are a very important resource
and equity is of the utmost impor-

tance.

I am pleased to cosponsor this resolu-
tion, House Joint Resolution 302. I
want to again commend the gentle-
woman from Oregon for endorsing it
and for introducing it.

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

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, | am proud to be
an original cosponsor of House Joint Resolu-
tion 302, a resolution to make the years 1994
through 1999 the Years of the Girl Child. Es-
tablishing the Years of the Girl Child ensures
that we will work to promote the status of girls,
which will enhance the lives of children,
women and families all over the world.

Clearly, women, children and girls have
made significant progress here in America
since the years when child labor was common
and women could not vote. There is still the
need for more progress, as girls still receive
unequal education in our Nation's schools,
and in addition, they are more likely than boys
to be victims of sexual abuse. In other nations,
however, startling inequalities abound. For ex-
ample, two-thirds of the global illiterate popu-
lation are women. An estimated 40 percent of
the world's 14 year old girls will be pregnant
by the age of twenty. In Bangladesh, boys
under 5 years old were given 16 percent more
food than girls. A study in Pakistan showed
that 60 percent of grandmothers left in charge
of grandchildren fed only the boys and not the
girls. A study in 10 villages in Guijarat, India
found that in cases of 58 infant deaths, only
22 percent of girls were taken to a health care
facility as opposed to 80 percent of boys.

Alillyacross America, SQI?:CIS, Iibrariag, muse-
ums, and other organizations such as the
Population Institute will be paying tribute and
working to promote the status of girls. It is our
hope that the Years of the Girl Child will raise
public awareness about these shocking statis-
tics and motivate people and nations to work
together to eradicate these inequalities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. RES. 302

Whereas girls are the most neglected, de-
prived, and mistreated human resource
worldwide;

Whereas girls are frequently condemned to
a cycle of poverty, illiteracy, unwanted preg-
nancy, and poor health;
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Whereas girls across the developing world
are fed less, withdrawn from school earlier,
forced into hard labor sooner, and given less
medical care than are boys;

Whereas numerous studies indicate that
girls are handicapped not only by the percep-
tion that they are temporary members of a
family, but also by the belief that boys will
be the chief breadwinners and, therefore, are
more deserving of scarce resources;

Whereas parents in some regions of the de-
veloping world resort to infanticide rather
than use the family resources to raise girl
children;

Whereas girls in some regions of the world
become pregnant at the onset of puberty and
continue to become pregnant at intervals
that damage their health and increase the
chances of complications during pregnancy;

Whereas girls with at least a Tth grade edu-
cation have % as many pregnancies as girls
with less schooling;

Whereas studies indicate that infant
deaths decline by 20 percent when girls in de-
veloping countries have as little as 4 to 6
years of school,

Whereas the World Health Organization es-
timates that improved education for girls
and family planning services for women (in-
cluding girls) would reduce maternal deaths
by 15 to 33 percent;

Whereas the World Fertility Survey indi-
cates that a girl's age at marriage increases
with the number of years she has spent in
school and that she is more apt to marry at
22 than at 17 with even as little as 7 years of
education;

Whereas girls in the United States still re-
ceive an unequal education in our Nation’s
schools, by any measure—test scores, cur-
riculum, or teacher-student interaction;

Whereas girls in the United States and
abroad are exploited as the victims of sexual
abuse and child prostitution; and

Whereas the most recent study of child
sexual abuse in the United States shows
that, of the cases reported, 23 percent of the
victims were boys and 77 percent were girls:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That 1994 through 1999 are
designated as the “Years of the Girl Child",
and the President of the United States is au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion calling upon all United States missions
in foreign countries, all United States diplo-
matic personnel, the Secretary of Education,
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to encourage equality for girls in
health care, education, and all phases of fam-
ily and community life.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BYRNE

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. BYRNE: Page 3,
beginning in line 3, strike out *“‘through 1999
are designated as the ‘Years of the Girl
Child'" and insert *‘“is designated as the
‘Year of the Girl Child"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Virginia
[Mrs. BYRNE].

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed.

AMENDMENT TO THE TITLE OFFERED BY MRS.

BYRNE

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I offer an

amendment to the title.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the title offered by Mrs.
BYRNE: Amend the title so as read: “Joint
Resolution designating 1994 as the ‘Year of
the Girl Child".”

The amendment to the title was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
resolutions just considered and passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

0 1900

POSTPONEMENT OF VOTE ON H.R.
4278, BSOCIAL SECURITY ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1994

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL). Pursuant to clause 5(b) of rule I,
the Chair redesignates the time for fur-
ther proceedings on the motion to sus-
pend the rules and pass H.R. 4278 as
May 12, 1994.

OPPOSITION TO DEATH ROW
QUOTAS

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

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, recently the
California District Attorneys Associa-
tion, an organization which includes
all of the elected district attorneys of
California’s 58 counties unanimously
adopted a resolution expressing ada-
mant opposition to the Racial Justice
Act provisions included by the House
as part of the crime bill. If adopted,
those provisions would effectively es-
tablish racial quotas for the death pen-
alty. The 58 county prosecutors believe
that these provisions will produce a
number of damaging effects on Califor-
nia’s and the Nation's ability to con-
trol crime.

I agree.

These officials—who have frontline
responsibility for prosecuting Califor-
nia’s criminals—oppose any version of
this so-called racial justice legislation
for the following reasons:

First, enactment of these provisions
would result in effectively abolishing
capital punishment. The language re-
quires that each State show that the
death penalty was sought in all cases
involving a capital offense.

Second, there would be even further
clogging of California’s and other
States’ desperately overcrowded court
system. The retroactive application of
the Racial Justice Act would permit
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people already convicted of capital

crimes to petition to have their cases

reopened. In California alone, there are

376 such individuals on death row.
Third, this Act disregards the fun-

damental principle of our criminal jus-

tice system that an individuals tried
on the facts of his or her case.

Fourth, it eliminates the traditional
deference to State-court findings and
places them under Federal guidelines.

Fifth, most seriously, it encourages a
gquota system based on race for decid-
ing capital punishment cases.

Sixth, and finally, under this Racial
Justice Act, the costs to taxpayers and
to local governments would be abso-
lutely exorbitant amounts of money to
retry these cases, and the endless ap-
peals that the habeas corpus system
provides.

