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June 17, 1994

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 17, 1994

The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr, MONTGOMERY].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 17, 1994.

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V.
(Sonny) Montgomery to act as Speaker pro
tempore on this day.

THOMAS S. FOLEY,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

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

As we come together in this moment
of prayer anticipating the crowded
agendas of daily life, let us focus on
thanksgiving, gratitude and praise—
thanksgiving for the gift of the rest of
the night and new energy for the day;
gratitude for the gift of work and the
privilege of service to the people of this
Nation and praise to You, O God, for
Your mighty acts of mercy and com-
passion to us and to all Your people.
Amen.

| ———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day'’'s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KING]
please come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. KING led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces there will be five 1-
minute speeches on each side.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE STATE
SENATOR NORMAN MERRELL

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is
with sadness that I speak on the death
of a good friend and Missouri State
Senator, Norman Merrell. Senator
Merrell was first elected to the Mis-
souri State Senate in 1970, and served
until his untimely death this past
Tuesday. During his tenure, he served
as President pro tem three times, and
for a number of years was chairman of
the Appropriation Committee.

Mr. Speaker, his accomplishments
are many, but he will best be remem-
bered for his devotion to the people of
our State, his strength of character
and his capacity for friendship. We en-
tered the State senate together, and I
had the privilege of serving with him
for 6 years, 4 of which we shared an
apartment in Jefferson City.

He was a true friend and wise adviser,
Mr. Speaker, and I join his wife,
Carlene, his children, and thousands of
Missourians who will truly miss him.

Senator Norman Merrell reflected
the very best of our State of Missouri.

——

AMERICA'S BUSIEST COMMUTER
RAILROAD HAS STOPPED RUNNING

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

Mr. LEVY. Mr. Speaker, it is with re-
gret that I rise to inform the House
that negotiations between labor and
management of the Long Island Rail
Road have failed, that transport work-
ers have struck, and that trains have
stopped running. More than 254,000
daily commuters have been forced to
find alternate transportation, and the
metropolitan area's already overtaxed
transportation infrastructure is being
burdened further.

This is an emergency. That is why,
on a bipartisan basis, Long Island’s
five-member congressional delegation
is introducing legislation to get the
parties back to the table and to get the
trains running again. I ask my col-
leagues to support that legislation.

Strikes against America’s busiest
suburban commuter line wreak havoc
on the day-to-day lives, not only of
those who use the railroad, but of ev-
eryone who commutes between Long
Island and New York City.

In addition—and it is critical that
my colleagues understand this—when
the Long Island Railroad stops run-
ning, parts of New York stop function-
ing. And, when parts of New York stop
functioning, our Nation is crippled.

Please support our bipartisan bill to
get the Long Island Railroad running
again,

HEALTH CARE RESULTS, NOT
PROMISES

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, we have
an opportunity in this session of Con-
gress to make a significant, positive
difference in the lives of our Nation's
citizens. We have an opportunity to
guarantee health care that can never
be taken away.

Why must we change and improve
our health care system? Because mil-
lions of Americans live in fear of losing
their health coverage. Because millions
more currently have no health insur-
ance—and 80 percent of those are work-
ing Americans.

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Under the
President’s plan, every American citi-
zen is insured. Under the President's
plan, health care can never be taken
away. If you get sick, you are covered.
If you have a pre-existing medical con-
dition, you are covered. If you are laid
off, change jobs or move to another
community, you are covered. If you
start your own small business, you are
covered.

“You decide how and when and from
which doctor you will get your health
care. You pick the health plan that
best serves your needs. It will be illegal
for an insurance company to drop your
coverage when you become sick or
grow older.”

Under the President's plan, Ameri-
cans will gain important new coverage
for prescription drugs, dental care,
mental illness, and long term care in
their homes.

The President has taken the leader-
ship on this crucial issue. Now it is our
turn. Let us seize this opportunity. It
may not come our way again.

THE STRIKE BY THE LONG ISLAND
RAILROAD MUST BE ENDED

(Mr. KING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, the current
strike by the Long Island Railroad is
an economic catastrophe for the New
York regions Long Island and New
York City. I call upon my colleagues to
support the emergency legislation
which has been agreed to by the five-

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (11407 is 2:07 p.m.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,



June 17, 1994

Member Long Island delegation: Mr.
LEVY, Mr. LAz1o, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER,
Mr. ACKERMAN, and I. I want to empha-
size this legislation has also been ap-
proved by Governor Cuomo and Sen-
ator D'AMATO.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a regional
issue. It is a national issue, and it is
absolutely essential that President
Clinton take a leadership role in focus-
ing national attention on this issue.

I implore President Clinton to call on
the Congress to adopt legislation so
that all the Members know this is not
a narrow regional issue. It is a national
economic issue. It is essential to our
region, yes, but it is also vital to this
Nation that this strike be ended, that
the strikers go back, the trains run and
binding arbitration begin.

In 1987, Mr. Speaker, Congress did the
right thing. It adopted legislation
which ended the strike. I call upon the
Congress to do so once again, and I call
upon the President, most importantly,
to provide the leadership which is abso-
lutely necessary if this strike is to end
and if our region is to be saved.

e —————
MFN STATUS FOR CHINA IS
NONSENSE
(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, let us
see if we can understand this:

United Nations experts say that if
nuclear war would break out with
North Korea, China would support
North Korea. American experts even
say that if nuclear war would break
out, China would support North Korea
over America economically, politi-
cally, and militarily.

So, what does this mean? It means
that an American family buys a toast-
er. The dollars go to China, and they go
into a Chinese bank and, if nuclear war
breaks out, American dollars in Chi-
nese banks will be used to help North
Korea kill American soldiers.

Beam me up.

And what does Congress do about it?

Congress is approving most-favored-
nation trade status for China.

To boot, their wages are 17 cents an
hour.

Shame, Congress, Shame. This makes
no sense. It is known as nonsense on
the streets of America.

ST. PETER VERSUS THE IRS

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, there are
two certainties in life: death and taxes.
The advantage of death is that judg-
ment comes immediately. There is no
surprise audit 2 years later.

Certainly there are no letters such as
one my constituent received from the
IRS. It reads, and I quote:
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Our records show that you are a current or
retired Federal employee. We previously
billed you for your overdue Federal tax. We
still have not received your full payment.
The amount our records show you owe is
$0.00.

That is right. The IRS sent a letter
to a taxpayer telling him he does not
owe them anything.

‘““Because you haven't paid,” the let-
ter states, ‘“we must now consider fil-
ing a Notice of Federal Tax Lien.” The
IRS is going to place a tax lien on a
taxpayer who does not owe them any-
thing.

““‘We also must consider taking your
wages, property, pension, or other as-
sets to pay the amount you owe."'—
which, as the letter already stated, is
nothing.

Honest, hardworking Americans
being threatened by their own govern-
ment for owing nothing.

Mr. Speaker, Saint Peter is charged
with sorting thousands of souls every
day, and I have yet to hear a com-
plaint. The IRS is expected to review
100 million tax returns every year. It is
obvious they are not up to the task.

Give me a break.

This is no way to run a tax system.
Support the Traficant taxpayer protec-
tion bill and my taxpayer rights legis-
lation.

Let us return sanity to our Tax Code.

| ——

0 0910

DO NOT CHANGE REFUGEE LAWS
FOR HOMOSEXUALS

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, as re-
ported by CBS News, Attorney General
Janet Reno announced a shocking new
shift of refugee policy for the United
States—from now on, homosexuals will
be eligible to come to this country as
political refugees.

Americans are proud of the way that
this Nation has welcomed those who
have risked their lives to fight for
basic human rights in their home
lands. However, bringing refugees to
this country is an expensive process for
American taxpayers, and those slots
should be reserved for those who truly
risk their lives to stand up for their
fellow man.

We need to ask ourselves where our
priorities are. Do we really want all
our refugee slots for a region filled by
those applying for asylum based on
sexual preference while others who flee
political persecution for their lives are
turned down?

For anyone in the countries named
by Attorney General Reno, the easiest
road to a trip to the United States is
claiming that one is a homosexual.
This policy is subject to widespread
abuse.

From the start, this policy is a bad
idea, and I call on President Clinton to
reject this proposal immediately.
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MISSION OF THE HOUSE IS TO
LEGISLATE, NOT TO RESCUE
THE PRESIDENCY

(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, I think ev-
erybody understands that our mission
here is to legislate. We have some chal-
lenging areas to legislate—crime, bal-
ancing the budget, health care. It is a
very big agenda, and America is wait-
ing and watching.

But too often around here I hear the
sentiment that ‘*We have to do this or
that, we have got to get this bill out,
and we have got to get something out
there right now for the purpose of pro-
tecting the President.” We read that
justification in the press. In one of the
most memorable votes we have ever
seen during my time here on the budg-
et, the idea was that ‘‘The Presidency
will fail if we don’t support the Presi-
dent's economic package.”

It is not whether it is a good eco-
nomic package; it is that “We've got to
support it because it will fail or he will
fail if we don’t support his package.”
That happened in this Chamber and in
the other body as well.

Mr. Speaker, I hope this is not going
to be the driving force of our health
care debate. Serious consequences are
out there for every American's pocket-
book and quality of life across this
country. Our criterion must be good
legislation. Health care is not a rescue
mission for the White House. The
White House does a great job saving it-
self.

AGRICULTURAL, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1995

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4554) mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1995, and for other pur-

poses.
The motion was agreed to.

0 0913

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill, H.R.
4554, with Mr, SPRATT in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
June 16, 1994, all time for general de-
bate had expired.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
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the bill, H.R. 4554, and all amendments
thereto, close at 2 p.m.

I have discussed this with the rank-
ing minority member, the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN],

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
on the gquestion about time, last night
there was some type of agreement that
we come in at 9 o'clock so we could get
out by 2, and I certainly concurred in
that because it was a good idea. But we
have 14 amendments on this bill that
are coming up. What happens then? Are
we going to hopefully vote on this bill
at 2 o’'clock, or do we have to clear out
of here by 2 o'clock?

What is the agreement? We will have
a motion to recommit and then final
passage, but will that come at 2
o’clock? What is the intent?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I think we should
aim to complete all action on this bill
by 2 p.m., which would mean calling
some of the motions the gentleman has
noted even before 2 o’clock.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. So, if I may
continue, the idea is that we will be
voting at possibly 1:30 or something
like that? With 14 amendments, is
there some way to manage it so we will
not have 5 amendments left at 1:30 to
consider? How are we going to allocate
the time?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, last year we had
success with every Member who offered
amendments. Each Member agreed by
unanimous consent to limit debate on
each amendment. We did that in an or-
derly fashion.

I am going to propose, along with the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN], that each Member have some
amount of specific time with the cer-
tainty that they will be allowed to
offer their amendments.

I will add, though, that this is an
open rule, so we suspect there could be
anywhere from zero amendments up to
14 or more. So I ask for the indulgence
and the cooperation of every Member
to please come to the floor and alert
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN] and myself of their intentions
so that we can allocate a period of time
for Members to debate their amend-
ments and we can call it to a vote, if
necessary.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I will say that I concur
with the sentiment just expressed by
the chairman of the subcommittee. I
think we have drawn the lines. All the
Members are very familiar with the de-
bate. There is not new material to be
covered, so let us get on with the de-
bate and get it done in a timely fashion
and get out of here by 2 o'clock.
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Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. By agreement,
then, the House will complete its de-
bate on this bill by 2 o'clock this after-
noon.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4554

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1995, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$2,801,000: Provided, That not to exceed $11,000
of this amount, along with any unobligated
balances of representation funds in the For-
eign Agricultural Service shall be available
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, not otherwise provided for, as deter-
mined by the Secretary: Provided further,
That the Secretary may transfer salaries and
expenses funds in this Act sufficient to fi-
nance a total of not to exceed 35 staff years
between agencies of the Department of Agri-
culture to meet workload requirements.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Budget and Program Analysis, including em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $5,000 is
for employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109,
$5,795,000.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Chief Finan-
cial Officer to carry out the mandates of the
Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, $580,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Administration to
carry out the programs funded in this Act,
$596,000.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND

RENTAL PAYMENTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro-
grams and activities of the Department of
Agriculture which are included in this Act,
$106,571,000, of which $18,614,000 shall be re-
tained by the Department of Agriculture for
the operation, maintenance, and repair of
Agriculture buildings: Provided, That in the
event an agency within the Department of
Agriculture should require modification of
space needs, the Secretary of Agriculture
may transfer a share of that agency's appro-
priation made available by this Act to this
appropriation, or may transfer a share of
this appropriation to that agency's appro-
priation, but such transfers shall not exceed
5 per centum of the funds made available for
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space rental and related costs to or from this
account. In addition, for construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the programs of
the Department, where not otherwise pro-
vided, $28,622,000, to remain available until
expended; making a total appropriation of
$135,193,000.
ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA)

For necessary expenses for activities of ad-
visory committees of the Department of Ag-
riculture which are included in this Act,
$928,000: Provided, That no other funds appro-
priated to the Department of Agriculture in
this Act shall be available to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for support of activities
of advisory committees.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Agriculture, to comply with the require-
ment of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g),
and section 6001 of the Resource Conserva-
tion and Recovery Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
6961, $15,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That appropriations and
funds available herein to the Department of
Agriculture for hazardous waste manage-
ment may be transferred to any agency of
the Department for its use in meeting all re-
quirements pursuant to the above Acts on
Federal and non-Federal lands.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Finance and Management, $4,477,000,
for Personnel, Operations, Information Re-
sources Management, Civil Rights Enforce-
ment, Small and Disadvantaged Business
Utilization, Administrative Law Judges and
Judicial Officer, and Emergency Programs,
$21,710,000; making a total of $26,187,000 for
Departmental Administration to provide for
necessary expenses for management support
services to offices of the Department of Agri-
culture and for general administration and
emergency preparedness of the Department
of Agriculture, repairs and alterations, and
other miscellaneous supplies and expenses
not otherwise provided for and necessary for
the practical and efficient work of the De-
partment of Agriculture, including employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 is for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be reimbursed from
applicable appropriations in this Act for
travel expenses incident to the holding of
hearings as required by 5 U.S.C. 551-558.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
tions to carry out the programs funded in
this Act, including programs involving inter-
governmental affairs and liaison within the
executive branch, $1,764,000.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices relating to the coordination of programs
involving public affairs, and for the dissemi-
nation of agricultural information and the
coordination of information, work and pro-
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart-
ment, 58,198,000, including employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.8.C. 2225), of
which not to exceed $10,000 shall be available
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for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not
to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for farmers’
bulletins.
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended, $63,918,000, including such sums
as may be necessary for contracting and
other arrangements with public agencies and
private persons pursuant to section 6(a)(9) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amend-
ed, and including a sum not to exceed $50,000
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; and in-
cluding a sum not to exceed $95,000 for cer-
tain confidential operational expenses in-
cluding the payment of informants, to be ex-
pended under the direction of the Inspector
General pursuant to Public Law 95-452 and
section 1337 of Public Law 97-98.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $25,992,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

EcoNOMICS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Economics to carry
out the programs funded in this Act, $540,000.

EcoNOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic
Research Service in conducting economic re-
search and service relating to agricultural
production, marketing, and distribution, as
authorized by the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946 (T U.S.C. 1621-1627) and other
laws, including economics of marketing;
analyses relating to farm prices, income and
population, and demand for farm products,
use of resources in agriculture, adjustments,
costs and returns in farming, and farm fi-
nance; research relating to the economic and
marketing aspects of farmer cooperatives;
and for analysis of supply and demand for
farm products in foreign countries and their
effect on prospects for United States exports,
progress in economic development and its re-
lation to sales of farm products, assembly
and analysis of agricultural trade statistics
and analysis of international financial and
monetary programs and policies as they af-
fect the competitive position of United
States farm products, $54,306,000; of which
$500,000 shall be available for investigation,
determination, and finding as to the effect
upon the production of food and upon the ag-
ricultural economy of any proposed action
affecting such subject matter pending before
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency for presentation, in the
public interest, before said Administrator,
other agencies or before the courts: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available for
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225): Provided further, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for analysis of
statistics and related facts on foreign pro-
duction and full and complete information
on methods used by other countries to move
farm commodities in world trade on a com-
petitive basis.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Statistics Service in conducting
statistical reporting and service work, in-
cluding crop and livestock estimates, statis-
tical coordination and improvements, and
marketing surveys, as authorized by the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1621-1627) and other laws, $81,424,000: Pro-
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vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second
sentence of section T06(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$40,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
WORLD AGRICULTURAL OUTLOOK BOARD

For necessary expenses of the World Agri-
cultural Outlook Board to coordinate and re-
view all commodity and aggregate agricul-
tural and food data used to develop outlook
and situation material within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, as authorized by the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1622(g)), $2,498,000: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225).

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

SCIENCE AND EDUCATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education to administer the laws en-
acted by the Congress for the Agricultural
Research Service, Cooperative State Re-
search Service, Extension Service, and Na-
tional Agricultural Library, $520,000.

ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND

COMMERCIALIZATION REVOLVING FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Alternative Agricultural Research and Com-
mercialization Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5901-
5908), $4,000,000 is appropriated to the Alter-
native Agricultural Research and Commer-
cialization Revolving Fund.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to enable the Agri-
cultural Research Service to perform agri-
cultural research and demonstration relating
to production, utilization, marketing, and
distribution (not otherwise provided for),
home economics or nutrition and consumer
use, and for acquisition of lands by donation,
exchange, or purchase at a nominal cost not
to exceed $100, $693,977,000: Provided, That ap-
propriations hereunder shall be available for
temporary employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$115,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That ap-
propriations hereunder shall be available for
the operation and maintenance of aircraft
and the purchase of not to exceed one for re-
placement only: Provided further, That appro-
priations hereunder shall be available to
conduct marketing research: Provided fur-
ther, That appropriations hereunder shall be
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the
construction, alteration, and repair of build-
ings and improvements, but unless otherwise
provided the cost of constructing any one
building shall not exceed $250,000, except for
headhouses or greenhouses which shall each
be limited to $1,000,000, and except for ten
buildings to be constructed or improved at a
cost not to exceed $500,000 each, and the cost
of altering any one building during the fiscal
year shall not exceed 10 per centum of the
current replacement value of the building or
$250,000, whichever is greater: Provided fur-
ther, That the limitations on alterations con-
tained in this Act shall not apply to mod-
ernization or replacement of existing facili-
ties at Beltsville, Maryland: Provided further,
That the foregoing limitations shall not
apply to replacement of buildings needed to
carry out the Act of April 24, 1948 (21 U.S.C.
113a): Provided further, That the foregoing
limitations shall not apply to the purchase
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of land at Parlier, California and Grand
Forks, North Dakota: Provided further, That
not to exceed $190,000 of this appropriation
may be transferred to and merged with the
appropriation for the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Science and Education for the
scientific review of international issues in-
volving agricultural chemicals and food ad-
ditives: Provided further, That funds may be
received from any State, other political sub-
division, organization, or individual for the
purpose of establishing or operating any re-
search facility or research project of the Ag-
ricultural Research Service, as anthorized by
law.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
as necessary to carry out the agricultural re-
search programs of the Department of Agri-
culture, where not otherwise provided,
$23,400,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That funds
may be received from any State, other polit-
ical subdivision, organization, or individual
for the purpose of establishing any research
facility of the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice, as authorized by law.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: Page 12,
line 22, strike *'$23,400,000" and insert

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment, and all amendments
thereto, be limited to 10 minutes, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] to
control 5 minutes and the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] and my-
self to control the remaining time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

O 0920

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am mere-
ly standing here to clear up the record
and close what I hope is a final chapter
of what has been a very sordid story
starting at the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture.

Mr. Chairman, there are six specific
points I wish to make here today about
the inclusion of $2.9 million of taxpayer
funds for the relocation of the Orlando
Agricultural Research Service Station
to Fort Pierce:

First, I hope to clear the record on
the extent of support within the Flor-
ida delegation for this relocation. Con-
trary to testimony at hearings we are
not unified on this matter. In fact,
there are at least three camps within
the delegation, with wide gulfs between
them, representing different agricul-
tural regions and interests in Florida.
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Second, I also want to point out that
this is not a partisan issue—we have
experienced these difficulties over two
successive administrations. It is how-
ever, a political issue, as shown by in-
ternal USDA documents and countless
press stories and statements.

Third, my third point is that the site
selection committee clearly and defini-
tively placed another site above the
one selected. That is not debatable—it
happened—and it was deliberately cov-
ered up. It is only through the extraor-
dinary unilateral efforts of a local
newspaper’'s freedom of information re-
quest that the documents are now pub-
lic which prove this. I will insert in the
RECORD after my remarks the relevant
documentation.

Fourth, because of the games played
with the site selection process, it is the
opinion of many southwest Florida ag-
ricultural leaders that the value to
Florida agriculture of this research
station has been significantly reduced
by this USDA decision.

Fifth, I have suggested a better solu-
tion—a compromise—with the advan-
tages of lower costs and better use of
available resources; but so far we have
heard nothing meaningful in response
from USDA to this suggestion.

Sixth, my last, and most important
point is that throughout this process,
Members of Congress—myself in-
cluded—have been deliberately, will-
fully, and knowingly misled by the
USDA and its spokespersons. The
record is clear: They were caught red-
handed covering up, and they should be
very red faced about it.

This is not a scandal about high liv-
ing and special favors for senior mem-
bers of USDA or illegal gifts for people
who regulate their programs. I am not
talking about that. I am talking about
legitimate oversight of the U.S. Con-
gress and the individual Members of it,
and we expect cooperation and timely
and complete and forthright responses
from all executive branch agencies.

Today, in the overriding interest of
avoiding protracted intrastate dishar-
mony on this matter, I have decided
not to proceed with this amendment,
even though I believe $2.9 million
would be better spent elsewhere. But I
want the bureaucrats at the USDA to
know that lying to Congress is no way
to win friends on Capitol Hill. I want
them to know that I will continue to
work honestly, openly, and actively for
the real victims of this process: The
citizens of Immokalee. There are still
ARS matters to be pursued there. And
I want USDA to know that I will re-
member their sorry performance, dis-
ingenuousness, and inept management.
In my view this chapter is a disgrace to
public service. I hope they can do bet-
ter.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1992.

Decision Memorandum for the Secretary.

Through; Duane Acker, Assistant Secretary,
Science and Education.
From: R.D. Plowman, Administrator.

Subject: Relocation of U.S. Horticultural Re-

search Laboratory, Orlando, Florida.
BACKGROUND

The 40-year-old U.S, Horticultural Re-
search Laboratory in Orlando, Florida, is in
major need of modernization and is suffering
from urban encroachment. Consequently, the
Laboratory is no longer able to carry out its
mission and serve the public as effectively as
it has done in the past.

The Florida Fresh Fruit and Vegetable As-
sociation, representing a coalition of horti-
cultural organizations in Florida, has sup-
ported the relocation of the U.S. Horti-
cultural Research Laboratory, Orlando, to
southern Florida so as to better serve the in-
dustry in future years. The Florida Congres-
sional delegation supports this request and
Congress has provided funds in our fiscal
year 1993 budget toward planning for this re-
location.

RECOMMENDATION

We have recently evaluated two sites in
southern Florida that previously have been
identified by the industry coalition as poten-
tial relocation sites. We recommend the
Immokalee site in southwestern Florida as
the site of choice but no announcement has
been made of our preference. The attached
briefing paper provides additional informa-
tion.

We request that you consider our rec-
ommendation and make a public announce-
ment of your decision.

Enclosure,

RECOMMENDATION ON RELOCATION oF U.S.
HORTICULTURAL RESEARCH LABORATORY,
ORLANDO, FL

BACKGROUND

The U.S. Horticultural Research Station,
Orlando, Florida, was built in 1952 to help
solve production and marketing problems of
the U.S. citrus and other horticultural in-
dustries. There is now complete urban en-
croachment of the research facility, the cit-
rus industry is moving to southern produc-
tion areas of the State, the vegetable and
nursery/ornamental industries are expanding
in southern Florida, and there are many new
production and marketing problems facing
these expanding horticultural industries.
There is also an increasing potential for ex-
ports, particularly for citrus and ornamental
plants. A coalition of horticultural organiza-
tions in Florida, representing growers, proc-
essors, and marketing specialists, has re-
quested the Agricultural Research Service
(ARS) to relocate the Orlando Laboratory to
southern Florida. The coalition first identi-
fied five potential relocation sites, then nar-
rowed the sites to two—one at Ft. Pierce and
one at Immokalee. Congress has provided
funds toward the planning for relocation of
the Orlando Laboratory.

EVALUATION OF SITES

Using previously established criteria for
relocation of the Orlando Laboratory, ARS
representatives twice visited the Fort Pierce
and Immokalee sites. While both sites were
found to be acceptable, the Immokalee site
was found to be superior. Immokalee is cen-
trally located to the existing citrus and veg-
etable production areas and would be cen-
trally located to the anticipated future ex-
pansion of the citrus, vegetable, and nursery/
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ornamental industries. Approximately
175,000 acres already are in production, and
State water-use management permits have
already been approved for an additional
100,000 acres.

With major expansion of horticultural in-
dustries in Southwest Florida, research will
be required to establish and maintain effi-
cient and sustainable production systems.
Areas of desired research would include land
and water management systems so as to pro-
tect the environment, especially surface and
ground water quality; biology of existing and
potential agricultural pests to include in-
sects, diseases, nematodes, and weeds; use of
biological control and other integrated pest
management techniques to control agricul-
tural pests with a minimum use of pes-
ticides; development of new improved citrus
scion and rootstock varieties; new improved
production systems for vegetable and nurs-
ery/ornamental crops; and improved market-
ing systems for all horticultural crops for
both domestic and export markets. These
distinct areas of proposed ARS research
would be different from existing State pro-
grams but would complement University of
Florida research on horticultural crops.

The South Florida Agricultural Counecil
will purchase a 378-acre site at Immokalee
and donate the land to the Department for
the new research station. This site is one of
the highest sites in Southwest Florida and
would be better protected from flooding and
freeze damage than the site at Fort Pierce.
Based on the experience of the University of
Florida, which recently built a Research and
Extension Center at Immokalee, public utili-
ties at the proposed ARS site could be pro-
vided at a reasonable cost and adequately
maintained.

The University of Florida Research and
Extension Center is located 3 miles from the
Immokalee site and would provide the oppor-
tunity for cooperative research programs on
all horticultural crops, as well as sugarcane.
Since sugarcane is also expanding in South-
west Florida and ARS had a sugarcane re-
search station at Canal Point, ARS could co-
operate with the University of Florida on
sugarcane research. ARS would also plan to
cooperate with the Department of Environ-
mental Sciences planned at the University of
Florida Southwest Campus which is sched-
uled to be built 30 miles from Immokalee.

RECOMMENDATION

Immokalee is the site of choice for the re-
location of the Orlando Horticultural Re-
search Laboratory. It is suggested that after
a public announcement is made on the relo-
cation site, the Department thank the Flor-
ida coalition of horticultural industries and
the entire Florida congressional delegation
for their support of the relocation of the Or-
lando Laboratory and thank the South Flor-
ida Agricultural Council for offering to do-
nate 378 acres of land. Contact for the Flor-
ida Coalition of Horticultural Industries: Mr.
George F. Sorn, Executive Vice President,
Florida Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Associa-
tion, 4401 E. Colonial Drive, P.O. Box 141055,
Orlando, FL 32815-0155 (Telephone: 407-894-
1351). Contact for the South Florida Agricul-
tural Counecil: Mr. Tom Perry, Chairman,
South Florida Agricultural Council, P.O. Box
68, LaBelle, FL. 33935 (Telephone: 813-946-
0854).

FOLLOWUP ACTION

Arrangements should be made with the
South Florida Agricultural Council for
transfer of the Immokalee site to ARS. Some
of the $1,270,000 identified in Orlando, FL,
can be used for a pre-design study for the
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Immokalee facility. A budget request will be
required in fiscal year 1994 to provide fund-
ing for additional planning funds, followed
by a later request for construction funds.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Personnel could not be relocated from the
Orlando Laboratory until after facility con-
struction is complete and ready for occu-
pancy. It might not be until 1997-1998 that
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relocation of the Orlando Laboratory would
be complete.

SCORE SHEET FOR EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL RELOCATION SITES FOR THE U.S. HORTICULTURAL RESEARCH LABORATORY, ORLANDO, FL

The more important evaluation factors

1. Potential of area for agricultural production over the next 50 years .
2. Praximity to existing or potential agricultural production areas of citru

3. Reduced likelihood of potential freeze damage to horticultural crops
4. Suitability of site to include size, configuration, frontage, soil type,

g ?wasmbﬂrty of site by agricultural community and potential visibility of
7. Lack of

ederal ownership of building site and field plots rather than lease. ourﬂgm Federal

or
8. Lack of industrial/urban encroachment or potential of such

9. Proumity to State agricultural research and extension centers or other higher educational institutions
10. Presence of horticultural grower organizations in the area and potential of active mvuh'emnt and support of such organizations for ARS and ARS/State cooperative research programs ..

11. Proximity to or accessibility of technical services needed to support ag

resea
12. Anticipated ease of recruitment of professional staf, (Access to airports, hospitals, scrmls “churches, and other community services: quality of life available in the area; and other simi-

lat considerations.).

13. Access to public utilities
14. Cost of land

15. Relocation costs of Orlando staff

TIFTE TR FE;C ;OISO

Site A is Immokalee, Site B is Fort Pierce; One X—Acceptable: Two X's—More acceplable.

Use of Evaluation Factors to Compare
Immokalee and Fort Pierce Sites for Poten-
tial Relocation of the U.S. Horticultural Re-
search Laboratory, Orlando, Florida

1. Potential of surrounding area for agri-
cultural production over the next 50 years
(Weight of 5).

Immokalee

Existing acreage of about 130,000 citrus
(mostly young trees), 50,000 vegetables, and
3,000 nursery/ornamental crops.

Considerable potential for expansion of
acreages over next 50 years with water use
management permits already approved for
an additional 100,000 acres of citrus.

Availability and relatively low cost of land
and reduced likelihood of cold/freeze damage
are primary reasons for anticipated expan-
sion of Southwestern Florida agricultural
production areas.

Many production and marketing problems
anticipated as acreages of horticultural
crops expand, thus increasing the need for
research.

Fort Pierce

Existing acreage of about 220,000 citrus,
100,000 vegetables, and 10,000 nursery/orna-
mental crops.

Potential of urbanization could reduce ag-
ricultural production in area over next 50
years or certainly limit potential expansion.

Relatively high cost of land and higher po-
tential threat of cold/freeze damage com-
pared to the Southwestern Florida produc-
tion area are considered to be primary rea-
sons why expansion of horticultural crop
production is not anticipated.

Since this is a well established production
area for horticultural crops, many of the
production and marketing problems have al-
ready been solved and there is comparatively
less need for research.

2. Proximity to existing or potential agri-
cultural production areas of citrus, vegeta-
ble, and environmental horticultural crops
(weight of 4).

Immokalee

Site is centrally located within existing or
potential areas of production for citrus, veg-
etable, and nursery/ornamental crops of
Southwestern Florida.

Fort Pierce

Site is located in the extreme eastern edge
of citrus production of Florida and near the
extreme eastern edge of Fort Pierce-Indian
River citrus production area. There is prox-
imity to the vegetable and nursery/ornamen-

tal crops areas
3. Reduced erlihond of potential freeze
damage to horticultural crops (weight of 4).

Immokalee

Some threat of potential cold/freeze dam-
age but the Immokalee area is located fur-
ther south than the Fort Plerce area and is
somewhat protected by the warm waters of
the Gulf of Mexico. The Immokalee area has
escaped much of the severe freeze damage ex-
perienced by citrus and other crops during
freezes in recent years. This is the primary
reason why plantings of citrus and other
crops are being expanded in Southwest Flor-
ida.

Fort Pierce

The Indian River citrus production area
and the Fort Pierce relocation site are both
extremely close to the Atlantic Ocean and
are reasonably well protected from cold/
freeze damage. However, citrus and other
crops planted just a few miles further inland
are subject to cold/freeze damage.

4. Suitability of site to include size, con-
figuration, frontage, soil type, drainage, lack
of nematodes, ete. (weight of 4).

Immokalee

The 378 acre site in question is a single
parcel of land and with good frontage on a
major highway, good soil type, good so0il
drainage, absence of nematodes, and absence
of other potential problems that would ad-
versely affect field experiments.

Fort Pierce

A site of 150-180 acres would be made avail-
able. This site is in a single parcel of land
and with good frontage on a major highway,
good soil type, good soil drainage, absence of
nematodes, and absence of other potential
problems that would adversely affect field
experiments.

Land in addition to the 150-18B0 acre site
might also be available nearby, but this land
would not be contiguous to the 150-180 acre
site.

5. Accessibility of site by agricultural com-
munity and potential visibility of laboratory
facilities (weight of 3).

Immokalee

Site is on a major highway which soon is
to be increased to four lanes.

Site would be readily accessible and visible
to the agricultural community.

Fort Pierce

Site is on a major highway and very close
to interchanges with other major highways.

Site would be readily accessible and visible
to the agricultural community.

6. Federal ownership of building site and
field plots rather than lease. Outright Fed-
eral ownership is preferred (weight of 3).

Immokalee

The South Florida Agricultural Counecil
would purchase the 378 acre site and make it
available for research purposes at no cost to
the Department. The Department would
have outright ownership of land with a re-
version clause if the land was no longer used
for research purposes.

Fort Pierce

The University of Florida would make 150~
180 acres of land available for research pur-
poses under conditions of a long-term lease.

The St. Lucie County School Board has in-
dicated that it would negotiate for use of ad-
ditional land which is in close proximity to
the University of Florida property.

7. Lack of easements or restrictive ordi-
nances (weight of 3).

Immokalee

There are no known restrictive ordinances
that would interfere with research programs.
Fort Pierce

There are no known restrictive ordinances
that would interfere with research programs.
However, restrictive ordinances might come
with increased urbanization.

8. Lack of industrial/urban encroachment
or potential of such encroachment (weight of
3).

Immokalee

Being in an agricultural area, this site
lacks industrial/urban encroachment or the
potential of such encroachment in the fore-
seeable future.

Fort Pierce

Future industrial/urban encroachment can
be anticipated in the vicinity of this site and
in the immediate surrounding area.

9. Proximity to State agricultural research
and extension centers or other higher edu-
cational institutions (weight of 3).

Immokalee

The University of Florida plans to estab-
lish a new southwest campus in Fort Myers
which would be about 30 miles from the pro-
posed Orlando relocation site.

The University of Florida Southwest Flor-
ida Research and Education Center is located
about 3 miles from the proposed relocation
site.

Fort Pierce

The University of Florida Ft. Pierce Agri-
cultural Research and Education Center is
located about a mile from the proposed relo-
cation site.

10. Presence of horticultural grower orga-
nizations in the area and potential of active
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involvement and support of such organiza-
tions for ARS and ARS/State cooperative re-
search programs (weight of 3).

Immokalee

There are organized and
cultural grower organizations.
Fort Plerce

There are organized and
cultural grower organizations.
11. Proximity to or accessibility of tech-
nical services needed to support agricultural
research programs (weight of 2).
Immokalee

Technical services are available from the
Ft. Myers area which is 30-35 miles away.

The Director of the University of Florida
Southwest Florida Research and Education
Center at Immokalee reports that his staff
has had no difficulty obtaining technical
services for their research programs.

Fort Pierce

Technical services are available from the
Ft. Pierce area which is only several miles
away.

12. Anticipated ease of recruitment of pro-
fessional staff. (Access to airports, hospitals,
schools, churches, and other community
services; quality of life available in the area;
and other similar considerations.) (weight of
2).

active horti-

active horti-

Immokalee

There would be no anticipated difficulties
in recruitment of professional staff.
Fort Pierce
There would be no anticipated difficulties
in recruitment of professional staff,
13. Access to public utilities (weight of 2).
Immokalee
Electric and telephone utilities are avail-
able at the site. Wells would have to be
drilled and a self-contained waste water
treatment facility would have to be built as
was done for the University of Florida
Southwest Florida Research and Education
Center located about 3 miles away. Cost of
putting in a well and building a waste water
treatment facility is estimated to be be-
tween $500,000-$1,000,000.
Fort Pierce

Electric and telephone utilities are avail-
able at the site.

City water and sewer are available about 1
mile from the site and it would cost $800,000-
$1,000,000 to bring them to the site.

14. Cost of land (weight of 2).

Immokalee

Land would be provided by the growers at
no cost to the Department.
Fort Pierce

About 150-180 acres of land would be made
available under long-term lease from the
University of Florida at no cost to the De-
partment.

Cost for leasing additional acreage from
the St. Lucie County School Board would
have to be negotiated separately and might
incur additional expenses or certain future
restrictions on the use of land.

15. Relocation costs of Orlando staff
(weight of 1).

Immokalee

Relocation costs have not been estimated
but would probably be more than the Fort
Pierce site.

Fort Pierce

Relocation costs have not been estimated
but would probably be less than for the
Immokalee site because of the shorter dis-
tance from Orlando.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. Goss. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw my amend-
ment at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE

For payments to agricultural experiment
stations, for cooperative forestry and other
research, for facilities, and for other ex-
penses, including $171,304,000 to carry into ef-
fect the provisions of the Hatch Act ap-
proved March 2, 1887, as amended, including
administration by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, penalty mail costs of
agricultural experiment stations under sec-
tion 6 of the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended,
and payments under section 1361(c) of the
Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 30in.);
$20,809,000 for grants for cooperative forestry
research under the Act approved October 10,
1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a-582-a7), as amended, in-
cluding administrative expenses, and pay-
ments under section 1361(c) of the Act of Oc-
tober 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301n.); $28,157,000 for
payments to the 1890 land-grant colleges, in-
cluding Tuskegee University, for research
under section 1445 of the National Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222), as amended,
including administration by the United
States Department of Agriculture, and pen-
alty mail costs of the 1890 land-grant col-
leges, including Tuskegee University;
$44,969,000 for contracts and grants for agri-
cultural research under the Act of August 4,
1965, as amended (7 U.S.C. 450i(c)); $103,123,000
for competitive research grants under sec-
tion 2(b) of the Act of August 4, 1965, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)), including admin-
istrative expenses; $5,551,000 for the support
of animal health and disease programs au-
thorized by section 1433 of Public Law 95-113,
including administrative expenses; $1,818,000
for supplemental and alternative crops and
products as authorized by the National Agri-
cultural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3319d); $400,000 for grants for research pursu-
ant to the Critical Agricultural Materials
Act of 1984 (7 U.S.C. 178) and section 1472 of
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, as
amended (7 U.5.C. 3318), to remain available
until expended; $475,000 for rangeland re-
search grants as authorized by subtitle M of
the National Agricultural Research, Exten-
sion, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as
amended; $3,500,000 for higher education
graduate fellowships grants under section
1417(b)(6) of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act
of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)), in-
cluding administrative expenses, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b);
$1,500,000 for higher education challenge
grants under section 1417(b)(1) of the Na-
tional Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7
U.S.C. 3152(b)(1)), including administrative
expenses; $1,000,000 for a higher education
minority scholars program under section
1417(b)(5) of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act
of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(5)), in-
cluding administrative expenses, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b);
$4,000,000 for aquaculture grants as author-
ized by section 1475 of the National Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977 (T U.S.C. 3322), and other

June 17, 1994

Acts; $7,400,000 for sustainable agriculture
research and education, as authorized by sec-
tion 1621 of Public Law 101-624 (7 U.S.C. 5811),
including administrative expenses; and
$19,954,000 for necessary expenses of Coopera-
tive State Research Service activities, in-
cluding coordination and program leadership
for higher education work of the Depart-
ment, administration of payments to State
agricultural experiment stations, funds for
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), of which $9,917,000 shall be for a
program of capacity building grants to col-
leges eligible to receive funds under the Act
of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321-326 and 328),
including Tuskegee University, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b), of
which not to exceed $100,000 shall be for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; in all,
$413,960,000.