I join with the California District At-
torneys Association in the belief that
the many positive elements of the
crime bill are undermined by the inclu-
sion of this racial justice provision. It
opposes fundamental notions of our
criminal justice system. It must not be
included in the final conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following resolution of
April 29, 1994, from the California Dis-
trict Attorneys Association:

CALIFORNIA DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASBOCIA-
TION—ADOPTED APRIL 29, 1994, CONCERNING
THE RACIAL JUSTICE ACT
Whereas, the California District Attorneys

Association is an organization composed of

the elected District Attorneys of California’s

fifty-eight counties and 3,000 deput.y district
attorneys and city prosecutors

Whereas, on April 21, 1994, r,he U.8. House
of Representatives adopted the omnibus
crime bill, H.R. 4092, which included in Title
IX legislation, referred to, and known as, the
Racial Justice Act (or the Racially Discrimi-
natory Capital Sentencing Act);

Whereas, on April 20, 1994, the U.S. House
of Representatives narrowly defeated the
McCollum Amendment to strike the Racial
Justice Act from the House crime bill and
substitute in its place the Equal Justice Act.
[The vote was an effective 212 to 212 tie, after
the votes of the five Delegate members were
excluded under recent House Rules.];

Whereas, the Racial Justice Act would,
first, permit a capital case defendant to
make a statistical showing that death sen-
tences are being imposed or administered in
a disproportionate manner upon (1) persons
of one race or (2) as punishment for capital
offenses against persons of one race, and,
second, require the prosecutor to rebut this
statistical showing ‘‘by a preponderance of
the evidence'’;

Whereas, in the 102d Congress, on June 20,
1991, the U.S. Senate voted to strike a simi-
lar measure entitled the Racial Justice Act
out of the omnibus erime measure by a bi-
partisan vote of 556 to 41 (this was the third
successive Congress in which the U.S. Senate
rejected the Racial Justice Act), and on Oc-
tober 22, 1991, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives voted to strike a similar measure by a
bipartisan vote of 223 to 191;

Whereas, the U.S. Supreme Court rejected
a discrimination claim founded solely upon
statistics, in McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279
(1987).

Now, therefore, be it resolved that in light
of the urgency and importance of this mat-
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ter, all 58 California district attorneys, hav-
ing been polled, unanimously:

(1) oppose any version of the Racial Justice
Act, for the following reasons:

(a) The Racial Justice Act would result in
the effective abolition of capital punish-
ment.

This would result because of the inherent
evidentiary difficulties and inevitable vast
expenditures of time and money in litigation
in every post-conviction capital case, to
prove by at least a preponderance of the evi-
dence a negative, to wit, that race was not
the basis for any of the prosecutor’s, jury’s,
or judge’s decisions. [The Racial Justice Act
contains a virtually impossible rebuttal bur-
den: “Unless [the prosecutor or State] can
show that the death penalty was sought in
all cases fitting the statutory criteria for
imposition of the death penalty, the govern-
ment cannot rely on mere assertions that it
did not intend to discriminate or that the
cases in which death was imposed fit the
statutory criteria for imposition of the death
penalty.];

(b) moreover, as to adjudicated cases, the
retroactive application of the Racial Justice
Act would permit convicted capital defend-
ants to reopen their cases by presenting dis-
crimination claims (regardless of whether
such claims had previously been rejected). In
California, there are currently 376 individ-
uals on death row. The retroactive provision
in the Racial Justice Act as passed by the
House would potentially affect these cases as
well as others around the nation;

(c) the statistical premise of any version of
the Racial Justice Act is unsound, for sev-
eral reasons, including:

(1) it disregards the fundamental precept of
our criminal justice system that an individ-
ual is tried on the facts of his or her case,
not on the facts or circumstances or statis-
tics from unrelated cases;

(ii) it overturns the U.8. Supreme Court's
rejection of such a statistical premise, where
the Court noted with regard to the Baldus
study: “*Even Professor Baldus does not con-
tend that his statistics prove that race enters
into any capital sentencing decisions or that
race was a factor in McCleskey's particular
case. Statistics at most may show only a
likelihood that a particular factor entered
into some decisions.”” McCleskey v. Kemp, 481
U.S. 279, 308 (1987) (emphasis in original); and

(iii) its statistical showing fails to estab-
lish that the imposition of capital punish-
ment in a particular case is predicated on
any bias; and

(d) the Racial Justice Act would permit
the ‘‘second-guessing” of capital case deci-
sions by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges
and juries based upon the information and
statistics required to be maintained under
the Act;

(e) the Racial Justice Act eliminates the
traditional deference to state-court findings
of fact, 28 U.S8.C. §2254(d); Sumner v. Mata, 449
U.S. 539 (1981), if the state fails to collect or
maintain adequate records required under
the Act, and causes the individual convic-
tion, though lawfully and justifiably im-
posed, to be unduly placed in jeopardy;

(f) the potential cost of compliance on
states and local entities would be exorbitant,
as demonstrated by one California case (In re
Earl Jackson) which took three years to pre-
pare for an evidentiary hearing and cost
more than $1,000,000. The evidentiary hearing
was never held, after the McCleskey v. Kemp
ruling was rendered;

(g) the Racial Justice Act encourages a
quota system for capital punishment cases
by in effect introducing ‘‘race conscious-
ness' into capital case decisions.
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(2) opposes any legislation which would un-
dermine or otherwise modify the holding in
McCleskey v. Kemp, 481 U.S. 279 (1987);

(3) calls upon the U.S. House of Represent-
atives and U.S. Senate to reject any version
of the Racial Justice Act as part of any
package of federal habeas corpus reform or
any crime bill;

(4) opposes any legislation, including the
omnibus crime bill to be reported by the con-
ference committee, which includes any ver-
sion of the Racial Justice Act. Any meaning-
ful provisions contained in the crime bill are
completely undermined by inclusion of the
Racial Justice Act, which is antithetical to
fundamental notions under our criminal jus-
tice system. If the omnibus crime bill con-
tains any version of the Racial Justice Act,
we recommend it be voted down until this
legislation is removed.

Be it further resolved by the California
District Attorneys Association that its Exec-
utive Director shall transmit a copy of this
resolution to the U.S. Senators and Rep-
resentatives in the California delegation and
to members of the Senate and House Com-
mittees on the Judiciary.

PRESCRIPTION FOR HEALTH CARE:
LET THE MARKET WORK

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

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, the White House believes that the
Government, rather than the private
sector, should run every health care
program. And this is certainly the case
with the Medicare prescription drug
benefit. The President proposes taking
private sector managed drug plans that
works well now for retirees, disman-
tling them, replacing them with a few
thousand bureaucrats, a few hundred
pages of Federal regulation, and hun-
dreds of complicated forms, and seeing
if they can get it to work as well as the
private sector plans now do.

Not only is this a terrible waste of
the taxpayer’'s money and a threat to a
thriving drug industry, it is also dis-
ruptive for the retiree who now has
drug benefits through the retiree
health or Medigap plan.

The most outrageous part of this pro-
posal is that although it is being ad-
vanced as a way to control drug costs,
it will create havoc with the very ac-
tivities now successfully controlling
drug costs in the private market.

To begin with, pharmaceuticals are
one of the greatest industrial success
stories in this country. They have
grown as a major export product for
the United States—worldwide sales
reached nearly $85 billion in 1993, near-
ly four times what they were in 1980—
and as a major source of R&D, spending
over $10 billion on R&D last year alone.
Competition in this country is intense,
and that competition has brought re-
markable medical advances in the last
decade alone.

The race to bring new drugs to mar-
ket has not only contributed to signifi-
cant advances in patient care but has
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also helped to slow the overall growth
in health care costs. New drugs are
making it possible to replace expensive
surgeries with much less costly drug
treatment. Ulcer drugs, for example,
have reduced the number of surgical
procedures from 155,000 to 16,000 a year,
saving $24,000 on each case. New drugs
for chronic heart failure have lowered
the need for hospitalization by 30 per-
cent. Medications for the treatment of
depression are significantly reducing
both physician and hospital costs.