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to carry out re-
search related to the production, processing
or marketing of tobacco or tobacco products.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, re-
pair, improvement, extension, alteration,
and purchase of fixed equipment or facilities
and for grants to States and other eligible
recipients for such purposes, as necessary to
carry out the agricultural research, exten-
sion, and teaching programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, where not otherwise
provided, $34,148,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

EXTENSION SERVICE

Payments to States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
Micronesia, Northern Marianas, and Amer-
ican Samoa: For payments for cooperative
agricultural extension work under the
Smith-Lever Act, as amended, to be distrib-
uted under sections 3(b) and 3(c) of said Act,
and under section 208(c) of Public Law 93-471,
for retirement and employees’ compensation
costs for extension agents and for costs of
penalty mail for cooperative extension
agents and State extension directors,
$272,582,000; payments for the nutrition and
family education program for low-income
areas under section 3(d) of the Act,
$61,431,000; payments for the pest manage-
ment program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$10,147,000; payments for the farm safety and
rural health programs under section 3(d) of
the Act, $2,988,000; payments for the pes-
ticide impact assessment program under, sec-
tion 3(d) of the Act, $3,363,000; payments to
upgrade 1890 land-grant college research and
extension facilities as authorized by section
1447 of Public Law 95-113, as amended (7
U.S.C. 3222b), $7,901,000, to remain available
until expended; payments for the rural devel-
opment centers under section 3(d) of the Act,
$950,000; payments for a groundwater quality
program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$11,234,000; payments for the Agricultural
Telecommunications Program, as authorized
by Public Law 101-624¢ (7 U.S.C. 5926),
$1,221,000; payments for youth-at-risk pro-
grams under section 3(d) of the Act,
$10,000,000; payments for a Nutrition Edu-
cation Initiative under section 3(d) of the
Act, $4,265,000; payments for a food safety
program under section 3(d) of the Act,
$2,475,000; payments for carrying out the pro-
visions of the Renewable Resources Exten-
sion Act of 1978, $3,341,000; payments for In-
dian reservation agents under section 3(d) of
the Act, $1,750,000; payments for sustainable
agriculture programs under section 3(d) of
the Act, $2,963,000; payments for extension
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work by the colleges receiving the benefits
of the second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 321-326.
328) and Tuskegee University, $25,472,000; and
for Federal administration and coordination
including administration of the Smith-Lever
Act, as amended, and the Act of September
29, 1977 (7 U.S.C. 341-349), as amended, and
section 1361(c) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7
U.5.C. 30In.), and to coordinate and provide
program leadership for the extension work of
the Department and the several States and
insular possessions, $7,117,000; in all,
$429,200,000: Provided, That funds hereby ap-
propriated pursuant to section 3(c) of the Act
of June 26, 1953, and section 506 of the Act of
June 23, 1972, as amended, shall not be paid
to any State, the District of Columbia, Puer-
to Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands, Micro-
nesia, Northern Marianas, and American
Samoa prior to availability of an equal sum
from non-Federal sources for expenditure
during the current fiscal year.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY

For necessary expenses of the National Ag-
ricultural Library, $17,845,000: Provided, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8,C. 2225), and not to exceed $35,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3108: Provided further, That not to exceed
$900,000 shall be available pursuant to 7
U.S.C. 2250 for the alteration and repair of
buildings and improvements.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND INSPECTION SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Market-
ing and Inspection Services to administer
programs under the laws enacted by the Con-
gress for the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Food Safety and Inspection
Service, Federal Grain Inspection Service,
Agricultural Marketing Service, and Packers
and Stockyards Administration, $605,000.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
including those pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 28, 1947, as amended (21 U.S.C. 114b-e),
necessary to prevent, control, and eradicate
pests and plant and animal diseases; to carry
out inspection, quarantine, and regulatory
activities; to discharge the authorities of the
Secretary of Agriculture under the Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.5.C. 426-426b);
and to protect the environment, as author-
ized by law, $438,661,000, of which $96,660,000
shall be derived from user fees deposited in
the Agricultural Quarantine Inspection User
Fee Account, and of which $4,938,000 shall be
available for the control of outbreaks of in-
sects, plant diseases, animal diseases and for
control of pest animals and birds to the ex-
tent necessary to meet emergency condi-
tions: Provided, That, if the demand for Agri-
cultural Quarantine Inspection (AQI) user
fee financed services is greater than expected
and/or other uncontrollable events occur, the
Agency may exceed the AQI User Fee limita-
tion by up to 20 per centum, provided such
funds are available in the Agricultural Quar-
antine Inspection User Fee Account, and
with notification to the Appropriations Com-
mittees: Provided further, That no funds shall
be used to formulate or administer a brucel-
losis eradication program for the current fis-
cal year that does not require minimum
matching by the States of at least 40 per cen-
tum: Provided further, That this appropria-
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tion shall be available for field employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $40,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
be available for the operation and mainte-
nance of aircraft and the purchase of not to
exceed four, of which two shall be for re-
placement only: Provided further, That, in ad-
dition, in emergencies which threaten any
segment of the agricultural production in-
dustry of this country, the Secretary may
transfer from other appropriations or funds
available to the agencies or corporations of
the Department such sums as he may deem
necessary, to be available only in such emer-
gencies for the arrest and eradication of con-
tagious or infectious disease or pests of ani-
mals, poultry, or plants, and for expenses in
accordance with the Act of February 28, 1947,
as amended, and section 102 of the Act of
September 21, 1944, as amended, and any un-
expended balances of funds transferred for
such emergency purposes in the next preced-
ing fiscal year shall be merged with such
transferred amounts: Provided further, That
appropriations hereunder shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the repair
and alteration of leased buildings and im-
provements, but unless otherwise provided
the cost of altering any one building during
the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per cen-
tum of the current replacement value of the
building.

In fiscal year 1995 the Agency is authorized
to collect fees for the total direct and indi-
rect costs of technical assistance, goods, or
services provided to States, other political
subdivisions, domestic and international or-
ganizations, foreign governments, or individ-
uals, and such fees shall be credited to this
account, to remain available until expended,
without further appropriation, for providing
such assistance, goods, or services.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, preventive
maintenance, environmental support, im-
provement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities, as au-
thorized by T U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of
land as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, $6,973,000,
to remain available until expended.

FoOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to Carry on serv-
ices authorized by the Federal Meat Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, and the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act, as amended, $430,929,000,
and in addition, $1,000,000 may be credited to
this account from fees collected for the cost
of laboratory accreditation as authorized by
section 1017 of Public Law 102-237: Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available for
field employment pursuant to section T06(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $75,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.8.C. 3109; Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 per centum of the current replace-
ment value of the building.

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this bill, and I want to thank the com-
mittee for all it is doing to improve the
safety of meat and poultry.

Last year, three children in the Pa-
cific Northwest died because they ate
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Government-approved hamburger that
was contaminated with a deadly orga-
nism known as E. coli 0157T:H7. Since
then, Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy
has done more than any Secretary in
history to bring modern science to
meat and poultry inspection in order to
prevent more of these tragedies. No one
can question his commitment to food
safety.

But progress has been painfully, dan-
gerously slow. According to the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, as many as 20,000 Americans may
be infected with E. coli each year, and
as many as 300 people die from this in-
fection. There has been and will con-
tinue to be legitimate debates about
the best ways to keep meat and poultry
from contamination, but there has also
been foot-dragging and resistance to
basic reforms like microbial testing.

That is why the Appropriations Com-
mittee has directed USDA to work
with other Federal agencies, to estab-
lish microbiological standards for food
safety, and to sample for microbial
pathogens in meat and poultry at criti-
cal points in processing to verify that
pathogen levels are being controlled.

That is the kind of oversight and di-
rection the Department clearly needs.
It’s the kind of leadership this Con-
gress ought to be taking. I want to
thank Chairman DURBIN and the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO], for what they have done to
improve our food safety system and
protect America's children.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
FEDERAL GRAIN INSPECTION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the United States Grain Stand-
ards Act, as amended, and the standardiza-
tion activities related to grain under the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946, as amend-
ed, including field employment pursuant to
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.8.C. 2225), and not to exceed $20,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $11,325,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (76 U.S.C. 2250) for the
alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 per centum of the current replace-
ment value of the building.

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES LIMITA-
TION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICE
EXPENSES

Not to exceed $42,784,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for Inspection and Weighing Serv-
ices: Provided, That if grain export activities
require additional supervision and oversight,
or other uncontrollable factors occur, this
limitation may be exceeded by up to 10 per
centum with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.
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AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on serv-
ices related to consumer protection, agricul-
tural marketing and distribution, transpor-
tation, agricultural cooperatives, and regu-
latory programs, as authorized by law, and
for administration and coordination of pay-
ments to States; including field employment
pursuant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$90,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$55,728,000; including funds for the Wholesale
Market Development Program for the design
and development of wholesale and farmer
market facilities for the major metropolitan
areas of the country: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available pursuant to
law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alteration and re-
pair of buildings and improvements, but the
cost of altering any one building during the
fiscal year shall not exceed 10 per centum of
the current replacement value of the build-
ing.

Fees may be collected for the cost of stand-
ardization activities, as established by regu-
lation pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701).

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $57,0564,000 (from fees col-
lected) shall be obligated during the current
fiscal year for administrative expenses: Pro-
vided, That if crop size is understated and/or
other uncontrollable events occur, the agen-
cy may exceed this limitation by up to 10 per
centum with notification to the Appropria-
tions Committees.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,

AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32) (INCLUDING TRANS-

FERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act
of August 24, 1935 (7 U.5.C. 612c) shall be used
only for commodity program expenses as au-
thorized therein, and other related operating
expenses, except for: (1) transfers to the De-
partment of Commerce as authorized by the
Fish and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2)
transfers otherwise provided in this Act; and
(3) not more than $10,309,000 for formulation
and administration of Marketing Agree-
ments and Orders pursuant to the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended, and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agri-
culture, bureaus and departments of mar-
kets, and similar agencies for marketing ac-
tivities under section 204(b) of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(B)),
$1,200,000.

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for fiscal year 1995 the Agricultural
Marketing Service shall recover the full cost
of the Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, including legal services provided by the
Office of the General Counsel.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DURBIN: Page
26, strike lines 3 through 8, relating to the
Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act,
1930, and insert the following:

PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, during fiscal year 1995, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall require persons filing com-
plaints under section 6(a) of the Perishable
Agricultural Commodities Act, 1930 (7T U.S.C.
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498f(a)), to include a filing fee of $60 per peti-
tion. In the event of further action on such
a complaint during fiscal year 1995, the per-
son or persons making the complaint shall
submit a handling fee of 3300, which shall be
reimbursed by the commission merchant,
dealer, or broker involved whenever the Sec-
retary issues a reparation order under sec-
tion 7 of such Act on the complaint. Such
fees shall be deposited in the Perishable Ag-
ricultural Commodities Act Fund.

Mr. DURBIN (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
Nlinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if I
might explain this amendment very
briefly. The Perishable Agricultural
Commodities Act provision was where
the subcommittee was faced with the
responsibility of finding additional rev-
enue that we didn’t have. I want to sa-
lute the Committee on Agriculture,
which by unanimous consent yesterday
proposed a filing and handling fee
which will make up the difference that
is needed to find this important pro-
gram.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

The compromise is OK with us on
this side, and it is acceptable. We have
no objection to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for administration
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, as au-
thorized by law, and for certifying proce-
dures used to protect purchasers of farm
products, including field employment pursu-
ant to section 706(a) of the Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $5,000
for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$11,989,000.

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION OFFICE OF THE
UNDER SECRETARY FOR INTERNATIONAL AF-
FAIRS AND COMMODITY PROGRAMS
For necessary salaries and expenses of the

Office of the Under Secretary for Inter-

national Affairs and Commodity Programs

to administer the laws enacted by Congress
for the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, Foreign Agricultural

Service, and the Commodity Credit Corpora-

tion, $549,000.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service, including expenses to formu-
late and carry out programs authorized by
title IIT of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1301-1393); the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (7
U.5.C. 1421 et seq.); sections T to 15, 16(a),
16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.
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590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590(q); sections
1001 to 1004, 1006 to 1008, and 1010 of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1970, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1501 to 1504, 1506 to 1508, and 1510); the Water
Bank Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1301-1311);
the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of
1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101); sections 202(c) and 205 of
title II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control Act of 1974, as amended (43 U.S.C.
15082(c), 1595); sections 401, 402, and 404 to 406
of the Agricultural Credit Act of 1978 (16
U.S.C. 2201 to 2205); the United States Ware-
house Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 241-273);
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 3811 et seq.); and laws
pertaining to the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, $717,958,000; of which $716,333,000 is
hereby appropriated, and $1,036,000 is trans-
ferred from the Public Law 480 Program Ac-
count in this Act and $589,000 is transferred
from the Commodity Credit Corporation
Program Account in this Act: Provided, That
other funds made available to the Agricul-
tural Stabilization and Conservation Service
for authorized activities may be advanced to
and merged with this account: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds shall be available for
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $100,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That no part of the
funds made available under this Act shall be
used: (1) to influence the vote in any referen-
dum; (2) to influence agricultural legislation,
except as permitted in 18 U.S8.C. 1913; or (3)
for salaries or other expenses of members of
county and community committees estab-
lished pursuant to section 8(b) of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act,
as amended, for engaging in any activities
other than advisory and supervisory duties
and delegated program functions prescribed
in administrative regulations.
CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies
are hereby authorized to make expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES

For administrative and operating expenses,
as authorized by the Federal Crop Insurance
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1516), §72,796,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $700 shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1506(i): Provided further, That none of the
funds in this Act may be used to offer a Fed-
eral crop insurance policy in counties on
crops where a loss ratio, that has already
been recalculated pursuant to law to reflect
the premium rates issued by the Corporation
for the 1994 crop year, is in excess of 1.10
more than 70 percent of the years that a pol-
icy has been offered since 1980: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds in this Act may
be used to pay operating and administrative
costs that exceed 31 per centum of premium
to insurers of policies on which the Corpora-
tion provides reinsurance, except to reim-
burse said insurers for excess loss adjust-
ment expenses as provided for in the Stand-
ard Reinsurance Agreement issued by the
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Corporation: Provided further, That the sec-
ond proviso shall not apply in any county af-
fected if the Corporation has implemented a
nonstandard classification system in such
county for those individual farms that have
experienced excessive losses since 1980 under
which the premium rates, notwithstanding
the provision of section 508(d) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act, are increased over com-
parable rates effective for the 1994 crop, or
the insured yields are decreased from com-
parable yields for the 1994 crop, or a com-
bination of both, by an amount or amounts
sufficient to ensure that an estimated loss
ratio will not exceed 1.1 for the crop pro-
duced on such farms during the 1985 crop
vear.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we face a peculiar sit-
uation here in the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Corporation. This is a critically
important program for producers and
growers across the United States of
America. Last year the gentleman
from New Mexico and I tried to lead an
effort to start reform of this program,
and I think we can claim some measure
of success. We said in last year's appro-
priation bill that if a producer had had
an experience on his farm where he had
lost his crop 70 percent of the time or
more over the last 10 years, that the
crop insurance premium charged to
that producer in the future would have
to reflect that fact.
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The premium would have to be in-
creased accordingly on that farm or
the insurance would not be written. It
is our belief, and I think that it is a
reasonable one, that if someone loses a
crop that often, God is trying to tell
them something. The Federal taxpayer
should not be held accountable when
the good Lord has made it clear that
they cannot grow that crop on that
farm.

As a result of that measure by the
subcommittee last year, the full Com-
mittee on Agriculture also embarked
on a crop insurance reform undertak-
ing. We can report to the Members of
the House and taxpayers across this
country that we have saved some $70
million this year in the expenses of
this program and still have managed to
maintain a good program across the
United States.

I agree with President Clinton and
his administration, Secretary Espy,
that more needs to be done. What they
have proposed is that we embark on a
more ambitious crop insurance reform
program. Our goal with this crop insur-
ance reform program is to make sure
that producers across the country still
have the protection they need. They
are in the business, of course, which is
vulnerable to changes in weather and
prices. We need to provide crop insur-
ance so that should a bad year occur,
the good farmer will not be wiped off
the books.

What they have proposed is that basi-
cally we would eliminate Federal disas-
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ter payments which amounts to about
$1 billion a year and instead come into
the business of offering a very inexpen-
sive crop insurance policy for produc-
ers across the country. What the ad-
ministration proposes is there will be a
$50 policy for each crop, no more than
8100 per farm, that will provide basic
protection for most producers. All
would agree that $50 or $100 charge is a
nominal filing fee and does not reflect
the risk that is being assumed by the
Federal taxpayer.

In return, we get out of the business
of passing Federal disaster payments
for agriculture. Of course, commercial
insurance will still be available, and we
will be involved in it. But this reform,
I think, is a step in the right direction
because this subcommittee faced ex-
traordinary pressures in terms of re-
ducing spending. We have included a
provision in the Federal crop insurance
section calling on the Committee on
Agriculture to in fact reform crop in-
surance, use the $1 billion which had
otherwise been paid for disaster pay-
ments to subsidize a new program but,
in return, find more savings for the
taxpayers across the country. We an-
ticipate those savings will be in excess
of $200 million.

I know that is a big responsibility for
the Committee on Agriculture, but I
believe they are up to the job. We are
calling on them and hopeful that in the
few months ahead, before we go to con-
ference on this bill, that they will be
able to institute meaningful crop in-
surance reform to give peace of mind to
producers across this country, to save
the Federal taxpayers money and to
get us out of the business of Federal
disaster payments except in the most
extreme circumstances.

I would say that this is one of the
more contentious items in the bill, but
I think we have handled it in the only
responsible way.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STENHOLM

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STENHOLM: On
page 29, line 13, strike *'$72,796,000"" and in-
sert **$62,796,000, Provided, that $12,000,000 be
made available for the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service."

Mr. STENHOLM (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
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is dealing with the exact
same situation that the chairman has
just talked about. We do have in the
House Committee on Agriculture funds
that have been provided under the
budget agreement of this year in order
to allow us and the appropriate com-
mittees to deal with the question of

13403

crop insurance reform. We all agree
that it needs to be done.

The gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. JOHNSON], subcommittee chair-
man, is working on that at this point
in time.

The amendment that I offer today is
attempting to help another matter
which is, as the chairman has pointed
out over and over, the difficulty of
funding all of the needed programs in
the budget which has been made very
difficult. And what I am suggesting
today is that by taking an additional
$10 million from the crop insurance
side of the ledger and transferring that
over to the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, we will be able to
see that the much-needed boll weevil
eradication program be continued until
we can find other ways to provide for
that particular program. So that is the
intent of my amendment. It is to trans-
fer $10 million from the crop insurance
account, which will provide $12 million
additional for the boll weevil control
program. And those monies, I am told,
will be adequate to continue both pro-
grams in a way that will be acceptable
to the agricultural community.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr, SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I have no
objection to where the gentleman is
going with his amendment. I think it is
a good one. It is a necessary one. I
want to be assured, however, that the
administrative funds for the reform
and for the operation of the crop insur-
ance program will be made whole.
There is some $200,000,000.

Can I have that assurance?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman can, as far as I am con-
cerned, because I share the exact same
concern. That is certainly the intent of
the author of this amendment. If it
turns out that that cannot be done,
then I would understand this amend-
ment would be stricter in conference
and could not be moved forward.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, with
that assurance and the gentleman's
word, and knowing how well he keeps
it, I have no objection to the amend-

ment.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad the gentleman from New Mexico
made that point, because it is one that
I agree with. I am very pleased with
the response by the gentleman from
Texas.

Let me add that I think that the pro-
gram he is funding, the boll weevil
eradication program, is an excellent
program, is an excellent program. It is
a good example of a program where the
Federal taxpayers are making an in-
vestment that ultimately reduces the
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use of agriculture chemicals and still
makes certain that we are helping cot-
ton growers across the United States.
It is a program that has a proven
record of success.

I like the gentleman’'s amendment,
because it provides resources for this
program.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, once
again, we have proven if there is a will,
there is a way.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman and the ranking
member. I certainly, as a member of
the full Committee on Agriculture, will
work with them to accomplish the spir-
it as well as the intent of this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN] with a question about crop insur-
ance reform.

We all agree something has to be
done especially with the disaster pay-
ments which have been completely out
of control. However, there is one cat-
egory that both of us who represents
river districts, where a crop is not
planted, disaster payments then apply
where you cannot insure a crop that
cannot be planted in the spring because
of floods. Is there going to be some way
that we can still accommodate those
farmers who, through no fault of their
own, are flooded and cannot plant a
crop?

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman completely. We
both lived through this last year. Pre-
vented plantings is a serious problem.
The administration tried to respond to
that crisis last year, but I think when
we deal with crop insurance, we have
got to find some way to address pre-
vented planting. It is a very real prob-
lem caused by floods, wet weather, and
some other natural disasters.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I hope the authorizing committee
recognizes this and somehow takes
care of these farmers. Hopefully, it
does not happen that often, but it is
still very real to that farmer who can-
not plant a crop. They cannot plant
rice, even, because we have too much
water sometimes in the spring.

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly the authorizing committee I
think, almost to a person agrees with
this. And hopefully, as we get into the
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authorizing language, it will make the
program work as all of us hope it would
and do it under the restrained budget
numbers that we have to operate under
that we can accomplish just exactly
that. It is a problem that is widespread
and needs to be addressed.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, that is the main thing, so that we
remember that there are those that
will not fit into the insurance program
as it exists today.

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, on the
subcommittee that is dealing with the
crop insurance restructuring, I do want
to say, I think it would be remiss if I
did not say I am concerned that the
funding level in this bill is not going to
be adequate to fully cover the crop in-
surance reform as has been proposed by
the administration. However, on the
specific subject that the gentleman
mentioned, prevented planting will be
covered under the new provisions of the
crop insurance proposal reform which
is before the committee today.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, that is good. I thank the gen-
tleman for that assurance.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section
508(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as
amended, $219,107,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES
For fiscal year 1995, such sums as may be

necessary to reimburse the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation for net realized losses sus-
tained, but not previously reimbursed (esti-
mated to be $15,500,000,000 in the President’s
fiscal year 1995 Budget Request (H. Doc. 103-
179)), but not to exceed $15,500,000,000, pursu-
ant to section 2 of the Act of August 17, 1961,
as amended (15 U.5.C. Tl13a-11).
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

For fiscal year 1995, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re-
quirement of section 107(g) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42
U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That ex-
penses shall be for operations and mainte-
nance costs only and that other hazardous
waste management costs shall be paid for by
the USDA Hazardous Waste Management ap-
propriation in this Act.

TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Natural
Resources and Environment to administer
the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Forest Service and the Soil Conservation
Service, $677,000.
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S0IL CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out
the provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16
U.8.C. 590a-590f) including preparation of
conservation plans and establishment of
measures to conserve soil and water (inclod-
ing farm irrigation and land drainage and
such special measures for soil and water
management as may be necessary to prevent
floods and the siltation of reservoirs and to
control agricultural related pollutants); op-
eration of conservation plant materials cen-
ters; classification and mapping of soil; dis-
semination of information; acquisition of
lands by donation, exchange, or purchase at
a nominal cost not to exceed $100; purchase
and erection or alteration or improvement of
permanent and temporary buildings; and op-
eration and maintenance of aircraft,
$576,562,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); of which not less
than $5,756,000 is for snow survey and water
forecasting and not less than $8,070,000 is for
operation and establishment of the plant ma-
terials centers: Provided, That except for
$2,399,000 for improvements of the plant ma-
terials centers, the cost of any permanent
building purchased, erected, or as improved,
exclusive of the cost of constructing a water
supply or sanitary system and connecting
the same to any such building and with the
exception of buildings acquired in conjunc-
tion with land being purchased for other pur-
poses, shall not exceed $10,000, except for one
building to be constructed at a cost not to
exceed $100,000 and eight buildings to be con-
structed or improved at a cost not to exceed
$50,000 per building and except that alter-
ations or improvements to other existing
permanent buildings costing $5,000 or more
may be made in any fiscal year in an amount
not to exceed $2,000 per building: Provided
further, That when buildings or other struc-
tures are erected on non-Federal land that
the right to use such land is obtained as pro-
vided in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Provided further, That
no part of this appropriation may be ex-
pended for soil and water conservation oper-
ations under the Act of April 27, 19356 (16
U.S.C. 590a-590f) in demonstration projects:
Provided further, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C. 2225) and not
to exceed 325,000 shall be available for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That qualified local engineers may be
temporarily employed at per diem rates to
perform the technical planning work of the
Service,

RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS

For necessary expenses to conduct re-
search, investigation, and surveys of water-
sheds of rivers and other waterways, in ac-
cordance with section 6 of the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act ap-
proved August 4, 1954, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1006-1009), $12,970,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $60,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,

WATERSHED PLANNING

For necessary expenses for small water-
shed investigations and planning, in accord-
ance with the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1001-1008), $10,546,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec-
tion T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C.
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2225), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be avail-
able for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out pre-
ventive measures, including but not limited
to research, engineering operations, methods
of cultivation, the growing of vegetation, re-
habilitation of existing works and changes in
use of land, in accordance with the Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act
approved August 4, 1954, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1001-1005, 1007-1009), the provisions of
the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 580a-f), and
in accordance with the provisions of laws re-
lating to the activities of the Department,
$65,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.8.C. 2209b) (of which $10,000,000
shall be available for the watersheds author-
ized under the Flood Control Act approved
June 22, 1936 (33 U.S.C. 701, 16 U.S.C. 1006a),
as amended and supplemented): Provided,
That, not to exceed 5 per centum of the fore-
going amounts shall be available for alloca-
tion to any one State: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $200,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109: Provided further, That not to exceed
$1,000,000 of this appropriation is available to
carry out the purposes of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205), as
amended, including cooperative efforts as
contemplated by that Act to relocate endan-
gered or threatened species to other suitable
habitats as may be necessary to expedite
project construction.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses in planning and
carrying out projects for resource conserva-
tion and development and for sound land use
pursuant to the provisions of section 32(e) of
title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1010-1011; 76 Stat.
607), the provisions of the Act of April 27,
1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a-f), and the provisions of
the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (18
U.5.C. 3451-3461), $32,845,000, to remain avail-
able until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209): Provided,
That this appropriation shall be available for
employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.5.C. 2225), and not to exceed $50,000 shall be
;.v:éi!a.bla for employment under 5 U.S.C.

109,
GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
a program of conservation in the Great
Plains area, pursuant to section 16(b) of the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as added by the Act of August 7, 1956, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 590p(b)), $11,672,000, to re-
main available until expended (16 U.S.C.
590p(bX(T)).

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the program authorized in sections 7 to 15,
16(a), 16(f), and 17 of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act approved Feb-
ruary 29, 1936, as amended and supplemented
(16 U.S.C. 590g-5900, 590p(a), 590p(f), and 590q),
and sections 1001-1004, 1006-1008, and 1010 of
the Agricultural Act of 1970, as added by the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1501-1504, 1506-1508, and 1510),
and including not to exceed $15,000 for the
preparation and display of exhibits, includ-
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ing such displays at State, interstate, and
international fairs within the United States,
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (16 U.S.C. 5800), for agreements, ex-
cluding administration but including tech-
nical assistance and related expenses (16
U.S.C. 5800), except that no participant in
the Agricultural Conservation Program shall
receive more than 33,500 per year, except
where the participants from two or more
farms or ranches join to carry out approved
practices designed to conserve or improve
the agricultural resources of the community,
or where a participant has a long-term
agreement, in which case the total payment
shall not exceed the annual payment limita-
tion multiplied by the number of years of the
agreement: Provided, That no portion of the
funds for the current year's program may be
utilized to provide financial or technical as-
sistance for drainage on wetlands now des-
ignated as Wetlands Types 3 (III) through 20
(XX) in United States Department of the In-
terior, Fish and Wildlife Circular 39, Wet-
lands of the United States, 1956: Provided fur-
ther, That such amounts shall be available
for the purchase of seeds, fertilizers, lime,
trees, or any other conservation materials,
or any soil-terracing services, and making
grants thereof to agricultural producers to
aid them in carrying out approved farming
practices as authorized by the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend-
ed, as determined and recommended by the
county committees, approved by the State
committees and the Secretary, under pro-
grams provided for herein: Provided further,
That such assistance will not be used for car-
rying out measures and practices that are
primarily production-oriented or that have
little or no conservation or pollution abate-
ment benefits: Provided further, That not to
exceed 5 per centum of the allocation for the
current year's program for any county may,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
be withheld and allotted to the Soil Con-
servation Service for services of its techni-
cians in formulating and carrying out the
Agricultural Conservation Program in the
participating counties, and shall not be uti-
lized by the Soil Conservation Service for
any purpose other than technical and other
assistance in such counties, and in addition,
on the recommendation of such county com-
mittee and approval of the State committee,
not to exceed 1 per centum may be made
available to any other Federal, State, or
local public agency for the same purpose and
under the same conditions: Provided further,
That for the current year's program
$2,500,000 shall be available for technical as-
sistance in formulating and carrying out
rural environmental practices: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $15,000,000 of the
amount appropriated shall be used for water
quality payments and practices in the same
manner as permitted under the program for
water quality authorized in chapter 2 of sub-
title D of title XII of the Food Security Act
of 1985, as amended (16 U.S,C. 3838 et seq.).
FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out the program of for-
estry incentives, as authorized in the Coop-
erative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16
U.8.C. 2101), including technical assistance
and related expenses, $6,625,000, to remain
available until expended, as authorized by
that Act.

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL

PROGRAM

For necessary expenses for carrying out a

voluntary cooperative salinity control pro-
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gram pursuant to section 202(c¢) of title II of
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act, as amended (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)), to be
used to reduce salinity in the Colorado River
and to enhance the supply and quality of
water available for use in the United States
and the Republic of Mexico, $5,000,000 to re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209h), to be used for investigations and sur-
veys, for technical assistance in developing
conservation practices and in the prepara-
tion of salinity control plans, for the estab-
lishment of on-farm irrigation management
systems, including related lateral improve-
ment measures, for making cost-share pay-
ments to agricultural landowners and opera-
tors, Indian tribes, irrigation districts and
associations, local governmental and non-
governmental entities, and other landowners
to aid them in carrying out approved con-
servation practices as determined and rec-
ommended by the county ASC committees,
approved by the State ASC committees and
the Secretary, and for associated costs of
program planning, information and edu-
cation, and program monitoring and evalua-
tion: Provided, That the Soil Conservation
Service shall provide technical assistance
and the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service shall provide administra-
tive services for the program, including but
not limited to, the negotiation and adminis-
tration of agreements and the disbursement
of payments: Provided further, That such pro-
gram shall be coordinated with the regular
Agricultural Conservation Program and with
research programs of other agencies.
CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
conservation reserve program pursuant to
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3831~
3845), $1,743,274,000, to remain available until
expended, to be used for Commodity Credit
Corporation expenditures for cost-share as-
sistance for the establishment of conserva-
tion practices provided for in approved con-
servation reserve program contracts, and for
annual rental payments provided in such
contracts, and for technical assistance.

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Wetlands Reserve Program pursuant to sub-
chapter C of subtitle D of title XII of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837),
$93,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Secretary is au-
thorized to use the services, facilities, and
authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for the purpose of carrying out the
Wetlands Reserve Program.
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Mr. DURBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of title I and
title II be considered as read, printed in
the RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against the remainder
of title I and title II? If not, are there
any amendments thereto?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
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TITLE III—FARMERS HOME AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR SMALL
COMMUNITY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Under Secretary for Small Com-
munity and Rural Development to admin-
ister programs under the laws, enacted by
the Congress for the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration, Rural Electrification Administra-
tion, Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
and rural development activities of the De-
partment of Agriculture, $568,000.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

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

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, we are moving fast
this morning.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Department Operations and Nutrition,
I can tell you that legislation to au-
thorize the collection of fees to pay for
more of the current inspection system,
as recommended by the Appropriations
Committee, will be highly controver-
sial. What we intend to do is to begin
drafting legislation that would imple-
ment an improved inspection system
that is scientifically defensible, ad-
dresses current risks to human health,
and is acceptable, cost-wise, to tax-
payers, consumers, and producers.

Until that time, I would like to ask
the chairman if he would be willing to
work with me in directing the USDA to
review the manner in which it is pres-
ently providing inspection services,
and to report to the Congress on how
they intend to maintain or improve the
integrity and effectiveness of the sys-
tem, while operating within the pro-
posed appropriation of $431 million
which is in this bill?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman from Texas. We
have had a conversation on this issue,
and I believe we see eye-to-eye on the
principles we are seeking to achieve
here.

As the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. KREIDLER] said earlier, it is impor-
tant that we move to a new and better
and higher level of inspection to give
consumers confidence across this coun-
try. I think the Department of Agri-
culture, along with the Congress, has a
unique opportunity, and I support the
gentleman's suggestion.

Mr. STENHOLM. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, I thank the
chairman of the committee for that.

I again assure him that our commit-
tee will begin as soon as possible, hope-
fully next week, in doing something
that all parties have been interested in
doing, and in so doing, perhaps we can
be helpful to the subcommittee in the
otherwise difficult task of stretching
out the available funds.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION

The Secretary may transfer funds from the
Farmers Home Administration in this Act to
fund the Rural Development Administration,
as authorized by law.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION AND

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, to be available from funds
in the Rural Housing Insurance Fund, as fol-
lows: $2,400,000,000 for loans to section 502
borrowers, as determined by the Secretary,
of which $1,000,000,000 shall be for
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; $35,000,000 for
section 504 housing repair loans; $15,915,000
for section 514 farm labor housing; $30,000,000
for section 515 rental housing; and $632,000
for site loans: Provided, That up to $48,650,000
of these funds shall be made available for
section 502(g), Deferral Mortgage Demonstra-
tion.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF

MISSISSIPPI

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I offer amendments and I
ask unanimous consent that they be
considered en bloc and considered as
read.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi: On page 42, line 12, strike
%2 .400,000,000"" and insert *'$2,323,339,000"". On
page 42, line 16, strike *‘$30,000,000"" and in-
sert '*$220,000,000". On page 42, line 23, strike
**$282,640,000"" and insert ‘'$268,105,000". On
page 43, line 2, strike **$15,750,000"" and insert
+'$115,500,000"".

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment increases
the section 515 rural rental housing
loan program by $190,000,000, from
$30,000,000 up to $220,000,000. To offset
this, the amendment decreases section
502 subsidized single-family housing
loans by 876,661,000, from $1,400,000,000
down to $1,323,339,000.

In terms of cost, this amendment re-
duces outlays for the section 502 pro-
gram by $11,970,000 and increases out-
lays for the section 515 program by ex-
actly the same amount. Therefore,
there is no net cost as a result of this
amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly, the sec-
tion 515 program under the Farmers
Home Administration is a program
which builds multifamily housing in
rural America for Americans, usually
senior citizens, but not necessarily,
who are in lower income categories. In
this subcommittee, the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] and I di-
rected our investigators to take a look
at the program, and they investigated
it in 12 different States.
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They found examples in some States,
such as Florida, of excellent adminis-
tration of the program. They found ex-
amples in other States which clearly
were not what we wanted to see, and
we felt the program was wanting.

Therefore, in our subcommittee
markup we reduced the appropriation
for this important program to $30 mil-
lion. I might add that it is about $540
million this fiscal year, so the Mem-
bers can see this is a dramatic change.

Our purpose, Mr. Chairman, was to
alert both the Committee on Banking,
Finance, and Urban Affairs, which is
reauthorizing the program, as well as
all parties interested in this program,
that it was time for real reform, so we
can tighten up some of the concerns we
have about this program.

The reason I am supporting this
amendment at this moment to restore
the level of funding to $220 million is
because of the response not only from
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GON-
ZALEZ] in the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs, but also
from all of the representatives in the
various groups interested in this pro-
gram. They have come forward in a
very constructive manner and have
agreed with the conclusions of the
committee. They are setting out to re-
form it, and I think, frankly, that is
what we all had hoped would happen.

Mr. Chairman, let me add this ca-
veat. If after the reauthorization is
passed and we have not solved the
problems, I will be on my feet next
year to make certain that this program
does not receive the level of funding it
has in this year’s bill, but I am con-
fident that that will not occur. That is
why I support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
THOMPSON].

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take
the 5 minutes. I want to say that we
concur on this side with the amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment,
and it is a good program. We have to
issue a wake-up call to not only the
people handling this thing but the
agencies who have the oversight re-
sponsibility, the people who are han-
dling it, the contractors, and the rest
of the people who use the program. It is
an essential one for rural communities.
It has been a good program, but it has
some problems. We want the reform to
take place. It is a good transfer of the
funding. We have no objection to it,
and support the amendment.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, today, Representa-
tives THoMPSON, CLYBURN, and I have
offered an amendment to restore fund-
ing for the Farmers Home Administra-
tion section 515 Rural Rental Housing
Program. We know fiscal year 1995
budgets are tight, and this amendment
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will not increase fiscal year 1995 out-
lays.

Farmers Home Administration ad-
ministers several important housing
programs. This amendment would
transfer lending authority from section
502 to section 515. Both programs are
equally important to rural America.
However, a cut in section 515 from $540
million in fiscal year 1994 to $30 million
in fiscal year 1995 is not acceptable.
This is a 94 percent reduction in funds.

Section 515 is the only housing pro-
gram available for very-low-income
families in rural America. The average
tenant in a section 515 apartment earns
less than $8,000. This is only 30 percent
of the median rural household income.
Section 502 provides homeownership
opportunities to rural families with
substantially higher incomes. We can-
not abandon our commitment to pro-
viding housing for Americans of all in-
comes, especially when there is a
shortage of 600,000 affordable rental
units in rural areas today. This amend-
ment offers a balanced housing pro-
gram within FmHA.

Section 515 has led to the creation of
440,000 units throughout rural America.
In fiscal year 1994, 14,000 new units will
be produced. With the proposed fiscal
year 1995, no new units will be pro-
duced. More importantly, the proposed
$30 million budget will not provide suf-
ficient funds to finance repairs to ex-
isting units.

Recent reports prepared by the Sur-
veys and Investigation Staff of this
Committee have disclosed many
vulnerabilities in section 515. We share
these concerns; and I have enrolled
H.R. 4579 to correct these deficiencies.
H.R. 4579 offers widesweeping reforms
in section 515.

We are calling on you to support this
amendment. Rather than not funding
this worthwhile program, lets fix it,
fund it and provide a balanced rural
housing program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. THOMP-
SON].

The amendments were agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans,
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: low-income
section 502 loans, $282,640,000 of which
$17,200,000 shall be for unsubsidized guaran-
teed loans; section 504 housing repair loans,
$11,690,000; section 514 farm labor housing,
$7,911,000; and section 515 rental housing,
$15,750,000.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER:
Page 43, after line 2, insert the following:

In addition, for the cost (as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of
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1974) of guaranteed loans under a demonstra-
tion program of loan guarantees for multi-
family rental housing in rural areas,
$1,000,000, be derived from the amount made
available under this heading for the cost of
low-income section 502 loans and to become
available for obligation only upon the enact-
ment of authorizing legislation.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this
Member is offering an amendment
which the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, Mr. DURBIN, has graciously agreed
to accept. The Bereuter amendment
will transfer $1 million from the 502 Di-
rect Loan Program and reserve it for
funding a Rural Rental Housing Guar-
antee Program which the Banking
Committee is in the process of author-
izing. This 50 project demonstration
program to provide Federal loan guar-
antees for the development of multi-
family rental rural housing is included
in H.R. 3838 which passed the Banking
Committee on June 15, 1994. We would
specify that the $1 million transfer
would become available only upon the
enactment of the authorizing legisla-
tion. This amendment has the approval
of Chairman GONZALEZ of the Banking
Committee, the Banking Committee’s
ranking member, Mr. LEACH, and the
Housing Subcommittee’s ranking
member, Mrs. ROUKEMA.

The demonstration being funded
would finance 25 projects in each of fis-
cal years 1995 and 1996 and would pro-
vide a 90 percent guarantee on loans
made by private lenders to the devel-
opers of rental housing for five or more
families.

Current law provides direct loans for
the development of rental housing for
low to moderate income families. The
demonstration program will provide for
additional housing for moderate in-
come families at a limited cost to the
Federal Government. Unlike direct
loans, which require appropriations of
the whole amount of a loan, loan guar-
antees only cost the Federal Govern-
ment the amount of defaults on private
loans.

This amendment will allow us to
move forward to provide a cost effec-
tive new method for financing rural
rental housing. This Member thanks
Chairman DURBIN, the ranking mem-
ber, Mr. SKEEN, and the leadership of
the House Banking Committee for
their cooperation in making this
amendment possible,

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

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman on the amend-
ment. I think it is a good innovation
and one that should be tried. I think it
shows the flexibility that we have to-
ward some of these programs and the
way they operate. We commend the
gentleman and accept the amendment.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, based upon the experi-
ence with the 502 home loan guarantee
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for single family, it is very cost effec-
tive with the default rate being less
than 1.59 percent and going down.

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

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, chairman of the
subcommittee.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman from Nebraska that I
rise in support of his amendment.

I would like to acknowledge the im-
portant role the gentleman has played
in establishing a program which I con-
sider to be an unqualified success, that
is, the 502 Guaranteed Unsubsidized
Housing Program. This is a program
which has demonstrated that through
some creative thinking, we can bring
together various agencies at the Fed-
eral level to provide families of modest
incomes the opportunity for home own-
ership in rural areas. I have had three
different seminars in my congressional
district bringing together bankers, re-
altors, and developers to tell them
about this program, and in each and
every instance they were absolutely
shocked to find out how simple this
program was, how little paperwork was
involved, and frankly they warmed up
to using this program across my dis-
trict and, as we see, across the Nation.

The gentleman from Nebraska de-
serves credit for this, He has worked
long and hard on it. I think what he is
suggesting today is an extension of
that concept and one which I hope will
be just as successful. I appreciate the
fact that we are awaiting authorizing
legislation and his assurance that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ],
who also has supported this program
very strongly, supports this amend-
ment today. I rise in support of his ef-
fort.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his very kind
words. I myself have had two such sem-
inars lately in Norfolk and Lincoln,
and frankly developers, lenders, home
builders, and many other people in-
volved cannot believe how simple it is
to use the 502 Program.

We hope it will be a model for this
program for rural rental housing mul-
tifamily.

The CHAIEMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $389,818,000.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For rental assistance agreements entered
into or renewed pursuant to the authority
under section 521(a)(2) or agreements entered
into in lieu of forgiveness or payments for el-
igible households as authorized by section
502(c)(6)(D) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, $523,008,000; and in addition such
sums as may be necessary, as authorized by
section 521(c) of the Act, to liquidate debt in-
curred prior to fiscal year 1992 to carry out
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the Rental Assistance Program under sec-
tion 521(a)2) of the Act: Provided, That of
this amount not more than $5,900,000 shall be
available for debt forgiveness or payments
for eligible households as authorized by sec-
tion 502(c)(5)(D) of the Act, and not to exceed
$10,000 per project for advances to nonprofit
organizations or public agencies to cover di-
rect costs (other than purchase price) in-
curred in purchasing projects pursuant to
section 502(c)(5)XC) of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That agreements entered into or re-
newed during fiscal year 1995 shall be funded
for a five-year period, although the life of
any such agreement may be extended to
fully utilize amounts obligated.
SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans, as authorized by sec-
tion 523(b)(1)(B) of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1490c), $603,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the
cost of modifying loans, as defined in section
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
$11,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $14,000.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insur-
ance Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
$618,755,000, of which $540,674,000 shall be for
guaranteed loans; operating loans,
$2,465,000,000, of which $1,735,000,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed Iloans and
$230,000,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; $4,312,000 for water development, use,
and conservation loans, of which $1,415,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; Indian tribe
land acquisition loans as authorized by 25
U.8.C. 488, §1,000,000; and for emergency in-
sured loans, $100,000,000 to meet the needs re-
sulting from natural disasters.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm owner-
ship loans, $31,853,000, of which $20,870,000
shall be for guaranteed loans; operating
loans, $95,340,000, of which $9,360,000 shall be
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and
$29,425,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed
loans; $411,000 for water development, use,
and conservation loans, of which $31,000 shall
be for guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land ac-
quisition loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488,
$123,000; and for emergency insured loans,
$26,060,000 to meet the needs resulting from
natural disasters.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $243,766,000.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928 and 86 Stat. 661-664,
as amended, to be available from funds in the
Rural Development Insurance Fund, as fol-
lows: water and sewer facility loans,
$834,193,000;, community facility loans,
$300,000,000, of which $75,000,000 shall be for
guaranteed loans; and guaranteed industrial
development loans, $500,000,000: Provided,
That none of the funds made available in
this Act may be used to make transfers be-
tween the above limitations: Provided fur-
ther, That of the amounts appropriated
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above, $17,000,000 of direct water and sewer
facility, $7,800,000 of direct community facil-
ity, and $11,000,000 of guaranteed industrial
development loan funds shall be available
through July 30, 1995, for empowerment
zones and enterprise communities, as au-
thorized by title XIIT of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed
loans, including the cost of modifying loans,
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: direct water
and sewer facility loans, $115,786,000; direct
community facility loans, $21,723,000;, guar-
anteed community facility loans, $3,728,000;
and guaranteed industrial development
loans, $4,750,000: Provided, That of the
amounts appropriated in this paragraph,
$2,360,000 for direct water and sewer facility
loans, $753,000 for direct community facility,
and $103,000 for guaranteed industrial devel-
opment loans shall be available through July
30, 1995, for empowerment zones and enter-
prise communities, as authorized by title
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $57,294,000.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans, $46,000,000, as
authorized by the Rural Development Loan
Fund (42 U.S.C. 9812(a)): Provided, That such
costs, including the cost of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided
further, That these funds are available to
subsidize gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans of $88,038,000: Provided
Jurther, That through July 30, 1995, of these
amounts, $5,519,000 shall be available for the
cost of direct loans, for empowerment zones
and enterprise communities, as authorized
by title XIII of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993, to subsidize gross ob-
ligations for the principal amount of direct
loans, $10,565,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
grams, §1,476,000.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, as amended
(7 U.S.C. 5101-5106), $2,000,000.

RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 306(a)2) of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1926),
$500,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, pursuant to section 306(d) of the
above Act of which $19,047,000 shall be avail-
able, through July 30, 1995, for empowerment
zones and enterprise communities, as au-
thorized by title XIII of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993, and of which
$25,000,000 shall be available for water and
waste disposal systems to benefit the
Colonias along the United States/Mexico bor-
der, including grants pursuant to section
306C: Provided, That, with the exception of
the foregoing $19,047,000, and the foregoing
$25,000,000, these funds shall not be used for
any purpose not specified in section 306(a) of
the Consoclidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act.

VERY LOW-INCOME HOUSING REPAIR GRANTS

For grants to the very low-income elderly
for essential repairs to dwellings pursuant to
section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, $24,900,000, to remain available
until expended.
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RURAL HOUSING FOR DOMESTIC FARM LABOR

For financial assistance to eligible non-
profit organizations for housing for domestic
farm labor, pursuant to section 516 of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1486), $10,900,000, to remain available until
expended.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.8.C. 1490¢), $12,650,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

SUPERVISORY AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
GRANTS

For grants pursuant to sections 509(g)(6)
and 525 of the Housing Act of 1949, $2,400,000,
to remain available until expended.

RURAL COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 7 of the Co-
operative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-313), $3,400,000 to fund up to 50
per centum of the cost of organizing, train-
ing, and equipping rural volunteer fire de-
partments.

COMPENSATION FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFECTS

For compensation for construction defects
as authorized by section 509(c) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, as amended, $495.000, to re-
main available until expended.

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS

For grants for rural housing preservation
as authorized by section 552 of the Housing
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (Pub-
lic Law 98-181), $22,000,000.

RURAL BUSINESS ENTERPRISE GRANTS

For grants authorized under section
310B(c) and 310B(j) (7 U.S.C. 1932) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act
to any qualified public or private nonprofit
organization, $47,5600,000, of which $2,000,000
shall be to assist in developing cooperative
efforts to provide information and technical
assistance to under-represented groups in
traditionally agricultural or other natural
resource dependent communities for encour-
aging business development; and of which
$9,500,000 shall be available through July 30,
1995, for assistance to empowerment zones
and enterprise communities, as authorized
by title XIII of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Aect of 1993: Provided, That
$500,000 shall be available for grants to gquali-
fied nonprofit organizations to provide tech-
nical assistance and training for rural com-
munities needing improved passenger trans-
portation systems or facilities in order to
promote economic development.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANTS

For grants -for pollution abatement and
control projects authorized under section
310B(b) (7 U.S.C. 1932) of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act, $2,995,000:
Provided, That such assistance shall include
regional technical assistance for improve-
ment of solid waste management.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED
FARMERS

For grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279),
$2,995,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

RURAL TECHNOLOGY AND COOPERATIVE
DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 310(f) of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)11)),
$1,500,000.
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LOCAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING
GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 306(a)(11)(A)
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)(11)),
$2,500,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Farmers
Home Administration, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in administering the programs au-
thorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1921-2000), as
amended; title V of the Housing Act of 1949,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1471-14900); the Rural
Rehabilitation Corporation Trust Liquida-
tion Act, approved May 3, 1950 (40 U.S.C. 440-
444), for administering the loan program au-
thorized by title III-A of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-452 ap-
proved August 20, 1964), as amended; the Co-
operative Marketing Act of July 2, 1926 (7
U.5.C. 451-457); and for activities relating to
the marketing aspects of cooperatives, in-
cluding economic research and analysis and
the application of economic research find-
ings, as authorized by the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.5.C. 1621-1627), and for
activities with institutions or organizations
throughout the world concerning the devel-
opment and operation of agricultural co-
operatives (7 U.S.C. 3291), and such other pro-
grams which the Farmers Home Administra-
tion has the responsibility for administering,
$700,585,000; of which $37,811,000 is hereby ap-
propriated, $374,255,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Rural Housing Insurance
Fund Program Account in this Aect and
merged with this account, $229,735,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the Agriculture
Credit Insurance Fund Program Account in
this Act and merged with this account,
$57,294,000 shall be derived by transfer from
the Rural Development Insurance Fund Pro-
gram Account in this Act and merged with
this account, $1,476,000 shall be derived by
transfer from the Rural Development Loan
Fund Program Account in this Act and
merged with this account, and $14,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the Self-Help
Housing Land Development Fund Program
Account in this Act and merged with this ac-
count: Provided, That not to exceed $515,000
of this appropriation may be used for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $4,159,000 of this ap-
propriation shall be available for contracting
with the National Rural Water Association
or other equally qualified national organiza-
tion for a circuit rider program to provide
technical assistance for rural water systems:
Provided further, That not to exceed $2,000,000
shall be available through cooperative agree-
ments to assist in developing efforts to pro-
vide information and technical assistance to
traditionally under-represented communities
to encourage business community develop-
ment.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION
To carry into effect the provisions of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended
(7T U.8.C. 901-950(b)), as follows:
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELEPHONE
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended (7T U.S.C. 935), shall be
made as follows: 5 percent rural electrifica-
tion loans, $100,000,000; 5 percent rural tele-
phone loans, $75,000,000; cost of money rural
telephone loans, $198,000,000; municipal rate
rural electric loans, $575,250,000; and loans
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made pursuant to section 306 of that Act,
$420,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and
guaranteed loans authorized by the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (7
U.S.C. 935), as follows: cost of direct loans,
$19,120,000; cost of municipal rate loans,
$46,020,000; cost of money rural telephone
loans, $40,000; cost of loans guaranteed pur-
suant to section 306, $450,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct and guar-
anteed loan programs, $29,982,000.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within
the limits of funds available to such corpora-
tion in accord with law, and to make such
contracts and commitments without regard
to fiscal year limitations as provided by sec-
tion 104 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended, as may be necessary in
carrying out its authorized programs for the
current fiscal year. During fiscal year 1995
and within the resources and authority
available, gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans shall be $175,000,000.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct
loans authorized by the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 935),
$2,728,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the loan programs,
$8,794,000.

DISTANCE LEARNING AND MEDICAL LINK
PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry into effect
the programs authorized in sections 2331-2335
of Public Law 101-624, $7,500,000, to remain
available until expended.

REA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans, as authorized under
section 313 of the Rural Electrification Act,
for the purpose of promoting rural economic
development and job creation projects,
$12,865,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the
cost of modifying loans as defined in section
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
$3,077,000.

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the provisions of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936, as amended (7 U.5.C. 901-950(b)),
and to administer the loan and loan guaran-
tee programs for Community Antenna Tele-
vision facilities as authorized by the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1921-1995), and for which commit-
ments were made prior to fiscal year 1994, in-
cluding not to exceed $7.000 for financial and
credit reports, funds for employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a)
of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and
not to exceed $103,000 for employment under
5 U.S.C. 3109, $38,776,000; of which $29,982,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Rural
Electrification and Telephone Loans Pro-
gram Account in this Act and $8,794,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the Rural Tele-
phone Bank Program Account in this Act:
Provided, That none of the funds in this Act
may be used to authorize the transfer of ad-
ditional funds to this account from the Rural
Telephone Bank.
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Mr. DURBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the balance of title III he
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order to the balance of title
111?

If not, are there any amendments to
the balance of title ITI?

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to be here
earlier but was unavoidably detained.

Mr. Chairman, it had been my inten-
tion to offer amendments to restore at
least half of the funding cut from the
Food Safety Inspection Service. But
after consulting with legislative coun-
sel and Appropriations Committee
staff, it was evident that an attempt at
en bloc amendments at this point
would not succeed, and an attempt to
simply add the money—albeit with
amendments to cut to follow—would be
ruled out of order, because the addition
of funding would push the bill’s outlays
over the 602(b) allocations.

This is an extremely frustrating situ-
ation. Here we have a bill that unnec-
essarily harms production agriculture,
and those of us who would like to try
to do something about it, have our
hands tied behind our backs.

This bill reduces FSIS funding $85
million from the fiscal year 1994 fund-
ing level. The cut actually translates
into a $103 million shortfall, because
that is the amount needed to retain
services at the current level in fiscal
year 1995. This is a 16.6 percent reduc-
tion, and it is not fair.

By cutting FSIS, the beef cattle in-
dustry, which is already experiencing
the lowest prices they have had in 10
years, will most likely take a deep nose
dive.

I have been getting calls and letters
into my office by cattle growers all
over Nebraska, that are being hit hard
by the latest downward trend in cattle
prices.

On top of this, in this era of Govern-
ment efficiency, this bill now tells pro-
ducers they must pay a user fee, and if
they're lucky, they will get their cattle
into the slaughterhouse, because USDA
will only have enough money to pay in-
spectors for one shift per day.

This should not be the news Congress
should be giving producers.

I sat down with my staff and a cal-
culator, and we quickly found a way to
restore nearly half the cuts in FSIS, by
reducing the increases—I repeat in-
creases—in a number of programs and
redirecting those dollars to FSIS.

For example, giving the Rural Rental
Assistance Program a 10-percent in-
crease instead of a 17-percent increase,
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frees up more than $31 million for meat
inspection.

FDA buildings and facilities got a 117
percent increase, an increase that was
not requested by the administration. A
mere 50 percent increase would have
freed up $4 million for more meat in-
spection services.

For FDA's salaries and expenses ac-
count, H.R. 4554 calls for 2.66 percent
increase. By only increasing FDA's sal-
aries by 2 percent, there is an addi-
tional $5 million that can go to the
FSIS.

The irony in this example is that the
FSIS and the FDA both have a com-
mon purpose—consumer protection.
Yet, while the FDA is slated for in-
creased funding, this bill guts the
FSIS' mission.

It is my understanding that a motion
to recommit will be offered by Mr.
DELAY. I have encouraged him to in-
clude instructions in his motion, for re-
storing FSIS funding, and I urge my
colleagues to support the people who
put the meat on the table, and support
this recommit with instructions.

This is supposed to be an agriculture
appropriations bill. Let's make it so.

O 1000

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I might say to my col-
league and friend from Nebraska that I
concur with many of the points that he
has made, and I understand the trav-
ails that are facing the beef and cattle
industry at this moment.

But this subcommittee really had its
hands full. We had to cut, make drastic
cuts, from last year's appropriations
bill. We have assumed a recommenda-
tion made under the Reagan adminis-
tration, the Bush administration, and
the Clinton administration that a user
fee be enacted that would cover second-
and third-shift inspections at meat and
poultry facilities. The Federal tax-
payers would still assume the respon-
sibility for first-shift inspections, but
second and third shifts would be cov-
ered by a user fee paid by the industry.

I wish this were not the case. I wish
we did not have to request this. Unfor-
tunately, if we are really going to re-
duce this deficit, if we are going to
bring down spending, we are going to
face choices like this every day on the
floor of the House of Representatives.

Let me quickly add that our sub-
committee does not have authority to
impose this user fee. We have turned to
the committee of jurisdiction, the
Committee on Agriculture, to ask
them to tackle this very difficult prob-
lem.

Your friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM],
was on the floor earlier addressing this
issue in a colloquy. He made a point
which I agreed with, that we should
work with the Department of Agri-
culture in the next few months to do
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our best to come up with the fairest
way to reform the current system and
to try to reduce any burden there
might be on the processors and those
that use this inspection service. I think
he is on the right track.

What we really need is a revolution
in thinking about meat and poultry in-
spection. In my callow youth, I spent
12 months working in a slaughterhouse
in East St. Louis, IL, working my way
through college. The Federal meat in-
spectors were at that time men, all
men, wearing white smocks, white hel-
mets, who stood and watched as the
carcasses went down the line. If they
saw anything that looked unusual or
smelled bad, they stopped it. That was
it. That was a pretty good system when
you consider the rest of the world.

Today our consumers are demanding
more. They are asking for more con-
fidence in the products that go through
this inspection process. We have a re-
sponsibility to meet those demands. I
have given those responsibilities, the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN] and I have, to the Committee
on Agriculture. It is a tough job. We
will work with them.

But I think when it is all done, we
are going to have a modern system of
meat and poultry inspection to the
credit of ranchers and cattlemen and
pork producers and those in the poul-
try industry across the United States.
It's a tough job, and I think the gen-
tleman has acknowledged how tough it
will be, but I think it is one we can be
proud of that we are facing this respon-
sibility in trying to address it.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
his remarks, the explanation.

I continue, however, to have my own
serious concerns about not only the
cattle industry but further reductions
in agriculture appropriations.

Mr. DURBIN. Let me just say this to
the gentleman: We cannot continue to
call for deficit reduction, spending
cuts, program reductions, and be sur-
prised or shocked that we come out
with appropriation bills like this.

We have to understand that all of the
speeches we have made about deficit
reduction eventually are going to re-
sult in appropriation bills that cut
very important programs. I will say to
the gentleman that, as we give our
speeches about deficit reduction and
balanced budgets and A to Z and line-
item vetoes, let us cut more, we have
got to reduce the deficit, ultimately we
have to pay the piper. This is what this
bill is faced with.

So many farm groups came to me
last year when the Clinton deficit re-
duction plan was on the table, and said
we need to cut more spending, Clinton
does not cut enough spending. I, frank-
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ly, think the President did. I voted for
it, I know the gentleman did not. But if
we had cut more spending then in defi-
cit reduction, this bill would be even
worse today.

When we vote on the floor of the
House to exempt the Veterans' Admin-
istration from any cuts in their budget,
we put more burden on valuable farm
programs. What I am suggesting to the
gentleman is we have got to look be-
yond the big picture to the specific ap-
propriation bills.

The gentleman from New Mexico and
I had the unenviable task of wrestling
with deficit reduction policy in its ex-
treme.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

Mr. SKEEN. I want to respond to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

You have made an excellent point. As
a cattle grower myself, we are always
sensitive to any change in the process-
ing or whatever that has a reflection
on the price of beef. But, of course, the
price of beef has gone down even with-
out the system being imposed.

It always bothers me about where are
the variables in those markets. And we
do not want the processors to have to
assume more of a burden, because that
is passed on to the consumer and not
the producer.

So it is a very ticklish situation, and
it is one that takes a lot of introspec-
tion, a lot of deep thinking, and a lot of
understanding, and I think together, I
appreciate the representations you
have made for those growers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
has expired.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word. I will not take the
5 minutes, but this is an opportunity to
say to the people of this country we
ought to know more about the whole
process rather than taking it for grant-
ed as we have in the past.

Because there are a lot of people who
are leaving the production area be-
cause there is just absolutely no way
you can make a good living out of that.
We do not want to exacerbate that by
what we do in the Congress of the Unit-
ed States.

So we do these things with a lot of
concern and a lot of care. We appre-
ciate your concern and your expres-
sion.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the remainder of title
II1?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF
INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana: Page 51, strike lines 1 through 5.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, 2 years ago, a New program was
started. It was an outreach program for
socially disadvantaged farmers and
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ranchers, and we put $1 million into
that program. I objected to it at that
time because nobody in this Chamber
could give me a definition of what a so-
cially disadvantaged farmer or rancher
was, and then somebody, and I think it
was the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE
LA GARZA], came down and said, well, it
is people who have been discriminated
against because of ethnicity, their eth-
nic background, because of their social
background and so forth.

Then we involved ourselves in a col-
loquy. We found that under the ecivil
rights laws we have right now anybody
who is discriminated against for those
reasons can go to court, and there are
criminal penalties. So we really do not
need it for that purpose.

So today we have not $1 million in
here. It was raised to $3 million last
year. This year it is $3 million again.

I noticed the chairman and ranking
Republican on this committee cut
$5,000 out of it. I appreciate that. But it
is still really $3 million, three times
what it was just 2 years ago.

The fact of the matter is we do not
need this program. Nobody knows what
a socially disadvantaged farmer is. As
a matter of fact, the money, the larg-
est part of it, went to 21 different uni-
versities and colleges around the coun-
try to implement the program. It looks
like to me it is a pork-barrel project
for 21 or 22 universities, because the
money is not getting to the farmers in
the first place.

We have extension programs to help
farmers with problems they have like
filling out forms or understanding
what kind of herbicides or pesticides to
use or anything that has to do with
farming. Yet here is a program nobody
knows what it is for, nobody knows
who it is supposed to help, they cannot
explain it on the floor of the House,
and we are spending $3 million for it.

So I would say to my colleague, the
gentleman from Nebraska, and my col-
league, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico, we are talking about this bill being
cut because of other programs, other
appropriations bills not being cut, and
this bill has been cut unfairly. Here is
$3 million we can take out that nobody
is going to miss, because it is not help-
ing anybody except 21 universities, and
nobody knows what they are doing
with the money.

If you look at the definition on page
1, it says, and here is what this money
is used for, one-on-one assistance in
filling out the forms required for par-
ticipating in agricultural programs.
Your extension programs do that.
There will be special training courses
and meetings to explain the provisions
of these programs. They do that as
well. Both individual and group train-
ing and assistance will be provided on
such matters as land preparation,
planting, seed selection, harvesting,
and marketing. They do that as well.
Sources of financial assistance includ-
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ing Farmers Home Administration’s
own lending program will be identified.
They do that as well.

So what is the purpose of this pro-
gram? If it is to make sure there is no
discrimination based upon people’s eth-
nic background or social background,
that is already in the law under the
civil rights law.