Sometimes this race for new drugs
leads to a whole new treatment—a
breakthrough. Often it produces sev-
eral drugs that compete in the same
therapeutic category, giving physicians
and managed care plans a choice of
medications, and creating competition
that forces down prices both for new
introductions and for drugs that have
been on the market.

I have attached a story from the
Washington Post that makes it pretty
clear how competition in this new mar-
ketplace where most of the sales are to
managed care plans is influencing drug
prices and changing the way manufac-
turers approach decisions on research.
The power of managed care plans to
force major price concessions for newly
introduced drugs is reducing the return
on these drugs and forcing companies
to only bring the most cost-effective
drugs to market.

This article makes the point that the
market for drugs is doing exactly what
we want—making sure the new drugs
brought to market are noticeably bet-
ter and less costly than the existing
therapies.

What is it the administration wants
to do? They want Medicare to buy all
the prescription drugs for the elderly.
Combined with Medicaid, that would
have the Government buying about 40
percent of all the drugs sold in the
United States. Then, because the Gov-
ernment can never figure out the right
price, they want to force drug manu-
facturers to give the Government at
least a 17-percent rebate. The rebate is
supposed to approximate the discounts
managed care plans would have been
able to get had the Government not
stepped in and pushed them aside. In
addition, the administration wants to
review prices for new drugs and refuse
to cover the drug if they think the
price is too high. Finally, they want to
force the manufacturer to offer the
drug to every purchaser, if they want,
at the lowest negotiated price.

The last thing we want to do is turn
this marketplace upside down with a
Medicare benefit and then try to create
a whole new Government apparatus for
controlling costs. Not only would that
be a complex and costly bureaucratic
undertaking, it would also probably
not result in the kinds of cost-effective
decision making that is already going
on in the industry.

I would urge my colleagues to oppose
the administrations pathetic efforts to
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create a new Government program. The
marketplace already exists without
having to destroy the marketplace and
the viability of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry and drug research in the proc-
ess.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 26, 1994]
CUTTING BACK ON “ME T00' DRUGS

PHARMACEUTICAL FIRMS REACT TO HEALTH
CARE CHANGES

(By David S. Hilzenrath)

Changes in the health care business are
driving many drug companies to do some-
thing that their critics have long been urg-
ing—cultural development of so-called me-
too drugs, which serve essentially the same
purpose as products already on the market.

Those pharmaceutical makers are increas-
ing their emphasis on potential ‘‘break-
through” drugs—major medical advances—
because health insurers’ efforts to reduce
costs are making me-too drugs harder to
market profitably, industry executives said.

“We're very ruthlessly stopping projects
when we think that we will be second or
third in the marketplace or if the advantage
afforded by a new molecule is not a really
substantial innovative leap forward,” said
Leigh Thompson, chief scientific officer of
Eli Lilly & Co.

The pressure on me-toos is coming from
managed-care health plans, which are using
their growing influence to squeeze pharma-
ceutical prices. Managed-care plans often de-
velop lists of drugs approved for coverage
under their prescription drug benefits, and
they frequently negotiate discounts with
suppliers for products on the lists.

Drugmakers said it can be difficult to get
me-too drugs added to the lists, and they
said they expect it to become even harder to
command high enough prices to recoup their
investment in me-toos. “The payers simply
are not going to pay premium prices for me-
too drugs,” added an executive at one com-
pany that manages drug purchases for health
insurers. “The bucks aren’t going to Dbe
there.”

But by producing fewer me-toos,
drugmakers could make it more difficult for
insurers and other large buyers to bargain
down prices. Although they are ‘‘often de-
rided as not contributing to health care,”
me-too drugs are needed if price competition
is to occur, the government’s Office of Tech-
nology Assessment said in a report last year.

Critics of the drug industry have faulted
manufacturers in the past for lavishing time
and money on me-too drugs when they could
be developing cures and treatments for un-
solved medical problems.

But drugmakers say one risk of a ‘‘no me-
too policy” is that research will be aborted
before they know whether the chemicals
they are studying will lead to incremental or
major advances. Another is that companies
will stay out of races to develop specific
products if they perceive themselves as trail-
ing another company, only to see the
frontrunner falter somewhere down the road.

Me-too drugs often offer measurable, if
modest, advantages in safety or effectiveness
over the products that precede them, indus-
try officials say. Medicines do not affect ev-
eryone the same way, and the benefits of the
me-too product can be profound for some pa-
tients, they say.

“I'm worried that we are going to find our-
selves developing too few drugs because we
are setting our standards too high,” said
Leon Rosenberg, president of the research
arm of Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. and a
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former dean of Yale Medical School. “We
may very well end up turning away from de-
veloping drugs that a segment of the popu-
lation really needs."

Me-too drugs have historically absorbed a
large share of pharmaceutical industry re-
search and development budgets. From 1978
to 1991, 135 new pharmaceutical molecules
approved by the Food and Drug Administra-
tion were classified by the FDA as having
“little or no therapeutic gain,” while only 42
were classified as representing an “‘impor-
tant therapeutic gain.”

The me-toos compete directly with other
brand-name products that are still protected
by patents. The competition gets even
tougher when the patents expire and rival
companies can introduce generics, chemi-
cally identical copies that typically carry
lower prices than the originals.

The pressure from managed-care compa-
nies is affecting the way drug companies al-
locate their research and development budg-
ets, which the Pharmaceutical Manufactur-
ers Association said would total $13.8 billion
this year for its more than 100 member com-
panies, up from $12.6 billion last year.

Some drugmakers have tried to market
me-too drugs by sharply undercutting their
competitors’ prices, as in the case of Lescol,
cholesterol-reducing drug recently intro-
duced by Sandoz Pharmaceuticals Corp. But
development of Lescol began in 1982, and
Sandoz submitted it for FDA approval two
year ago.

A more recent—and perhaps more typical—
example was G.D. Searle and Co.'s decision
late last year to stop development of a drug
to lower blood pressure. The Drug offered
some potential advantages, including fewer
or milder side effects, but the company de-
cided they were not sufficient to set the sub-
stance apart from the competition, said John
Alexander, executive vice president of medi-
cal research at Searle. “I would say two to
three years ago we would have developed
that drug," he added.

Some drug executives advance an opposing
theory—that managed care’s emphasis on
low prices will reward companies that de-
velop me-too drugs. By spending less money
than pioneering manufacturers do on origi-
nal research, imitators should be able to
charge lower prices, some executives argue.

‘“The me-too drug will eventually take
over the market from the innovator or drive
down the price of the innovator,” said James
Niedel, senior vice president for research and
development at Glaxo Inc.

But other industry observers said it would
be difficult of imitators to by-pass much of
the original research needed to bring a drug
to market, including the huge investment in
the clinical trials required for FDA approval.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

COMPENSATE DISABLED PERSIAN
GULF VETERNS

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
later today I and my colleagues, JIM



9976

SLATTERY of Kansas, J. ROY ROWLAND
of Georgia, JOE KENNEDY of Massachu-
setts, and BoB CLEMENT of Tennessee,
will introduce legislation to pay com-
pensation to veterans who served in
the Persian Gulf and who have chronic
disabilities resulting from undiagnosed
illnesses. Until we have the scientific
information we need, we must assume
that these disabilities are related to
their military service. It is time to
give disabled Persian Gulf veterans the
benefit of the doubt.

Some of our Persian Gulf veterans
are very sick; some cannot even work.
The Veterans Affairs Committee has
held nine hearings on these illnesses,
sometimes referred to as Persian Gulf
syndrome. We have directed VA to pro-
vide priority care for Persian Gulf vet-
erans and a good deal of research has
been authorized.

The bottom line is that we don’t have
the answers we need for effective medi-
cal treatment. Veterans can’'t prove
that these symptoms are service-con-
nected. We may not have answers for
some time. We cannot always wait on
science. These veterans need our help
now.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
this legislation to compensate our dis-
abled Persian Gulf veterans.

THE FED GOES GHOST BUSTING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and because there is no
designee of the minority leader, the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
HINCHEY] is recognized for 15 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, about 2
weeks ago, on April 26, myself and 45
Members of Congress signed a letter
addressed to the Honorable Alan
Greenspan, Chairman of the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. The letter said, in part, as fol-
lows:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On three separate oc-
casions over the past three months the Fed-
eral Open Market Committee has acted to
increase interest rates. We are writing to ex-
press our concern over the Fed's actions and
to request that the Board take no further ac-
tion to increase interest rates until you, as
Chairman of the Board, have explained to
Congress and to the American people the
basis for the Board's decision.

During your appearances before Congress
you have made several points with which we
agree. Among these is the long-term eco-
nomic growth depends on low and stable
long-term interest rates. Another point with
which we concur is that inflation and infla-
tionary expectations are a primary threat to
low and stable long-term rates.

You have testified that you believe low
long-term rates could be protected and infla-
tionary pressures controlled with a slight in-
crease in short-term rates. The clear impli-
cation of your testimony was that short-
term rates could be increased just enough to
preempt inflation without increasing long-
term rates and imperiling the economic re-
covery.
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Just as clearly, this has not occurred. The
Fed’s actions have driven up long-term rates,
destabilized financial markets, and put the
economic recovery at risk, Moreover, these
actions have been undertaken at a time
when there are no significant signs of im-
pending inflation that you have made your
decision to raise interest rates.

Last Friday, on May 6 on the op-ed
page of the New York Times, an article
appeared written by Lester C. Thurow,
one of the Nation’s eminent econo-
mists. He entitled his article, “The Fed
Goes Ghost Busting,” and begins by
saying,

The Federal Reserve Board has been
spooked by the ghost of inflation. In its
panic, the Fed has raised interest rates three
times, taking everyone by surprise. Long-
term bondholders have lost billions and
international currency markets have been
rattled. Yet the Fed's economists admit they
can't point to even a hint of inflation in the
current numbers. They are missing the obvi-
ous: The 90's are likely to be an inflation-
free decade, and their interest rate hikes will
squash the current economic recovery.

The 70’s and 80's were inflationary times.
The failure to raise taxes to pay for the Viet-
nam War led to slowly accelerating inflation
that exploded with the oil and food shocks of
the 70's. Inflation stubbornly receded in the
80's. If the effects of surging health care
costs are subtracted from inflation figures, it
is clear that more prices have fallen than
risen this spring.

Sophisticated investors, including George
Soros, Citicorp and Bankers Trust, took
huge losses because of the Fed's action. They
were betting on low interest rates because
they had no worries about inflation. The
Fed’s economists contend that it takes 12 to
18 months for higher interest rates to stop
inflation, so they are acting now to prevent
renewed inflation in 1995. In the Fed's view,
the economy is so prone to inflation that
even this slow recovery from the 1991-1992 re-
cession—3 percent growth in 1993 and 2.6 per-
cent in the first quarter of this year—rep-
resents an overheated economy.

The 90's began with a deflationary crash in
asset values: property prices in the United
States declined by up to 5 percent. This
trend spread to England, flattened Japan and
is now rocking Germany. While the U.S.
stock market has risen (the money flowing
into pension and mutual funds has had no-
where else to go), the inflation-adjusted fall
in the Japanese stock market in the 90’s has
been bigger than the decline in the American
stock market from 1929 through 1932. World-
wide, hundreds of billions of dollars in
wealth have been wiped out.

One traditional cause of inflation is a
shortage of labor, which drives up wages. Yet
global unemployment rates are reaching lev-
els not seen since the Depression. Spain re-
ports 24 percent and Ireland and Finland not
much less. In the U.8,, if one adds together
the officially unemployed, discouraged work-
ers who have stopped actively searching for
work and those with part-time jobs who
want full-time work, 15 percent of the labor
force (19 million) is locking for work.

The Fed is worried that an increasing num-
ber of U.S. companies are running close to
their production limits—that they will be
unable to keep up with the demand for
goods, thus driving up prices. But in today's
global economy, what counts is world capac-
ity, not U.8. capacity. No American will
have to wait for a new car: since auto mak-
ers in Japan and Europe aren't producing at
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anywhere near capacity, U.S. producers
aren't going to raise prices and sit by and
watch their market share erode. While
America's economic recovery is under way,
the rest of the industrial world shows no sign
of coming back; until it does, inflation will
not quicken.

The demise of the Soviet Union and the ef-
fective collapse of the organization of Petro-
leum Exporting Countries in the aftermath
of the Persian Gulf War means there will be
no repetition of the energy or food shocks of
the T0's. What has been happening in alu-
minum will be repeated in most raw mate-
rials: 1.3 million metric tons were exported
from the former Soviet Union in 1993, caus-
ing the lowest real (adjusted for inflation)
prices in history.

0il prices are lower in real terms than be-
fore the first OPEC oil shock in the early
70's, yet exports from the former Soviet
Union have barely begun and Iraq has yet to
be brought back into world oil markets.
When Ukraine comes back into production
(it was the world’s largest exporter of grain
in the 19th century), food prices will plunge.

The decline in real wages that began in the
U.8. and is spreading across the industrial
world further undermines the Fed's conten-
tions. Among American men, salaries are
falling at every education level—for those in
the bottom 60 percent income bracket, real
wages are 20 percent below 1973 levels.
Women with a high school education or less
have seen their wages drop, and it looks like
the same will happen to college educated
women soon. At the same time, productivity
is increasing at the highest rates seen since
the 60’s. Wages down, productivity up—that
simply isn't the recipe for inflation.

Economists differ on the causes of falling
wages. Immigration and technical innova-
tion are partly responsible, but some world-
wide trends are also behind it. The Com-
munist bloc did not run very good economies
but it ran excellent education systems. One-
third of humanity, much of it skilled, is join-
ing the capitalist world. If some of the
world’'s best physicists can be hired in Russia
for $100 per month, why should anyone pay
an American physicist $50,000 a year?