We have got the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration; we have got the exten-
sion programs. What do we need to be
spending this $3 million on this pro-
gram for? It makes absolutely no
sense, and if somebody can explain to
me in some detail what a socially dis-
advantaged farmer or rancher is, I
would love to hear it, because I have
been waiting for 3 years, and I still do
not have an answer.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in opposition
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

If T might, I would like to explain a
little bit about this program. The gen-
tleman understands that the Extension
Service has a responsibility nationwide
to help many individuals including
farmers, ranchers, and other producers
to deal with some of the challenges
they face in farming and ranching.

The Extension Service does an excel-
lent job. I have been surprised that
their reach goes far beyond the farm
and rural areas. In fact, it is even felt
in many cities around the country.

What was done in the last farm bill
was to try to separate a small part of
the Extension Service budget and to
focus on those farmers and producers
who are socially disadvantaged, as the
bill characterizes them.
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We are talking about African-Ameri-
cans, American Indians, Hispanic-
Americans and they comprise about 3
percent of our farm population nation-
wide. The money which is given to the
21 colleges and universities under this
act is used to establish programs of
outreach to help these minority and so-
cially disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers deal with the challenges that
they face today in farming. It is a spe-
cialized program, I will concede, but it
is not unique. The services the Exten-
sion Service offers nationwide really
parallel what is being offered through
this program. We are trying to focus
though on colleges and universities
which serve a special constituency.

I think the gentleman, if he will re-
view the colleges which receive the
money, will find among them many
rural colleges and those that are his-
torically black colleges, and coopera-
tives in the areas where American Indi-
ans can be found, which really try to
focus on minority needs. I might say to
the gentleman that some 81 different
institutions applied for moneys under
this program for this purpose. The 21
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that are enumerated; I am sure the
gentleman has seen this list, were the
winners in that competition.

I do not think it is unreasonable for
us to do this. The Extension Service
has a valuable job, an important job.
What we are trying to do with a small
sliver of funding is to focus on what we
consider to be a special problem.

I have dealt with the Committee on
Agriculture, which, of course, has cre-
ated the authorizing language for this
program, and I frankly hope that the
gentleman will reconsider his position,
and I rise in opposition to his amend-
ment.

Mr, SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I understand the gen-
tleman’s disconcertion over whether or
not what is a socially disadvantaged
farmer or rancher. Already we have
discussed this morning about our eco-
nomic disadvantageous situations, and
most farmers or agriculturalists are in
that position to begin with, but coming
from a State like the State of New
Mexico where we have a tricultural
background, 48 percent of my district
is Hispanic, also we have the native
Americans and one who has worked in
the field with Extension Service and
some of the rest, there are just a lot of
cracks in this thing that cannot be
spanned by any existing programs
other than the socially disadvantaged
program that we put the $3 million in,
and we took $5,000 out of it, I know.

But this is a program that has a
place. It can be used because there is
not available to some of these people
the regular Extension Service from the
land grant colleges. There is an abso-
lute and essential need. There is no
question about that. If the gentleman
is not convinced, then I invite him to
come take a look at the way the pro-
gram is operating in my State and
some of the other States that have
these cultural, large cultural, groups
that are agriculturally based pri-
marily, and to see how it works, be-
cause the money has been well used
and has not been wasted, and I think it
is a program that we should continue
until there is no such thing, or even a
need, to define what is socially disad-
vantageous or economically disad-
vantageous just insofar as agriculture
is concerned.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to tell my
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], that some of the people
who benefit from his program are the
people who live on the Navajo Nation.
We have some of these moneys going to
the Navajo Community College and
also Crown Point Community College.

As my colleagues know, the land that
they have sometimes does not produce
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most effectively, and also we want to
make sure that the land they do have,
that they take care of it and make sure
that we do not have soil erosion, et
cetera, use the water, proper planning.

S0, in my particular area, and also
with the area that the ranking member
represents, this area, or these moneys,
help the Navajo Nation to produce
more effectively.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a time of severe fiscal and
budgetary problems for this Nation.
There is just no question about it. Ev-
erybody knows that. Even the Presi-
dent has talked about that. The deficit
has been out of control. The national
debt is about $4.5 to $5 trillion, and we
should be economizing everywhere we
can.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] has said that this is a parallel
program. It is a duplicate program.
Parallel, duplicate; it is the same
thing. The fact of the matter is that we
are spending $3 million for a program
that is already being provided by the
farmers extension programs, by the Ag-
riculture Department and anybody who
feels like they are being discriminated
against already has protection under
the civil rights laws. There is just no
reason for this.

Now, when we look at the univer-
sities that are getting this money: Ar-
kansas Land and Farm Development,
the Association for Community Based
Education, Salinas, CA, University of
Vermont in Burlington, VT, Lincoln
University in Missouri, Jefferson City,
MO, Southern University A&M College,
Baton Rouge, LA, Florida A&M Univer-
sity in Tallahassee, Tuskegee Univer-
sity, Tuskegee, AL, University of Ar-
kansas at Pine Bluff, AR, we do not
need this program. It is a duplication.
It is $3 million that is really a waste of
taxpayers’ money. Nobody really has
given us a true definition of what a so-
cially disadvantaged farmer is. If a
farmer has a problem and needs addi-
tional education, needs help in filling
out forms, as is alleged in this bill that
this is supposed to help, they can get it
already. We do not need to spend this
$3 million, and, if we have the fiscal
problems that we all know we already
have, then here is a way to save $3 mil-
lion of taxpayers’' money, and it can be
used on another, possibly better, pro-
gram for the farmers.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, the Minority
Farm Outreach Program funded under section
2501(a) of the 1990 FACT Act is a serious,
critical and long overdue effort to redress the
years of discrimination faced by minority pro-
ducers in this Nation. Mr. BURTON last year,
during his attempt to delete these funds, re-

peated a question posed to him of whether a
socially disadvantaged farmer is one who can-
not get a date to a barn dance. This statement
mocks the seriousness of a situation which
should cause us great shame.

The Socially Disadvantaged Farmer/Ranch-
er Program is extremely cost effective be-
cause it provides the assistance directly to the
organizations who can work directly with these
farmers to keep them on the land. In 1975
there were only 175 African-American farmers
under the age of 25 in the entire Nation. Lets
bring our young people back to the land, and
develop diversification and marketing plans
essential to the future of minority farm agri-
culture. We need this program for our farmers.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, | rise outraged
at this amendment and ask for all my col-
leagues in the House to oppose this amend-
ment. This program was authorized under the
farm bill under the leadership of the current
Secretary of Agriculture at $10 million per
year. The subcommittee has cut the program
below the President's request and below last
year's level. There is a longstanding history of
discrimination at USDA and this program pro-
vides technical assistance to members of our
society which have been discriminated against
over the years.

Let us look at the facts. In 1920, 900,000
black farmers owned over 15 million acres of
land. That is almost 1 million black farmers.
By 1960, that number had dropped to 100,000
black farmers with less than 6 million acres.
By 1980, only 57,000 blacks owned less than
4 million acres. Mr. Speaker and Members of
the House, in 1987, the U.S. Agricultural cen-
sus could only document 25,000 black farmers
owning less than 2.5 million acres. So where
have we come. From 900,000 farmers to
25,000. That my colleagues is shameful and
unacceptable.

We must first admit there have been long-
standing problems regarding USDA's treat-
ment of the black farmer. The 1982 U.S. Civil
Rights Commission Report stated that without
comprehensive action, no black farmers will
remain by the year 2000.

This is an essential program which de-
mands our support. | resent the gentleman
from Indiana offering this amendment and
would like to give him the opportunity to with-
draw the amendment at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 139, noes 264,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 254]
AYES—139

Allard Barton Bunning
Archer Bateman Burton
Armey Bentley Buyer
Baker (CA) Bilirakis Calvert
Ballenger Bliley Camp
Barca Blute Canady
Bartlett Boehner Castle
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Clinger Hunter Porter
Coble Hutchinson Portman
Collins (GA) Hyde Ramstad
Combest Inglis Ravenel
Condit Inhofe Rogers
Cox Istook Rohrabacher
Crapo Johnson (CT) Ros-Lehtinen
DeLay Johnson, Sam Roth
Doolittle Kasich Roukema
Dornan Kim Royce
Drejer King Santorum
Dunean Klug Saxton
Dunn Knollenberg Schaefl
Emerson Kolbe Schenk
Ewing Kyl Sensenbrenner
Fawell Lazio Shaw
Fields (TX) Leach Shays
Fingerhut Levy Shuster
Fowler Lewis (FL) Slaughter
Franks (NJ) Lewis (KY) Smith (MDD
Gilchrest Lightfoot Snowe
Gillmor Linder Solomon
Gingrich Manzullo Spence
Goodlatte McCollum Stearns
Goss McHugh Stump
Grandy Mclnnis Taylor (MS)
Greenwood McKeon Taylor (NC)
Hall (TX) Meyers Thomas (CA)
Hancock Mica Thomas (WY)
Hansen Miller (FL) Torkildsen
Harman Molinari Torricelli
Hastert Moorhead Upton
Hefley Myers Vucanovich
Herger Nussle Walker
Hobson Orton Wolf
Hoekstra Oxley Young (FL)
Hoke Packard Zeliff
Horn Paxon Zimmer
Houghton Petri
Huffington Pombo

NOES—264
Abercrombie DeFazio Holden
Ackerman DeLauro Hoyer
Andrews (NJ) Dellums Hughes
And (TX) D h Hutto
Applegate Diaz-Balart Inslee
Bacchus (FL) Dickey Jacobs
Bachus (AL) Dicks Jefferson
Baesler Dingell Johnson (GA)
Baker (LA) Dixon Johnson (SD)
Barcia Dooley Johnson, E. B.
Barlow Durbin Johnston
Barrett (NE) Edwards (CA) Kanjorski
Barrett (WI) Edwards (TX) Kaptur
Becerra Ehlers Kennedy
Beilenson Engel Kennelly
Bereuter English Kildee
Berman Eshoo Kingston
Bevill Evans Kleczka
Bilbray Everett Klein
Bishop Farr Klink
Blackwell Fazio Kopetski
Bonilla Fields (LA) Kreidler
Bonlor Filner LaFalce
Borski Fish Lambert
Boucher Foglietta Lancaster
Brewster Ford (MI) Lantos
Browder Ford (TN) LaRocco
Brown (FL) Frank (MA) Lehman
Brown (OH) Franks (CT) Levin
Bryant Frost Lewis (CA)
Byrne Furse Lewls (GA)
Callahan Gallegly Lloyd
Cantwell Gejdenson Long
Cardin Gekas Lowey
Carr Gephardt Lucas
Chapman Geren Maloney
Clayton Gibbons Mann
Clement Gilman Manton
Clyburn Glickman Margolies-
Coleman Gonzalez Mezvinsky
Collins (MI) Goodling Markey
Conyers Gordon Martinez
Cooper Green Matsui
Coppersmith Gunderson Mazzoli
Costello Gutierrez McCandless
Coyne Hall (OH) McCloskey
Cramer Hamburg McCrery
Cunningham Hamilton MecDade
Danner Hastings MecDermott
Darden Hefner McHale
de la Garza Hinchey McKinney
de Lugo (VI) Hoagland McNulty
Deal Hochbrueckner Meeh
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Meek Rangel Sundquist
Menendez Reed Swett
Mfume Regula Swift
Mineta Richardson Synar
Minge Roberts Tanner
Mink Roemer Tauzin
Moakley Rose Tejeda
Mollohan Rostenkowski Thompson
Montgomery Rowland Thornton
Morella Roybal-Allard Thurman
Murphy Sabo Torres
Murtha Sanders Towns
Nadler Bangmelister Traficant
Neal (MA) Sarpalius Underwood (GU)
Norton (DC) Sawyer Unsoeld
Oberstar Schiff Valentine
Obey Schroeder Velazquez
Olver Schumer Vento
Ortiz Scott Visclosky
Owens Serrano Volkmer
Pallone Sharp Walsh
Parker Shepherd Waters
Pastor Sisisky Watt
Payne (NJ) Skaggs Waxman
Payne (VA) Skeen Wheat
Pelosi Skelton Whitten
Penny Smith (IA) Williams
Peterson (FL) Smith (NJ) Wilson
Peterson (MN) Smith (TX) Wise
Pickett Spratt Woolsey
Pickle Stark Wyden
Pomeroy Stenholm Wynn
Poshard Stokes Yates
Price (NC) Strickland Young (AK)
Quillen Studds
Rahall Stupak
NOT VOTING—36

Andrews (ME) Hayes Quinn
Boehlert Hilliard Reynolds
Brooks Laughlin Ridge
Brown (CA) Lipinski Romero-Barcelo
Clay Livingston (PR)
Collins (IL) Machtley Rush
Crane McCurdy Slattery
Derrick McMillan Smith (OR)
Faleomavaega Michel Talent

(AS) Miller (CA) Tucker
Flake Moran Washington
Gallo Neal (NC) Weldon
Grams Pryce (OH)
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Grams for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois
against.

Mr. Quinn for, with Mr. Tucker against.

Messrs. McCANDLESS,
CUNNINGHAM, and FOGLIETTA

changed their vote from “aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. CAMP, TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, SAXTON, HALL of Texas,
EWING, BARCA of Wisconsin, and
HOBSON changed their vote from ‘‘no”’
to “aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the remainder of title
1I1?

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to, among other
things, congratulate the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
for the tremendous job they have done
in a very, very difficult budgetary envi-
ronment.

Having congratulated the chairman
and the ranking member, I want to say
that I was particularly troubled,
though, by some of the debate that
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took place last night as part of general
debate on this agricultural appropria-
tions bill and some of the information
that has been disseminated in ‘“‘Dear
Colleague' letters that urge a no vote
on this bill, because, in fact, it cuts ag-
ricultural programs too deeply.

It seems to me that it is rank hypoc-
risy to advocate spending cuts, specific
spending cuts in the agricultural area,
and then urge Members to vote no be-
cause this bill cuts spending.

In fact, many of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have voted
for spending cuts that are far deeper
than those that the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. DURBIN] and the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] have
been required to bring to the floor on
this bill.

I wanted to point out that the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], the Re-
publican ranking member on the Com-
mittee on the Budget, has deservedly
won plaudits for his very specific budg-
et resolution; the fact that when it was
submitted to the House, it contained
detailed spending cuts. And so for the
first time in many years, we are really
able to trace Republican spending pri-
orities on agricultural issues.

The proposal of the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAsICH], which was defeated
but supported by an overwhelming
number of Republicans, gives us a blue-
print as to Republican priorities in the
agricultural spending area.

Only nine Republicans opposed the
proposal of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KaAsicH]. In fact, of the 158 who
supported it in a losing cause, an over-
whelming number of agricultural dis-
trict Republicans supported it,

I have looked through the voting
records. I note that in Colorado, in
Georgia, in Indiana, in Iowa, and in
Kansas, in fact, Republicans unani-
mously supported the Kasich budget as
it relates to agriculture.

But let me tell Members what that
does. It specifically cuts $8.9 billion
over 5 years. And this, of course, is in
discretionary spending, in most cases
the same kind of spending cuts that
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN] and the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. SKEEN] have been dealing with
in this bill. Much deeper cuts were rec-
ommended and supported by the Re-
publicans in the Kasich budget.

Let me read into the RECORD just
what they have proposed we do before
they come to the floor and urge we de-
feat this bill.

They have proposed that we reduce
the Farmers Home Administration
farm loan program by $423 million, cut
over 5 years. They have proposed a re-
duction in the Agricultural Research
Service of $830 million cut over 5 years.
They have proposed a reduction in the
Agricultural Extension Service of $505
million cut over 5 years. They have
proposed to cut $889 million in farm
agency field offices over 5 years. They
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have proposed to restructure the non-
farm service agencies within the De-
partment to the tune of a $535 million
cut over 5 years.

They went after the Foreign Agricul-
tural Trade Service, cut it $33 million
over 5 years; proposed a reduction in
the funding for the Cooperative States
Research Service to the tune of $331
million cut over 5 years.

They proposed a reduction in a num-
ber of programs that are really in tune
with rural development, including
water and sewer program and propose
to cut the WIC Program by $882 million
cut over 5 years.

The Department of Agriculture's
overhead was supposed to take a $3.4
billion reduction over 5 years. This sort
of program reduction, of course, is felt
by people on the farm.

And a reduction in loan guarantees
under the USDA Export Credit Com-
modity Program, the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation, a $1.1 billion cut over 5
years. And of course, just for good pub-
lic relations, they threw in the honey
program for $3 million, quite in con-
trast to the billions and hundreds of
millions that are cut in programs that
really do serve the needs of agriculture
in its most basic sense.

So I am here today to say that I
think this committee has done an ex-
cellent job. The net reduction in dis-
cretionary spending is forced by the
need to reduce the overall deficit of
this country. And for Republicans to
urge a no vote on this bill, after savag-
ing agricultural programs in their
budget, is rank hypocrisy.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
FooD AND CONSUMER SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Food
and Consumer Services to administer the
laws enacted by the Congress for the Food
and Nutrition Service, §540,000.

FoOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE
CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751-
1769b), and the applicable provisions other
than sections 3 and 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773-1785, and 1788-1789);
$7,451,351,000, to remain available through
September 30, 1996, of which $2,202,274,000 is
hereby appropriated and $5,249,077,000 shall
be derived by transfer from funds available
under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935
(7 U.S.C. 612¢): Provided, That funds appro-
priated for the purpose of section 7 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 shall be allocated
among the States but the distribution of
such funds to an individual State is contin-
gent upon that State's agreement to partici-
pate in studies and surveys of programs au-
thorized under the National School Lunch
Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, when
such studies and surveys have been directed
by the Congress and requested by the Sec-
retary of Agricalture: Provided further, That
if the Secretary of Agriculture determines
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that a State's administration of any pro-
gram under the National School Lunch Act
or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (other than
section 17), or the regulations issued pursu-
ant to these Acts, is seriously deficient, and
the State fails to correct the deficiency
within a specified period of time, the Sec-
retary may withhold from the State some or
all of the funds allocated to the State under
section 7 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
and under section 13(k)1) of the National
School Lunch Act; upon a subsequent deter-
mination by the Secretary that the pro-
grams are operated in an acceptable manner
some or all of the funds withheld may be al-
located: Provided further, That only final re-
imbursement claims for service of meals,
supplements, and milk submitted to State
agencies by eligible schools, summer camps,
institutions, and service institutions within
sixty days following the month for which the
reimbursement is claimed shall be eligible
for reimbursement from funds appropriated
under this Act. States may receive program
funds appropriated under this Act for meals,
supplements, and milk served during any
month only if the final program operations
report for such month is submitted to the
Department within ninety days following
that month. Exceptions to these claims or
reports submission requirements may be
made at the discretion of the Secretary: Pro-
vided further, That up to $3,849,000 shall be
available for independent wverification of
school food service claims: Provided further,
That $1,706,000 shall be available to provide
financial and other assistance to operate the
Food Service Management Institute.
SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special milk program, as authorized by sec-
tion 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.8.C. 1772), $18,089,000, to remain available
through September 30, 1996. Only final reim-
bursement claims for milk submitted to
State agencies within sixty days following
the month for which the reimbursement is
claimed shall be eligible for reimbursement
from funds appropriated under this Act.
States may receive program funds appro-
priated under this Act only if the final pro-
gram operations report for such month is
submitted to the Department within ninety
days following that month. Exceptions to
these claims or reports submission require-
ments may be made at the discretion of the
Secretary.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR

WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
special supplemental food program as au-
thorized by section 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), $3,470,000,000, to
remain available through September 30, 1996,
of which up to $5,500,000 may be used to carry
out the farmer's market coupon program:
Provided, That none of the funds in this Act
shall be available to pay administrative ex-
penses of WIC clinics except those that have
an announced policy of prohibiting smoking
within the space used to carry out the pro-
gram: Provided further, That no State will
incur an interest liability to the Federal
Government on WIC rebate funds provided
that all interest earned by the State on
these funds is used for program purposes.

COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
commodity supplemental food program as
authorized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture
and Consumer Protection Act of 1873 (7
U.S8.C. 612c (note)), including not less than
$8,000,000 for the projects in Detroit, New Or-
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leans, and Des Moines, $34,500,000, to remain
available through September 30, 1996: Pro-
vided, That none of these funds shall be
available to reimburse the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation for commodities donated to
the program.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2011-2029),
$28,817,457,000: Provided, That funds provided
herein shall remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 1995, in accordance with section
18(a) of the Food Stamp Act: Provided further,
That $2,500,000,000 of the foregoing amount
shall be placed in reserve for use only in such
amounts and at such times as may become
necessary to carry out program operations:
Provided further, That funds provided herein
shall be expended in accordance with section
16 of the Food Stamp Act: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be subject to
any work registration or work fare require-
ments as may be required by law: Provided
further, That $1,143,000,000 of the foregoing
amount shall be available for Nutrition As-
sistance for Puerto Rico as authorized by
U.S8.C. 2028, of which $12,472,000 shall be
transferred to the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service for the Cattle Tick Eradi-
cation Project: Provided further, That no
funds provided herein shall be available to
provide food assistance in cash in any county
not covered by a demonstration project that
received final approval from the Secretary
on or before July 1, 1994,

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS FOR SELECTED

GROUPS

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer
Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.8.C. 612c (note)),
section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C.
2013(b)), and section 311 of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.8.C. 3030a),
$183,154,000, to remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 1996.