In the 80’s, only 60 million people in Singa-
pore, South Korea, Hong Kong and Taiwan
were export-oriented. With the decline of
state socialism in East Asia, hundreds of
millions of third-worlders (two billion Indi-
ans and Chinese) are going to be joining
them. Inflation is going to be impossible in
any country with open borders: Lower-priced
goods will flood in from low-wage countries.

In addition, the layoffs at big U.S. compa-
nies with high wages and good benefits are
unrelenting. More than 109,000 jobs were cut
in January, a record. Getting rehired after
being laid off usually means a cut in pay,
and the competition for these lower-paying
jobs drives overall wages—thus inflation—
further down.

Since World War II, American companies
have typically held prices constant, or even
raised them while distributing the fruits of
productivity in the form of higher wages or
profits. But under the pressure of inter-
national competition, that system is rapidly
eroding. In the 90's productivity gains will
lead to lower prices, not wage increases.

Large manufacturers are forging new ar-
rangements with their suppliers. For exam-
ple, Chrysler used to have hundreds of sup-
pliers, but it has given a few of them exclu-
sive rights to supply all of its parts, and
Chrysler engineers will give them design in-
formation. In exchange, the suppliers will
lower their prices every year. In such sce-
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narios, the manufacturers will in turn pass
their savings on to customers in the form of
lower prices.

At least one member of the Federal Re-
serve Board has extolled the virtues of zero
or negative inflation. This ignores a tenet of
capitalism: it doesn’t work very well when
prices are falling. When prices fall (and
many prices must fall to have zero inflation,
since some prices will always be rising), the
smartest move is to postpone purchases.
With prices lower tomorrow, only a fool buys
today. So investment falls as people forgo
entrepreneurship to become inactive renters.
Money in the mattress becomes the only
smart investment. Deflationary times are
tough times.

Yet the Fed is intent on killing a very
weak recovery that has yet to include most
Americans. The T percent growth rate in the
fourth quarter of 1993 was heavily con-
centrated in housing, antomobiles and busi-
ness equipment. High interest rates will hurt
these sectors, and the Fed's large rate in-
creases have hit the economy at a time when
growth has already slowed dramatically.

Since January, interest rates on 30-year
Treasury bonds have risen 1.3 percent and
those on 30-year fixed rate mortgages have
risen 1.5 percent. These rates did not soar be-
cause of worries about inflation. Rather,
they reflect the payoff that investors must
demand to protect themselves from a Fed
that thinks inflation is about to rise from
the grave. The Fed's erratic behavior has
also led to a currency crisis that made nec-
essary Wednesday's billion-dollar effort to
protect the dollar. While nobody has ever
been hurt by ghosts, investors are showing
that they have real reason to fear a ghost-
busting Fed.”
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SPEAKER'S ANNOUNCEMENT
REGARDING COMITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues who may be listening in their
offices, and anyone who reads the writ-
ten RECORD, or the million and a half
people, Mr. Speaker, that follow the
proceedings of this Chamber by C-
SPAN, electronic means, may not have
seen that the Speaker made an an-
nouncement from the chair yesterday
restating the policy of this House con-
cerning comity or the decency or pre-
vailing feeling of good will among
House Members here and the courtesy
that we extend to elected Members of
the other body, the U.S. Senate, not
just those who served here, but those
who got elected directly there, have
been expanded, and this is a tradition
that has never really come up before,
to include the White House.

I am going to respect the Speaker’s
wishes yesterday, but I want to put
this in a little context, because I spoke
before high school government and eco-
nomics classes at one of my high
schools in my district, Laura High
School, yesterday morning. And I have
been back to my district the last four

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

weekends in a row. I can also add that
coming home last week I came through
Oregon, I am going up to Santa Bar-
bara all day Saturday next, and in just
the last few weeks I have been in Illi-
nois and Florida and Pennsylvania,
just last week campaigning for can-
didates of my party, or in the case of
Pennsylvania for all of the candidates
that were up for reelection yesterday
in Pennsylvania. And questions are
coming up regularly about the Presi-
dent's character. They are asking if we
are going to discuss it on the House
floor. And I told them that I had prom-
ised not to discuss the President's
character until I had talked to our Par-
liamentarian.

Tonight they came to me when they
saw I was signed up for 5 minutes. I
told them I was speaking on Haiti, so
there was no problem. But this is prob-
ably the first time that this rule has
had to be enforced this strenuously on
a sitting President in over 100 years,
maybe since the ill will and lack of
comity when the word ‘‘treason’ was
screamed back and forth in this Cham-
ber. And it was this very Chamber that
opened up in 1857, so it was in this very
great hall that charges of treason were
going back and forth, building up to
the War Between the States, the Civil
War.

So let me read the Speaker’'s words,
both for myself to listen to and for the
million and a half audience who have
missed the beginning of yesterday.

This came after 2 minute speeches.
One was by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss] on my subject tonight,
Haiti. Then Mr. THoMAS of Wyoming
spoke on gun control. Then Mr. LAMAR
SMITH of Texas got up and put an arti-
cle in the RECORD that he said was an
article the likes of which he had never
seen before concerning a sitting Presi-
dent, titled “The Politics of Promis-
cuity." But it was about policy more
than it was about character, and he put
the whole article in. As I understand
from the Parliamentarians, no more
articles should be submitted or will be
put in that discuss the President's
character.

Then Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge
of Allegiance. Then Mr. BALLENGER of
North Carolina got up and spoke about
Robert Bennett being hired to defend
the President on a whole range of
charges.

Then the Speaker got up, and sitting
where you are he stood, Mr. Speaker
pro tempore, and said the following:
The Chair, that is the Speaker, my
good friend, ToM FOLEY, ‘‘wishes to re-
mind Members that comments regard-
ing the President of the United States
are covered by House rules of comity,
and Members should avoid any ref-
erences to the President that involve
suggestions of a personal character.”

I had to read that twice. The Speaker
did r.ot mean issues of character. He
meant suggestions that involve a char-
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acterization of a personal nature. But
this is all about character and separa-
tion of our tripartite system of govern-
ment. But I think we can get by with-
out discussing the latest headlines of
the last week and stick to policy.

The Speaker finished saying, “The
Chair wishes to allow reasonable lati-
tude for debate on subjects of personal
interest.* * *' Now as I have said
many times, I have nine grandkids,
God willing more to come, and it is a
personal interest to me how somebody
speaks about drug use, and then what
is on the public record, or how they
speak about sexual promiscuity and
put Joycelyn Elders and Christine
Gibbe in office, and how this impacts
on the high school kids that I visited
with yesterday.

The Speaker finished, “Members will
observe the rules of comity with regard
to the President,” and it goes without
saying the Vice President, ‘‘Members
of the other body, and their fellow
Members."

I had six Democrats tell me last
Thursday that they thought we would
invade Haiti to get the scandals off the
front page of the paper. I thought they
were kidding. And then I saw they were
not laughing. And then they said rath-
er cynically it worked for President
Reagan. I guess they meant the trag-
edy of the 220 Marines, 17 Navy, and 4
Army soldiers all being blown up in the
barracks in Beirut on October 23, 1983;
2 days later we liberated the Island of
Grenada. That was a policy problem.
President Reagan took his lumps on
Beirut, pulled out. Grenada was a to-
tally different issue. And they also said
it worked for President Bush. I did not
know President Bush was down in the
polls all that much. But I guess they
meant the recession was deepening,
and so we went to war with Iraq, to lib-
erate Kuwait. After the liberation, his
ratings were up around 90 percent. I do
not for a moment share that view, and
think they were being cynical in the
extreme. Both Grenada and Kuwait
were in the United States national in-
terest.

But they said to me quite seriously
they thought that we would have to go
into Haiti, and that it might be driven
by the scandals. I do not think anybody
in the administration, and here is BoB
DORNAN defending the Clinton adminis-
tration, would be that cynical. I do not
think they would sacrifice one combat
man or combat woman now that we are
putting women in harm’s way to up the
President’s machismo factor.

However, I think we are heading to-
ward a policy that will squander the
lives of Americans to reinstall Aristide
as President of Haiti. This very day,
and I only found this out on the phone
10 minutes ago, members of Haiti's
Parliament, which was democratically
elected on December 17, 1990, voted in a
new President with Cedre’s blessing. A
United States embassy spokesman in
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Haiti said it was the act of a desperate
regime. That may prove to be true, but
we do not know now.

There has to be some sort of demo-
cratic center in Haiti. There is in every
country. Aristide, however, is not that
center. Neither is the military. There
is a man, or in these days a woman
somewhere that wants to say here is
where the democratic center is, and I
do not mean the political center. I
mean the center of gravity in this
country is here.

Mr. Speaker, I say with clearness and
with as much forcefulness as I can
muster, and I have been to Haiti three
times in my life, and I know how this

country suffers, Aristide is
anticapitalism, anti-American,
antireligion, anti-Christian, anti-

Catholic. This fallen-away Catholic
priest is anti-Catholic. He has dabbled
in voodoo and is not worth the finger of
a single American fighting person, let
alone putting somebody in a wheel-
chair, let alone as Aideed caused 18 of
the best Rangers and Delta Force spe-
cial ops guys to come home in caskets
from Mogadishu. Aideed today rules
the roost in Mogadishu. What did we
accomplish?

I have spoken to the fathers and
mothers, I have the sister of one of the
men killed in the gallery with his wife,
Keith Pearson and Keith's sister.

What do we tell parents if they die in
Haiti? When the Marines went in 1915
they stayed 19 years and they did not
come out until 1934. We can have a get-
in policy just like that. It is the get-
out policy that is tough.

I will do an hour tomorrow on Haiti
without any references to Clinton pol-
icy in the past, but what might happen
in the future; 1 hour on Haiti and I will
read. Let me close on this, Mr. Speak-
er. Here is a letter that I got from a
young businessman in Haiti who is
back in the United States.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I will never forget the
morning you rode through the streets of Port
au Prince with me during the riots. Your in-
terest was most appreciated.

I visited his fabric factory with 100
men and women at work in good work-
ing conditions, no sweat shop, U.S.
Standards.

0O 1920

He said:

Our factory was nationalized after Aristide
came to power. I lost everything. All I
brought back, Congressman, was a couple of
bullet wounds. No, it is not safe for Amer-
ican business. We may have 100,000 Haitians
coming to New York and to Florida. I say,
take off the sanctions. If we do not, we have
to let people in.

And we had better do something
about finding the democratic center,
and it is not this phony anti-Christian
ex-priest Aristide, not worth a single
American life,
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. FROST (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today, on account of illness.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
(at the request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for
today, on account of official business.

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. MORELLA) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. EWING, for 6 minutes, today.

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY,
today.

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LAUGHLIN, for 5 minutes, today.

for 5 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. MORELLA) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FIELDS of Texas in two instances.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. BILIRAKIS.

Mr. EHLERS.

Mr. SOLOMON in two instances.
Mr. BEREUTER.

Mr. GRAMS.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

PACKARD.

KimM.

STUMP.

SUNDQUIST.

GILLMOR in six instances.
PoMBoO.

MACHTLEY.

HORN in three instances.

Mrs. BENTLEY.

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

HAMILTON.

PASTOR.

ACKERMAN in two instances.
REED in two instances.
BROWN of California.
MANTON in two instances.
DE LUGO.

RusH.

POSHARD in two instances.
VENTO.

HALL of Ohio.

BAccHUS of Florida.
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Mr. ANDREWS of Texas.
Mr. MATSUL
Mr. MANN in two instances.
Mr. FOGLIETTA.
Mr. FORD of Michigan.
Mr. TOWNS in two instances.
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
Mr. LEHMANN.
Mr. NADLER.
Mr. COPPERSMITH.
Mr. KLEIN.
Mr. DE LA GARZA.
Mr. TRAFICANT.
Mr.

ABERCROMBIE in two instances.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 341. An act to provide for a land ex-
change between the Secretary of Agriculture
and Eagle and Pitkin Counties in Colorado,
and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 20 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, May 12, 1994, at 10 a.m.

L —————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’'s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3152. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize appropriations for Federal civil de-
fense programs for fiscal year 1985, pursuant
to 31 U.8.C. 1110; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3153. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 10-239, “Full Funding of
Pension Liability Retirement Reform
Amendment Act of 1994, pursuant to D.C.
Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

3154. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 10-238, “*Omnibus Criminal
Justice Reform Amendment Act of 1994,
pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

3155. A letter from the Executive Director,
District of Columbia Retirement Board,
transmitting financial disclosure statements
of Board members, pursuant to D.C. Code,
sections 1-732, 1-734(a)(1)XA); to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

3156. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting a report on the Com-
prehensive Child Development Program, pur-
suant to 42 U.8.C. 9881, to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

3157. A letter from the Chairperson, Na-.
tional Institute for Literacy, transmitting
the first annual report of the National Insti-
tute board for fiscal year 1993, pursuant to
Public Law 102-73, section 103 (1056 Stat. 338);
to the Committee on Education and Labor.
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8158. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a report concerning the
costs and benefits of industrial reporting and
voluntary targets for energy efficiency; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

31569. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB
estimate of the amount of change in outlays
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal
year through fiscal year 1999 resulting from
passage of S. 2004, pursuant to Public Law
101-508, Sec. 13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388-582); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

3160. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB
estimate of the amount of change in outlays
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal
year through fiscal year 1999 resulting from
passage of H.R. 2884 and 8. 375, pursuant to
Public Law 101-508, section 13101(a) (104 Stat.
1388-582); to the Committee on government
Operations.