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 110 of the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988,
$40,000,000.

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983, as
amended, $40,000,000: Provided, That in ac-
cordance with section 202 of Public Law 98-
92, these funds shall be available only if the
Secretary determines the existence of excess
commodities.

For purchases of commodities to carry out
the Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983,
as amended, $40,000,000.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For necessary administrative expenses of
the domestic food programs funded under
this Act, $106,465,000; of which $5,000,000 shall
be available only for simplifying procedures,
reducing overhead costs, tightening regula-
tions, improving food stamp coupon han-
dling, and assistance in the prevention, iden-
tification, and prosecution of fraud and other
violations of law; Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), and not to exceed $150,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109.

Mr. DURBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title IV be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order or amendments thereto?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE V—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND

RELATED PROGRAMS
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, including carrying out
title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1761-1768), market develop-
ment activities abroad, and for enabling the
Secretary to coordinate and integrate activi-
ties of the Department in connection with
foreign agricultural work, including not to
exceed $128,000 for representation allowances
and for expenses pursuant to section B of the
Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766),
$118,011,000, of which $4,914,000 may be trans-
ferred from Commodity Credit Corporation
funds, $2,792,000 may be transferred from the
Commodity Credit Corporation Program Ac-
count in this Act, and $1,425,000 may be
transferred from the Public Law 480 Program
Account in this Act: Provided, That in addi-
tion, funds available to the Department of
Agriculture shall be available to assist an
international organization in meeting the
costs, including salaries, fringe benefits and
other associated costs, related to the em-
ployment by the organization of Federal per-
sonnel that may transfer to the organization
under the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 3581-3584, or
of other well-qualified United States citi-
zens, for the performance of activities that
contribute to increased understanding of
international agricultural issues, with trans-
fer of funds for this purpose from one appro-
priation to another or to a single account
authorized, such funds remaining available
until expended: Provided further, That the
Service may utilize advances of funds, or re-
imburse this appropriation for expenditures
made on behalf of Federal agencies, public
and private organizations and institutions
under agreements executed pursuant to the
agricultural food production assistance pro-
grams (7 U.S.C. 1736) and the foreign assist-
ance programs of the International Develop-
ment Cooperation Administration (22 U.S.C.
2392).

None of the funds in the foregoing para-
graph shall be available to promote the sale
or export of tobacco or tobacco products.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I repeatedly hear on
this floor talk about how cuts on the
discretionary agriculture budget are to
reduce the deficit. I would like to have
the leadership on the other side, who
orchestrates this, tell us about the cuts
in the President’s program before. How
many times has the gentleman cut the
operating budget of agriculture? He
knows he has done it repeatedly, and at
the same time, he increases the spend-
ing on the social side of the agriculture
budget.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman, please quit putting out
that word that only discretionary
spending is being cut for the deficit. Of
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course it is, but the gentleman is put-
ting it back in spending on the non-
discretionary side.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EWING. I certainly will.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to concede to the gentleman that
there are increases in this bill. They
are very limited. Of the 90 some dif-
ferent programs that we have jurisdic-
tion over in this appropriation bill, a
handful received increases. Our com-
mittee report enumerates most of
those increases.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] be-
lieves, as I do, that the WIC program,
which now serves 40 percent of the in-
fants in America, is a critical invest-
ment in the future, not only of urban
America, but also of rural America.

Mr. Chairman, we have provided $90
million less than the President asked
for, but we are on the track toward full
funding for WIC. The gentleman rep-
resents a rural area, as I do, and he
knows that there are many senior citi-
zens and poor families in rural areas
that need public housing. We provide
some $76 million in rental assistance to
help those senior citizens, and to help
those poor families find housing.

Mr. EWING. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, let me say that that is
probably very true, but the gentleman
is increasing WIC. He did not cut WIC.

Mr. DURBIN. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, that is true.

Mr. EWING. The gentleman is cut-
ting the production programs that pro-
vide the cheap food policy of this coun-
try and assist every family, poor and
rich, in this country, and particularly
the poor.

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

Mr. EWING. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I serve on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and I would
have to say that the Republicans on
the committee were willing to look at
the need to reduce deficit spending.
Those of us who represent agricultural
districts were willing to make our
shared sacrifice in reaching that goal.

However, what is happening with this
appropriation bill, and generally what
is happening in the Department of Ag-
riculture, is that 60 percent of the De-
partment of Agriculture is going into
nutrition programs, and only about 20
percent is actually going to production
agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line is
that we are taking away from those
who are working and trying to produce
and feed this country, in fact, feed the
world, and giving to those who are be-
coming more reliant on the Govern-
ment and not actually producing peo-
ple.
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When we look at the continued bur-
den we are putting on the farmer in the
way of rules and regulations, we are
making it more difficult for him to do
business. We are increasing his taxes.
In addition, Mr. Chairman, we are
knocking him out in the agricultural
department and not giving him the
support that he really needs.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, very simply, no one can
dispute this, except maybe the figures,
and I do not have them here in front of
me, but we know we cut the agri-
culture budget about $4 billion for the
President’s deficit reduction program
in production agriculture, and we know
that we have cut it repeatedly, and
that it has been going down every year.

The farmers in my district, the agri-
cultural producers in my district, want
to take their share of the deficit reduc-
tion. They just cannot take it all. Nei-
ther can defense. That is exactly what
the gentleman is doing on that side of
the aisle, cutting defense and cutting
agriculture, and putting it into social
spending. Let me tell the gentleman,
the American people it is not lost on.
They know what is happening.

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

Mr. EWING. I certainly will.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I just
need to know, does the gentleman sup-
port full funding of the WIC program?

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that I support
funding of the WIC program at its level
of last year. Any increases over that
should not be done at the expense of
production agriculture.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, if the
President wants funding, he can allo-
cate more money to that without the
gentleman taking it from discretionary
funding of the agriculture budget.

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

Mr. EWING. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman remember voting for the
Kasich budget?

Mr. EWING. I did, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will
yield further, does the gentleman real-
ize that the cut over 5 years was $8.9
billion, and much of that out of discre-
tionary spending on agriculture?

Mr. EWING. I do, Mr. Chairman, and
I do that because, as I said before, I am
willing and the people in my district
are willing to take their share of the
cut for deficit reduction.

The Kasich budget cut many other
things.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING]
has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of title V be considered as read, be
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of title V
is as follows:

SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES OVERSEAS (FOREIGN
CURRENCY PROGRAM)

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For payments in foreign currencies owed
to or owned by the United States for re-
search activities authorized by section
104(cXT) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended
(T U.S.C. 1704(c)(T)), not to exceed $1,062,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $25,000 of these
funds shall be available for payments in for-
eign currencies for expenses of employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
T06(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (T U.S.C.
2225), as amended by 5 U.S.C. 3109.

PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM ACCOUNTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses during the current fiscal
year, not otherwise recoverable, and unre-
covered prior years' costs, including interest
thereon, under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701-1715, 1721-1726,
1727-1727f, 1731-1736g), as follows: (1)
$291,342,000 for Public Law 480 title I credit,
including Food for Progress programs; (2)
$29,000,000 is hereby appropriated for ocean
freight differential costs for the shipment of
agricultural commodities pursuant to title I
of said Act and the Food for Progress Act of
1985, as amended; (3) $821,100,000 is hereby ap-
propriated for commodities supplied in con-
nection with dispositions abroad pursuant to
title II of said Act; and (4) $157,442,000 is
hereby appropriated for commodities sup-
plied in connection with dispositions abroad
pursuant to title II of said Act: Provided,
That not to exceed 15 per centum of the
funds made available to carry out any title
of said Act may be used to carry out any
other title of said Act: Provided further, That
such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of di-
rect credit agreements as authorized by the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, as amended, and the Food
for Progress Act of 1985, as amended, includ-
ing the cost of modifying credit agreements
under said Act, $236,162,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the Public Law 480 title I credit
program, and the Food for Progress Act of
1985, as amended, to the extent funds appro-
priated for Public Law 480 are utilized,
$2,461,000.

SHORT-TERM EXPORT CREDIT

The Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $5,000,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its export credit
guarantee program for short-term credit ex-
tended to finance the export sales of United
States agricultural commodities and the
products thereof, as authorized by section
211(b)(1) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978
(7 U.S.C. 5641).

INTERMEDIATE EXPORT CREDIT

The Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $500,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its export guarantee
program for intermediate-term credit ex-
tended to finance the export sales of United
States agricultural commodities and the
products thereof, as authorized by section



13416

211(b)(2) of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978
(7 U.S.C. 5641).
EMERGING DEMOCRACIES EXPORT CREDIT

The Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make available not less than $500,000,000 in
credit guarantees under its Export Guaran-
tee Program for credit expended to finance
the export sales of United States agricul-
tural commodities and the products thereof
to emerging democracies, as authorized by
section 1542 of Public Law 101-624 (7 U.S.C.
5622 note).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
CCC's Export Guarantee Program, GSM 102
and GSM 103, $3,381,000; to cover common
overhead expenses as permitted by section 11
of the Commodity Credit Corporation Char-
ter Act and in conformity with the Federal
Credit Reform Act of 1990, of which not to
exceed $2,792,000 may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for the sala-
ries and expenses of the Foreign Agricultural
Service, and of which not to exceed $589,000
may be transferred to and merged with the
appropriation for the salaries and expenses
of the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order or amendments to the
balance of title V?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI—RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES
FooD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Food and
Drug Administration, including hire and pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles; for rental
of special purpose space in the District of Co-
lumbia or elsewhere; and for miscellaneous
and emergency expenses of enforcement ac-
tivities, authorized and approved by the Sec-
retary and to be accounted for solely on the
Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed $25,000;
$914,394,000, of which not to exceed $79,423,000
in fees pursuant to section 736 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act may be cred-
ited to this appropriation and remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That fees de-
rived from applications received during fis-
cal year 1995 shall be subject to the fiscal
year 1995 limitation: Provided further, That
none of these funds shall be used to develop,
establish, or operate any program of user
fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701.

None of the funds in this Act may be used
to enforce rules or regulations for a selenium
supplement level in animal feeds below 0.3
parts per million.

In addition, of the foregoing amount such
sums as may be necessary may be used for
the inspection of mammography facilities,
notwithstanding section 354(r) of the Public
Health Service Act. Fees collected under
said Act shall be credited to the foregoing
account and shall remain available until ex-
pended.

In addition to amounts provided, proceeds
from the sale of any animals that are surplus
to FDA's needs shall be retained by the Food
and Drug Administration and credited to the
salaries and expenses appropriation for 1995.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
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fixed equipment or facilities of or used by
the Food and Drug Administration, where
not otherwise provided, $18,150,000, to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Pro-
vided, That the Food and Drug Administra-
tion may accept donated land in Montgom-
ery and/or Prince George's Counties, Mary-
land.

RENTAL PAYMENTS (FDA)
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related
costs pursuant to Public Law 92-313 for pro-
grams and activities of the Food and Drug
Administration which are included in this
Act, $46,294,000: Provided, That in the event
the Food and Drug Administration should re-
quire modification of space needs, a share of
the salaries and expenses appropriation may
be transferred to this appropriation, or a
share of this appropriation may be trans-
ferred to the salaries and expenses appropria-
tion, but such transfers shall not exceed 5
per centum of the funds made available for
rental payments (FDA) to or from this ac-
count.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE
PAYMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE CORPORATION

For necessary payments to the Farm Cred-
it System Financial Assistance Corporation
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as author-
ized by section 6.28(c) of the Farm Credit Act
of 1971, as amended, for reimbursement of in-
terest expenses incurred by the Financial As-
sistance Corporation on obligations issued
through 1994, as authorized, $57,026,000.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

CoMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), including the
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; the rental of space (to include multiple
year leases) in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere; and not to exceed $25,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; $47,480,000, in-
cluding not to exceed $1,000 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses: Provided,
That the Commission is authorized to charge
fees to cover the cost of Commission-spon-
sored educational events and symposia, and
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, said fees
shall be credited to this account, to be avail-
able without further appropriation.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $40,420,000 (from assessments
collected from farm credit institutions and
from the Federal Agricultural Mortgage Cor-
poration) shall be obligated during the cur-
rent fiscal year for administrative expenses
as authorized under 12 U.5.C. 2249.

Mr. DURBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title VI be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are
points of order to title VI?

If not, are there amendments to title
VI?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF TEXAS

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

there any
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The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Texas:
Page 68, line 14, strike *'$914,394,000" and in-
sert ‘*$913,927,000".

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to offer an amendment to
the House Agriculture appropriations
bill that makes a $467,000 cut in the
Food and Drug Administration's appro-
priation level. This tiny cut is designed
to make a large point: It is past time
that the Federal Government cease to
allow unnecessary, unjustified, and in
this case, downright unusual, spending
to continue merely because it occurs in
the dark recesses of the Federal budg-
et.

My amendment cutting $467,000 is de-
signed to equal the difference in the
cost of new Public Health Service Com-
missioned Corps hires and general
schedule hires in the next fiscal year.
This amendment will not affect a sin-
gle individual now serving in the corps,
nor will it even affect any person who
will join the corps before October 1 of
this year. What the amendment will do
is to send a direct and indisputable sig-
nal that it is time the corps shipped
out of the FDA.

Why is this necessary? The answers
are as many as the corps is obscure.
First, allow me to provide a little
background on the corps itself. The
Public Health Service Commissioned
Corps was founded in 1798, when John
Adams was President, to treat disabled
seamen. Today, there are about 6,500
total individuals in the corps and it is
the 500 in the FDA that we are dealing
with in this amendment.

The Commissioned Corps is one of
the seven uniformed services and they
receive benefits that are equal to that
of the military. The section of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act that deals with
the corps states:

Commissioned officers of the Service or
their surviving beneficiaries are entitled to
all rights, benefits, privileges, and immuni-
ties now or hereafter provided for commis-
sioned officers of the Army . . .

While the corps are equal to the mili-
tary in their benefits, they are not in
their duties. Corps officers are not sub-
ject to the uniform military code of
conduct, which means they have the
right to refuse an assignment or trans-
fer simply by exiting the corps. In addi-
tion, the corps has not served in a mili-
tary capacity for a generation.

Quoting from testimony of then-As-
sistant Secretary for HHS, James O.
Mason, before the Energy and Com-
merce’s Subcommittee on Health and
the Environment, he explained the rea-
son that none of the corps' officers
were activated or called up for Desert
Storm as follows:

The last time the Commissioned Corps was
“militarized” was during the Korean con-
flict. Historically, this power has been used
very sparingly by the President. It was not
done during the Vietnam war even though
the draft was in effect at the time . . .

So the Federal Government is giving
military-equal benefits for civilian-
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type service. A corps officer with 6
years of service receives approximately
$15,000 more annually than a GS-13.
This is neither fair to the military offi-
cers who make the military sacrifices
for the same benefits, nor is it fair to
the FDA's civilian employees who do
the same work as the FDA's corps offi-
cers but at much less cost.

Even if this basic unfairness between
Federal employees did not exist, there
would still remain the basic unfairness
to the American taxpayer. They are
the ones required to pick up the tab for
the day-to-day discrepancy of paying
military benefits for a civilian job.
This discrepancy adds up to a huge un-
funded liability that the corps is accu-
mulating through their officers’ retire-
ment benefits.

Unlike either the military or civilian
employees they resemble, corps offi-
cers' retirement benefits are not pre-
funded as are other Federal workers'.
Instead, we rely on the antiguated
cash-in, cash-out accounting system,
whereby we merely pay the current
year's retiree costs without ever look-
ing ahead to set anything aside for
when that day will come for the cur-
rent officers. The same myopic ap-
proach virtually bankrupted the Social
Security trust fund and is one we have
wisely abandoned for all current Fed-
eral employees.

But we have not abandoned it for the
corps. As a result, according to the
independent audit of the corps’ retire-
ment system, the unfunded accrued li-
ability for the corps was $3.6 billion as
of September 1, 1992. Every day that we
do nothing to correct this, it increases.
This amendment says that day has
come today.

This amendment is about small
money but big principles. It is time
that we get rid of basic unfairness. It is
time we get rid of the illogic of having
two personnel systems to do one job. It
is time we get rid of an antiquated
anachronism that racks up costs we
don’t need to be paying today and
makes no plans to pay them tomorrow.

We can do these things now by pass-
ing this amendment. We can do it with-
out unfairly hitting anyone in the
corps. We can do it without unfairly
hitting American farmers, because the
FDA, which alone will be affected by
this amendment, is not part of the
USDA.

I urge Members of this House, who
have supported governmentwide re-
forms, to support this one today and
vote to pass this amendment.

0 1100

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I rise in op-
position to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, for those who are fol-
lowing this debate, we have now shifted
into the Food and Drug Administra-
tion. I hope we will take a moment to
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reflect on the fact that this important
small agency is under continuing pres-
sure. FDA responds to consumers
across America who rely on it for the
safety, effectiveness, and wholesome-
ness of all of the food and drugs which
come across the tables of our homes
and in our medicine chests. The agency
also responds to Congress., Year in and
year out Congress adds new respon-
sibilities to the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, wvaluable important respon-
sibilities which each of us as Members
of Congress consider to be necessary
for the health of our Nation.

In the not too distant past, we have
given new responsibilities to FDA to
inspect mammography clinics across
America. This is to make sure that our
wives and mothers and sisters and
friends who visit those clinics can
leave confident that the person who
has been there to help them is a quali-
fied professional person and that the
equipment works accurately. I think
we all understand the importance of
this.

When we consider the critical issues
related to the Nation's blood supply,
particularly in this era of sexually
transmitted diseases, the role of the
Food and Drug Administration is so
important.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas because he is strik-
ing a little over $400,000 from the Food
and Drug Administration. His quarrel
is with the Public Health Service Com-
missioned Corps, and I understand
that. But the net effect of his amend-
ment is to take money away from the
Food and Drug Administration.

Because of deficit reduction, the
Food and Drug Administration is al-
ready going to see a reduction in the
personnel available to perform its valu-
able functions. In effect, they have told
us that some 350 employees, or about 4
percent of their personnel, are going to
be at risk because of our budget rec-
ommendation. The gentleman's cut of
$400,000-plus will mean even more peo-
ple will be gone from the Food and
Drug Administration. I would submit
to the gentleman that this is not the
time to do this. If there was ever a mo-
ment in our Nation’s history when we
should value this agency and strive to
find ways to increase funding for the
professional personnel who work there,
this is the moment. For the gentleman
from Texas to come before us and to
suggest that we cut back in those per-
sonnel I think is shortsighted.

Mr. Chairman, let me address his spe-
cific point. I do not quarrel with the
gentleman from Texas that the Public
Health Service Commissioned Corps it-
self should be evaluated. We should ask
the hard questions of this group of Fed-
eral employees as we do so many oth-
ers, whether their job is necessary,
whether in fact they are cost efficient
in the way they perform it and what
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their future might be. But I would sug-
gest to the gentleman that just making
a cut in the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration budget is not going to have
that effect. It will reduce the number
of people needed for the important jobs
we described earlier at a time when we
should not do that.

I am told the Public Health Service
Commissioned Corps is a valuable part
of the Food and Drug Administration.
At a time when we need doctors and
medical professionals to review new
drugs and new medical devices to find
the medical breakthroughs which our
families rely on to save lives across
America, we should not be reducing the
number of people who work at the Food
and Drug Administration.

I will say to the gentleman, we have
faced the responsibility under this
budget resolution to reduce their budg-
et as we have had to, but we should not
cut it any further. I stand in opposition
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas. I hope he will re-
consider.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would support the
gentleman if he could accomplish what
I think he is trying to do here, is to
question the work of the Public Health
Service. I think a lot of us guestion
that. But certainly our chairman has
said about the need. We are constantly
asking the Food and Drug Administra-
tion to assume more responsibility and
they cannot do it without the people.
We maybe ought to move their people
around a little bit and help them do
that, but this cut the gentleman is
doing here will not accomplish really
what he is trying to do, unfortunately.
Just a mere dollar cut will not do that.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make a cou-
ple of points and also respond to what
my friend, the gentleman from Illinois,
has stated as well.

This amendment does not have to re-
sult in the cut of one individual in the
Commissioned Corps. The cuts that I
have proposed represent only the dif-
ference in salary between a typical
Federal employee and a Commissioned
Corps officer in the next year. It is not
adversely going to impact one individ-
ual who is now serving as a member of
the Commissioned Corps.