3161. A letter from the Financial Officer,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the
annual management report for the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation, pursuant to Public
Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

3162. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the an-
nual report of the Civil Service Retirement
and Disability Fund for fiscal year 1993, pur-
suant to 31 U.8.C. 9503{a)(1)}(B) and 5 U.S8.C.
1308(a); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

8163. A letter from the Director, Financial
Services, Library of Congress, transmitting
activities of the U.8. Capitol Preservation
Commission Fund for the 6-month period
which ended on March 31, 1994, pursuant to
Public Law 100-696, section 804 (102 Stat.
4610); to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

3164. A letter from the Executive Director,
American Chemical Society, transmitting
the Society’s annual report for the calendar
year 1993, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(2), 1103;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3165. A letter from the Executive Director
for Government Affairs, Retired Enlisted As-
sociation, transmitting the association’s fi-
nancial report for the period ending Decem-
ber 31, 1993; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

3166. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize appropriations for activities under
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act
of 1974, and for other purposes, pursuant to 31
U.8.C. 1110; to the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology.

3167. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a list of selected sites
for the consolidation and reform of DOD fi-
nance and accounting activities; jointly, to
the Committees on Government Operations
and Armed Services.

3168. A letter from the Chairman, Physi-
cian Payment Review Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission's 1994 annual report,
pursuant to 42 U.S8.C. 1395w-1(c)(1)(D); joint-
ly, to the Committees on Ways and Means
and Energy and Commerce.

3169. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled, ‘‘Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Amend-
ments of 1994"; jointly, to the Committees
on Energy and Commerce, the Judiciary, and
the District of Columbia.

3170. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report to Congress on U.S.
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Government efforts to combat terrorism;
jointly, to the Committees on Intelligence
(Permanent Select), the Judiciary, and For-
eign Affairs.

3171. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled, “Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1994"; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Public Works and Transpor-
tation, Natural Resources, Energy and Com-
merce, Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
Science, Space, and Technology, Foreign Af-
fairs, Small Business, the Judiciary, and
Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr. DINGELL: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 965. A bill to pro-
vide for toy safety and for other purposes
(Rept. 103-500). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. DINGELL: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3869. A bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend programs relating to the health of indi-
viduals who are members of minority groups,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 103-501). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HALL of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 421. Resolution waiving
points of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (S. 2000) to authorize
appropriations for fiscal years 1995 through
1998 to carry out the Head Start Act and the
Community Services Block Grant Act, and
for other purposes (Rept. 103-502). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 422. Resclution providing
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 518) to
designate certain lands in the California
desert as wilderness, to establish the Death
Valley and Joshua Tree National Parks and
the Mojave National Monument, and for
other purposes (Rept. 103-503). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 423. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2473) to des-
ignate certain National Forest lands in the
State of Montana as wilderness, to release
other National Forest lands in the State of
Montana for multiple use management, and
for other purposes (Rept. 103-504). Referred
to the House Calendar.

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

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

H.R. 518. Discharged from the Union Cal-
endar and referred to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries for a period end-
ing not later than May 11, 1994, for consider-
ation of such provisions of the bill and
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of
that committee pursuant to clause l(m) of
rule X.

——— R —

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE-
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED
Under clause 5 of rule X the following

action was taken by the Speaker:
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The Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries discharged from further consider-
ation of H.R. 518. H.R. 518 referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

The Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries discharged from further consider-
ation of H.R. 2473; H.R. 2473 referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey:

H.R. 4384. A bill to substitute evaluations
of educational quality for cohort default
rates in eligibility determinations for propri-
etary institutions of higher education under
Federal student assistance programs; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mr, MI-
NETA, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. PETRI):

H.R. 4385. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to designate the National High-
way System, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself,
Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. BISHOP):

H.R. 4386. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, authorizing the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to provide compensation to
veterans suffering from disabilities resulting
from illnesses attributed to service in the
Persian Gulf theater of operations during the
Persian Gulf war, to provide for increased re-
search into illnesses reported by Persian
Gulf war veterans, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. BENTLEY:

H.R. 4387. A bill to require that an applica-
tion for a writ of habeas corpus be submitted
with the consent of the person for whose re-
lief it is intended; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for
himself, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. MINGE, and Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska):

H.R. 4388. A bill to establish the Northern
Great Plains Rural Development Commis-
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota:

H.R. 4389. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to consider, in issuing national
park concessions contracts, the extent to
which those contracts involve Indians and
Indian-owned businesses, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. KLEIN (for himself and Mr.
VENTO):

H.R. 4390. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to reform and simplify the sin-
gle family home mortgage insurance pro-
gram of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself Mr.
STUDDS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, and Mr.
BATEMAN):

H.R. 4391. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Federal Maritime Commission
for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
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By Mr. MCcCURDY:

H.R. 4392. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to authorize the distribution of Federal
surplus property to nonprofit organizations
providing assistance to the hungry and the
indigent; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mrs. Lowey, Mr. FIsH, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. LEVY):

H.R. 4393. A bill to redesignate General
Grant National Memorial as Grant’s Tomb
National Memorial, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 43%4. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of mandatory State-operated com-
prehensive one-call systems to protect natu-
ral gas and hazardous liguid pipelines and all
other underground facilities from being dam-
aged by any excavations, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Public
Works and Transportation and Energy and
Commerce.

By Ms. SCHENK:

H.R. 4395. A bill to amend the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act to provide
that the requirement regarding the contin-
ued educational placement of children with
disabilities in public schools during the
pendency of certain proceedings shall not
apply with respect to disciplinary proceed-
ings against those children for possession of
firearms; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina:

H.R. 4396. A bill to amend section 203 of the
National Housing Act to increase the maxi-
mum mortgage amount limitation under the
gsingle family housing mortgage insurance
program of the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development for homes in nonhigh-
cost areas; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 4397. A bill to permit refunding of cer-
tain bonds; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HALL of Ohio (for himself, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr, HUGHES,
and Mr. SMITH of Michigan):

H.J. Res. 366. Joint resolution to proclaim
the week of October 16 through October 22,
1994, as ‘“National Character Counts Week'’;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr.
LEHMAN, Mr. TORRES, Mr. BONIOR,
and Mr. HOYER):

H. Con. Res. 247. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the Nagorno Karabagh conflict; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MICHEL:

H. Con. Res. 248. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of eulogies and en-
comiums of the late President of the United
States, Richard M. Nixon, as expressed in the
House of Representatives and the Senate; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself and Mr.
HASTERT):

H. Res. 424. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that Mem-
bers of Congress should have the opportunity
to offer an amendment striking an employer
mandate in any legislation to reform our
health care system; to the Committee on
Rules.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

366. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, relative to truck safety; jointly, to the
Committees on Armed Services and Science,
Space, and Technology.

367. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to welfare recipients’ income; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

368. Also, memorial of the Council of the
District of Columbia, relative to democracy
in Haiti; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

369, Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to Lorton Penitentiary,; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

370. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to historically black colleges and uni-
versities; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

371. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to the “Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act"; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

372. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to safe drinking water; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

373. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to unfunded mandates; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

374. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to Indian tribes in Virginia; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

375. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to human rights; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

376. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to funding for South Battlefield Boule-
vard; to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

377, Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to the National Highway System; to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

379. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to diesel fuel;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

380. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to health insurance; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

381. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the Commonwealth of Virginia, rel-
ative to low income families; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII:
Mr. VOLKMER introduced a bill (H.R. 4398)

for the relief of Lester J. Reschly; which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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H.R. 123: Mr. BUYER, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
HUFFINGTON, and Mr. RAMSTAD.

H.R. 124: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 169: Mr. BAKER of California.

HR. 291: Mr. KyL, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mrs.
MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. GUNDERSON, and Mr.
MCHUGH.

H.R. 300: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 411: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 417 Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. CANADY, Mr. KASICH, Mr. DREIER,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. HANCOCK.

H.R. 421: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. GEJD-
ENSON, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. COYNE.

H.R. 546: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. ROSE, and Mr,
GEJDENSON.

H.R. 551: Mr. PENNY.

H.R. T02: Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. LINDER,
and Mr. GRANDY.

H.R. 7T16: Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 769: Mr. DARDEN and Mr. HALL of
Texas.

H.R. 7T73: Mr. GALLO.

H.R. 784: Mr. JACOBS.

H.R. 799: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas.

H.R. 885: Mr. LINDER and Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio.

H.R. 957: Mr. FARR and Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 1156: Ms. MOLINARI and Mr. JOHNSON
of South Dakota.

H.R. 1354: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 1493: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida.

H.R. 1583: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
KLEIN, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BEILENSON, and
Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 1596: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 2145: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. S8TUDDS, Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. CANADY, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr.
GINGRICH.

H.R. 2417: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

H.R. 2437: Mr. WHEAT.

H.R. 2859; Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. ZELIFF.

H.R. 3087: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. WELDON, Mr.
MoORAN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. DREIER, and Mr.
ROEMER.

H.R. 3173: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. FIELDS of
Texas, and Mr. POSHARD.

H.R. 3247: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. JOHNSON of South
Dakota, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, and Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey.

H.R. 3266: Mr. SHAW and Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 3293: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. Goss.

H.R. 3328: Mrs. CLAYTON.

H.R. 3461: Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 3462: Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 3463: Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 3486:
TAUZIN.

H.R. 3538: Mr. TUCKER, Mr. LEACH, Mrs.
CLAYTON, and Mr. REED.

H.R. 3546: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 3573: Mrs. CLAYTON,

H.R. 3630: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 3645: Mr, SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 3656: Mr. COBLE and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 3663: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 3694: Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
TORKILDSEN, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. OLVER, Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr.
GIBBONS, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. DEFAZzIO, and
Mr. RAMSTAD.,

H.R. 3790: Mr. JACOBS.

H.R. 3795: Mr. CLINGER.

H.R. 3797: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. FRANKS of
New Jersey, Mr. GINGRICH, and Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 3820: Mr. SIsisKy, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
VOLKMER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.

Mr. CoLLINS of Georgia and Mr.
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HOUGHTON, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr
YOouNG of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. EWING,
Mr. COYNE, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BAccHUS of Flor-
ida, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr, WILLIAMS, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mr. KLUG, and Mr, SCOTT.

H.R. 3843: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. MUR-
PHY.

H.R. 3844: Mr. MURPHY.

H.R. 3866: Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. BECERRA, Ms.
ROs-LEHTINEN, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. VOLKMER.

H.R. 3871: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. SoLo-
MON.

H.R. 3905: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 3336: Mr. EwING, Mr. PARKER, Mr.
LEwis of Florida, Mr. FINGERHUT, and Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 3951: Mr. DARDEN and Mr. GLICKMAN.

H.R. 4024: Mr. EVANS, Mr. PAYNE of New
Jersey, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. COLEMAN.

H.R. 4050: Ms. NORTON, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Ms. HARMAN, and Mr. DARDEN.

H.R. 4074: Mr. LEVY, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. TowNS, Mr. CASTLE, and Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 4137: Mr. WALSH, Mr. KING, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr.
SCHIFF.
R. 4142;: Mr. GALLO.

R. 4189: Mr. LEVY and Mr. MEEHAN,
R. 4208: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and
DEUTSCH.

H.R. 4233: Mr. TANNER, Mr. WILSON, and
Mrs. VUCANOVICH.

H.R. 4258: Mrs. LLOYD.

H.R. 4260: Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
MILLER of California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BEVILL,
Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 4276: Mr. BEILENSON.

H.R. 4292: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
MANN, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. EVANS, Mr. TORKILDSEN,
Mr. SHAYS, Ms. FURSE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. GLICKMAN.

H.

H.

H.
Mr.
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H.R. 4369: Mr. HORN and Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka.

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. DELAY and Mr. YOUNG of
Florida.

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey,
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. Lazio, Mr.
FOGLIETTA, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.J. Res. 293: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr.
FLAKE.

H.J. Res. 297: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas and
Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.J. Res. 302: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,
MACHTLEY, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. SKEEN,
DELAURO, and Mr. BARCIA of Michigan.

H.J. Res. 314: Mr., SARPALIUS and Mr.
FLAKE.

H.J. Res. 315: Mr. BLUTE, Mr. BUNNING, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. FRANKS of Con-
necticut, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KM, Mr.
KING, Mr. MACHTLEY, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr.
QUILLEN, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
SHAW, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr, VENTO, Mr. WASHINGTON, Ms.
WATERS, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. BAKER of Califor-
nia, Mr. EVERETT, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. GALLO,
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. KINGSTON, Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. LaAzIo, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr.
McNuLTY, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD,
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr.
ROGERS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr, SCHIFF, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SLATTERY, and
Ms, SLAUGHTER.

H.J. Res. 327: Mr. ENGEL and Ms. PELOSI.

H.J. Res. 328: Mrs. BYRNE and Mr. HORN.

H.J. Res. 333 Mr. BARLOW, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HAMBURG, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. BAccHUS of Florida, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr.
ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. COLEMAN, Mrs.
FOWLER, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Mr. LAZIO,

Mr.
Ms.
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Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. HYDE, Ms. DANNER, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. OLVER, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. JACOBS, Mr,
WiILsON, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. SMITH of Iowa,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr., BARCA of Wisconsin,
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. SWIFT,
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. BIsSHOP, Mr.
BEVILL, Mr. FisH, Mr. FOorD of Michigan, Mr.
PARKER, Mr. HAYES, Mr. COYNE, Mr. TAYLOR
of Mississippi, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. GORDON,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. KiM, Mr. CLINGER, Mr.
SHARP, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. WYDEN, Ms.
LoNg, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ForD of Tennessee,
Mr. HALL Ohio, and Ms. WATERS.

H.J. Res. 338: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr.
MCKEON.

H.J. Res. 356: Mr. STOKES, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. FILNER, Miss COLLINS of
Michigan.

H.J. Res. 362: Mrs. BYRNE, Mrs. FARR, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. PETERSON of
Florida.

H. Con. Res. 15: Mr. LEACH.

H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana.

H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. BILIRAKIS,

H. Con. Res. 199: Mr. RICHARDSON and Mr.
Youna of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 235: Mr. DIXON, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. KLEIN,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. AN-
DREWS of Maine, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. MINGE, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. REED,
Mr. WATT, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FROST, Mr. GOR-
DON, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. MAT-
8UI, Mr. SHEPHERD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MI-
NETA, Mr. STRICKLAND and Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

H.J. Res. 302: Mr. HUTTO.
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