Second, we still have not addressed
the problem of a $3.7 billion unfunded
liability that is involved here. This is
the only group of employees, whether
we talk about Federal employees, civil-
ian employees, or military personnel,
who do not have to prepay their retire-
ment. I suspect that the gentleman
from Illinois would agree with me, we
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do not want more unfunded liabilities,
and we certainly ought to abolish this
type of antiquated accounting.

Lastly, I would certainly say to my
friend from Illinois that I agree with
him on the importance of the FDA. No
one is quibbling about that. We are
talking specifically about the Commis-
sioned Corps which was founded in 1798
when John Adams was President to try
to help disabled seamen. If there is
anything, any Government program
that is out of date, it is this one.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his
comments.

Again I think that this amendment
he has offered does not accomplish
what he is intending to do here. I can-
not speak for the committee, but I
think there ought to be a review, an
examination next year.

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I concur
with that. I have expressed that opin-
ion to the gentleman from Texas,
which is why I hope he will consider
withdrawing this amendment. This is
an agency which provides core person-
nel for many different Federal agen-
cies, not just the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. The gentleman raises se-
rious and legitimate questions about
its reed, its future and how it is fund-
ed. I would implore the gentleman not
to cut the FDA personnel budget in his
effort to raise this issue.

I will join the gentleman in suggest-
ing that we take a bipartisan look at
the future of the corps. I think his con-
tribution today has been very valuable
to this debate, but I hope he will not
cut the personnel at FDA.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, the director of the Food and Drug
Administration has come before us
continually every year begging for
more money. He just cannot do the job
that we are requiring of FDA, to make
all the examinations, the tests, every-
thing we require them to do. There are
new drugs coming on. Right now they
do not have adequate personnel.

Again, the gentleman from Texas is
trying to accomplish something that
the amendment just simply is not
touching. I think the Chair has given
us some assurance that we will exam-
ine the uniformed service again next
year, making sure we are getting effi-
ciency and effective dollar for what we
are spending on the program. I think
the commitment the chairman has
made here, I hope the gentleman from
Texas will consider it.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Indiana and
the gentleman from Illinois. I appre-
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ciate them saying we are raising a seri-
ous and legitimate issue. I look for the
chairman’s support in the future. I
would not ask for a recorded vote right
now.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VI?

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there is an issue of
enormous consequence that I fear has
not gotten the kind of discussion and
attention that it needs from this body,
and that has to do with the introduc-
tion of rBGH, Monsanto’s bovine
growth hormone, into the marketplace
and the impact it is going to have on
family farming, on animal health, and
perhaps on human health.

Also I must tell you that I am ex-
tremely concerned about the role that
Food and Drug Administration has
played in this entire process, and
among many other concerns that I
have is that at least three high-rank-
ing members in the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration formerly were employed
by the Monsanto Corp., and we believe
may have played an important role in
the whole approval process.

Mr. Chairman, the simple fact of the
matter is that at a time when we al-
ready have a milk surplus in the Unit-
ed States, we do not need bovine
growth hormone, which is increasing
milk production and increasing the
surplus. The fact of the matter is that
the Office of Management and Budget
has estimated that because of the use
of BST, there will be an increase in the
Federal deficit by $500 million over the
next 5 years.

Why do we need a synthetic hormone
to increase milk production when we
already have a milk surplus?

Second of all, the facts are very clear
that BST makes cows sick. It signifi-
cantly increases the rate of mastitis in
cows. With increased mastitis in cows,
farmers are obliged to use more anti-
biotics. Why, in fact, would the Amer-
ican people want to consume milk from
sicker cows than is presently the case?

The Food and Drug Administration
has said that antibiotics will control
the problem, and that it is ‘‘a manage-
able risk.” But why do we need any
risk at all when we already have a sur-
plus of milk on the market?

Mr. Chairman, in my State of Ver-
mont over the last 20 years, we have
lost many, many family farms, and
that is true all over this country. The
reason that we are losing family farms
is because the milk surplus is driving
milk prices down, and farmers in many
instances are receiving 50 percent of
the income that they did 15 years ago,
and they cannot survive on this in-
come.
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For those of us who are concerned
about the preservation of the family
farm, it seems to me we must address
this issue, and it is incomprehensible
to me that at a time we hear so much
discussion about the deficit that we are
not addressing this issue. At a time
when we consumers are more and more
concerned about the quality and the
purity of the foods that they are in-
gesting, it seems to me that when sci-
entists have concerns about the BST
residue that will remain in the finished
product, the milk we drink, it is an
issue we must address.

Mr. Chairman, Monsanto is a multi-
billion-dollar corporation. They have
spent $300 million on the development
of this product. It seems to me that it
would be appropriate for the U.S. Con-
gress to begin to stand up for family
farmers all over this country who have
enormous concerns about the impact of
this development on their future. It
seems to me imperative that the Con-
gress stand up for consumers who are
saying, “We want a pure product. We
do not want cows to be injected with a
synthetic hormone which makes them
sicker so that Monsanto can make
more money."

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked to
withdraw the amendment which I pre-
sented today, and I will do so.

I intend next week, however, to in-
troduce a major piece of legislation
which deals with the labeling issue
that the FDA has done such a terrible
job on, the labeling issue which says
that consumers in America have the
right to know whether the dairy prod-
uct they are consuming comes from
cows in injected with BST or whether
it does not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS
was allowed to proceed for 30 addi-
tional seconds.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
would hope the chairman of the com-
mittee will work with me in allowing
more debate, more exploration of this
terribly important issue that has not
gotten the attention that it deserves,
and I would hope that I will be able to
work with the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], fur-
ther on this issue.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Although I may disagree with the
gentlemen from Vermont on his posi-
tion on this issue, he certainly deserves
an opportunity to be heard on his posi-
tion, and I think some of the questions
he has raised should be answered.

I will work with him to try to
achieve that.

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

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to say that those of us on
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the Committee on Agriculture have
looked at this issue, and I want to as-
sure the American public here and now
that every drop of milk that they are
drinking today and every drop of milk
that a schoolchild is drinking today,
whether it comes from cows that have
had the additive or not, is healthful,
wholesome, and delicious, and I hope
that people continue to drink milk, be-
cause no matter what some of these
people say, all the milk is wholesome.
Every cow that has ever, every cow
that has ever given milk has BST or
BGH naturally forming. There is no
difference between what Monsanto has
produced and what the cow produces. It
is all the same milk, and you cannot
tell the difference, and it is all deli-
cious.

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

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I also
come from a dairy State, and we also
want people to continue to drink milk,
which we agree is very healthy. But
would the gentleman disagree with me
that scientists have determined quite
clearly, and I think Monsanto itself
would not deny, that cows injected
with BST become sicker, and there is a
significant increase of mastitis?

Mr. VOLKMER. If the gentleman will
yield further, no, I will not agree with
that. I disagree with that strenuously.

Mr. SANDERS. The gentleman dis-
agrees with that? Really?

Mr. VOLKMER. Wholeheartedly.
They do not become sick.

Mr. DURBIN. Reclaiming my time, I
believe that the gentleman have sug-
gested that perhaps another debate is
needed on this.

I will tell you this: I have visited a
large dairy in my area, Prairie Farms
Dairy; the milk that comes from those
cows before it comes to the table is ex-
amined and tested three different
times, three different times for the
presence of antibiotics. If there is any
evidence of an unwanted residue, the
entire load of milk is destroyed.

There is a very careful testing proce-
dure, monitored by the Federal Gov-
ernment. Consumers across America
should understand, as the gentleman
from Missouri says, that the milk that
they are being given in their stores and
in classrooms is healthy, safe, and
wholesome.

The gentleman from Vermont has
raised other issues which we can ad-
dress, but that, I think, we all agree
on.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not prolong the
argument, but I think the gentleman
from Vermont has a very important re-
quest to make, and that is something
that we should have been doing a long
time ago is getting to the real sci-
entific basis accurately about what is
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in foodstuffs, what does BST amount to
and all the rest of it, because too many
times we have those kinds of media
hypes and some of the rest to
fearmonger the food supply, and it has
gone awry and worked to our det-
riment for too many years.

I think we ought to have a real good
discussion on this and some real good
factfinding and real good knowledge
and also turn around and tell the
American people: ‘‘Quit listening to
these folks that are trying to scare the
living bejiminies out of you over what
is in the milk."”

If there is a danger, let us find it. If
there is not, let us decide to go on
about our business and get on with the
business of being good, healthy con-
suming Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
men from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I abso-
lutely agree with the gentleman. We
certainly do not want fear mongering.
But what we absolutely do want, espe-
cially in this era when more and more
pesticides and chemicals are being
used; I think the American consumer
does want to know absolutely and un-
equivocally that the product that he or
she is consuming is, in fact, a healthy
product, and I look forward to working
with the gentleman to move in that di-
rection.

Mr, SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS], and I think we need to build
that level of confidence.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to put in a
word here because I know of the con-
cern of the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS]; I know of his genuine
concern about this issue, not just on
human health, but also on dairy herds
and smaller farmers who may be dis-
advantaged because of the additional
use of this particular additive. Let me
say to the gentleman: ‘‘Mr. SANDERS, I
know you had several amendments,
and you have kindly withdrawn them
today, but, in reading some of them, I
think that at the same time our com-
mittee extends the offer to work with
you wholeheartedly, I think some ef-
fort has to be put in at the authorizing
committee level as well with the new
farm bill that is coming up.” And I
would just say to the gentleman: “If
you have not pursued those courses as
fully as you might this year, I think in
the future we would be happy to help
you on that score as well.”

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, that is
precisely what we intend to do. I think
one of the major issues, as I mentioned
a moment ago, that we want to address
is the labeling issue within the author-
izing committee. I think there cannot
be debate about whether or not the
American people have the right to
know where the milk comes from that
they are drinking. They do have that
right, and I am very proud to say that
in the State of Vermont we have, in
fact, passed labeling legislation, and I
think similar legislation should be
passed nationally. But I would love to
work with the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KAPTUR] in the authorizing com-
mittee on these issues.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VII-GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEc. T01. Within the unit limit of cost fixed
by law, appropriations and authorizations
made for the Department of Agriculture for
the fiscal year 1995 under this Act shall be
available for the purchase, in addition to
those specifically provided for, of not to ex-
ceed T06 passenger motor vehicles, of which
705 shall be for replacement only, and for the
hire of such vehicles,

SEc. 702. Funds in this Act available to the
Department of Agriculture shall be available
for uniforms or allowances therefor as au-
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902).

SEc. 703. Not less than $1,500,000 of the ap-
propriations of the Department of Agri-
culture in this Act for research and service
work authorized by the Acts of August 14,
1946, and July 28, 1954, and (7 U.S.C. 427, 1621-
1629), and by chapter 63 of title 31, United
States Code, shall be available for contract-
ing in accordance with said Acts and chap-
ter.

SEc. T04. The cumulative total of transfers
to the Working Capital Fund for the purpose
of accumulating growth capital for data
services and National Finance Center oper-
ations shall not exceed $2,000,000: Provided,
That no funds in this Act appropriated to an
agency of the Department shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund without
the approval of the agency administrator.

SEC. T05. New obligational authority pro-
vided for the following appropriation items
in this Act shall remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b); Animal and FPlant
Health Inspection Service, the contingency
fund to meet emergency conditions, and In-
tegrated Systems Acquisition Project; Agri-
cultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, salaries and expenses funds made
available to county committees; Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, Middle-Income Country
Training Program; higher education grad-
uate fellowships grants under section
1417(b)(6) of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act
of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)); and
capacity building grants to colleges eligible
to receive funds under the Act of August 30,
1890, including Tuskegee University.

New obligational authority for the Boll
Weevil Program; up to 10 per centum of the
Screwworm Program of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service; funds ap-
propriated for Rental Payments; and higher
education minority scholars programs under
section 1417(b}5) of the National Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(5)) shall remain available until ex-
pended.
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SEC. T06. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 707. Not to exceed $50,000 of the appro-
priations available to the Department of Ag-
riculture in this Act shall be available to
provide appropriate orientation and lan-
guage training pursuant to Public Law 9%4-
449,

SEc. 708. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost
rates on cooperative agreements or similar
arrangements between the United States De-
partment of Agriculture and nonprofit insti-
tutions in excess of 10 per centum of the
total direct cost of the agreement when the
purpose of such cooperative arrangements is
to carry out programs of mutual interest be-
tween the two parties. This does not pre-
clude appropriate payment of indirect costs
on grants and contracts with such institu-
tions when such indirect costs are computed
on a similar basis for all agencies for which
appropriations are provided in this Act.

SEc. 709. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, commodities acquired by
the Department in connection with Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and section 32 price
support operations may be used, as author-
ized by law (15 U.S.C. Tl4c and 7 U.5.C. 612c),
to provide commodities to individuals in
cases of hardship as determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

SEC. T10. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to reimburse the General Serv-
ices Administration for payment of space
rental and related costs in excess of the
amounts specified in this Aect; nor shall this
or any other provision of law require a re-
duction in the level of rental space or serv-
ices below that of fiscal year 1994 or prohibit
an expansion of rental space or services with
the use of funds otherwise appropriated in
this Act. Further, no agency of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, from funds otherwise
available, shall reimburse the General Serv-
ices Administration for payment of space
rental and related costs provided to such
agency at a percentage rate which is greater
than is available in the case of funds appro-
priated in this Act.

SEC. T11. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to restrict the authority of the
Commodity Credit Corporation to lease
space for its own use or to lease space on be-
half of other agencies of the Department of
Agriculture when such space will be jointly
occupied.

SEC. T12. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to pay indirect costs on research
grants awarded competitively by the Cooper-
ative State Research Service that exceed 14
per centum of total Federal funds provided
under each award.

SEC. T13. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of this Act, all loan levels provided in
this Act shall be considered estimates, not
limitations.

SEC. Tl4. Appropriations to the Department
of Agriculture for the cost of direct and
guaranteed loans made available in fiscal
year 1995 shall remain available until ex-
pended to cover obligations made in fiscal
year 1995 for the following accounts: Rural
Development Insurance Fund Program Ac-
count; Rural Development Loan Fund Pro-
gram Account; the Rural Telephone Bank
Program Account; the Rural Electrification
and Telephone Loans Program Account; and
the REA Economic Development Loans Pro-
gram Account.

SEC. T15. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
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be used to pay the salaries of personnel who
carry out a Market Promotion Program pur-
suant to section 203 (7 U.S.C. 5623) of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Act of 1978, with respect to
tobacco or if the aggregate amount of funds
and/or commodities under such program ex-
ceeds $90,000,000.

SEC. 716. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to enroll in excess of 100,000 acres in
the fiscal year 1995 Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram, as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837.

SEC. 7T17. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to enroll additional acres in the Con-
servation Reserve Program authorized by 16
U.S.C. 3831-3845.

SEC. 7T18. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1995 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. T19. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
funds the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the “‘Buy
American Act').

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS, REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(¢) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
“Made in America' inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 720. Notwithstanding the Federal
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act, mar-
keting services of the Agricultural Market-
ing Service may use cooperative agreements
to reflect a relationship between Agricul-
tural Marketing Service and a State or Co-
operator to carry out agricultural marketing
programs.

SEC. 721, None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries of personnel who
carry out an export enhancement program
(estimated to be $1,000,000,000 in the Presi-
dent's fiscal year 1995 Budget Request (H.
Doc. 103-179)) if the aggregate amount of
funds and/or commeodities under such pro-
gram exceeds $850,000,000.

SEC. 722. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used to pay the salaries of personnel who
carry out a sunflower and cottonseed oil ex-
port program authorized by section 1541 of
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Public Law 101-624 if the aggregate amount
of funds and/or commodities under such pro-
gram exceeds $27,000,000.

SEC. 723. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used by the Secretary of Agriculture to
provide a total amount of payments to a per-
son to support the price of honey under sec-
tion 207 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1446h) and section 405A of such Act (7
U.S.C. 1425a) in excess of $0 in the 1994 crop

year,

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, none of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall
be used by the Secretary of Agriculture to
provide for a total amount of payments and/
or total amount of loan forfeitures to a per-
son to support the price of honey under sec-
tion 207 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1446h) and section 405A of such Act (7
U.S.C. 1425a) in excess of zero dollars in the
1994 crop year.

SEC. T24. None of the funds in this Act may
be used by the Secretary of Agriculture to
warrant to the Secretary of the Treasury a
payment out of the Treasury of the United
States for purposes specified in the tenth and
eleventh paragraphs under the heading
“Emergency Appropriations” of the Act of
March 4, 1907 (7 U.S.C. 321, et seq.): Provided,
That $2,850,000 is hereby appropriated for
higher education challenge grants under sec-
tion 1417(b)(1) of the National Agricultural
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy
Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(1)),
including administrative expenses.

SEC. 725. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act $25,000,000 is hereby appro-
priated for unforeseen expenses due to the
reorganization and streamlining of the agen-
cies of the Department of Agriculture which
may be transferred to any agency of the De-
partment funded in this Act for its use in
meeting these unforeseen needs: Provided,
That such funds shall not be available for ob-
ligation prior to September 29, 1995.

SEC. 726. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Food Stamp Program may
be used in violation of 7 U.S.C. sec. 2015(f) or
of any applicable Federal law or regulation
of the United States.

SEC. 727. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram may be used in violation of 7 CFR
1498.4(a) or of any applicable Federal law or
regulation of the United States.

SEC. 728. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram may be used in violation of 7T CFR
1498.4(a) or of any applicable Federal law or
regulation of the United States.

SEC. T29. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Agricultural Water Qual-
ity Protection Program may be used in vio-
lation of T CFR 1498.4(a) or of any applicable
Federal law of regulation of the United
States.

SEC. 730. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Integrated Farm Management
Program Option may be used in violation of
T CFR 1498.4(a) or of any applicable Federal
law or regulation of the United States.

SEC. 731. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Farm Labor Housing Grants
(Section 516) may be used in violation of 7
CFR 1944.9(c) or of any applicable Federal
law or regulation of the United States.

SEC. 732, None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Housing Loans (section
502) may be used in violation of 7 CFR
1944.9(c) or of any applicable Federal law or
regulation of the United States.

SEC. 733. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Rental Housing Loans
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(section 515) may be used in violation of 7
CFR 1944.9(c) or of any applicable Federal
law or regulation of the United States.

SEC. T34. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Rental Assistance Pay-
ments (section 521) may be used in violation
of 7T CFR 1944.9(c) or of any applicable Fed-
eral law or regulation of the United States.

SEC. 735. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Housing Self-Help Tech-
nical Assistance Grants may be used in vio-
lation of 7 CFR 1944.9(c) or of any applicable
Federal law or regulation of the United
States,

SEC. 736. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Housing Site Loans
(sections 523 and 524) may be used in viola-
tion of T CFR 1944.%(c) or of any applicable
Federal law or regulation of the United
States.

SEcC. 737. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Farm Labor Housing Loans
and Grants may be used in violation of 7
CFR 1944.%(c) or of any applicable Federal
law or regulation of the United States.

SEC. T38. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Rural Rental Housing Loans
may be used in violation of T CFR 1944.9(c) or
of any applicable Federal law or regulation
of the United States.

SEC. 739. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Farm Ownership Loans may
be used in violation of 7 CFR 1943.12(a)(1) or
of any applicable Federal law or regulation
of the United States.

SEC. T40. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Emergency Loans may be
used in violation of T CFR 1945.162(b)(1) or of
any applicable Federal law or regulation of
the United States.

SEc. T41. None of the funds made available
in this Act for Farm Operating Loans may be
used in violation of 7 CFR 1941.12(a)(1) or of
any applicable Federal law or regulation of
the United States.

Mr. DURBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of the bill
through page 83, line 2, be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there points of
order to title VII?

If not, are there amendments to title
viI?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KREIDLER

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KREIDLER: Cn
page 80, strike lines 3 through 10, and renum-
ber the following section numbers accord-
ingly.

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Chairman, we
all support the savings Secretary Espy
wants to achieve by reorganizing the
Department of Agriculture. Most of
those savings are assumed in this bill.

But in case this Congress does not
pass a reorganization bill, the Appro-
priations Committee has included a
contingency fund of $25 million. While
that might seem like a sensible fall-
back plan, in this case, it would make
more sense to move forward and enact
the reorganization.
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In fact, that is happening. The House
Committee on Agriculture is marking
up a reorganization bill, and the Sen-
ate committee has already done so. We
should pass that legislation and lock in
those savings. We should not create a
contingency fund that makes it any
easier to delay the streamlining USDA
needs.

The committee report says ‘‘there
might be additional expenses that were
not foreseen’ when the reorganization
plan was submitted to Congress. With
the greatest respect to the committee,
1 do not think that is a good enough
reason to spend taxpayers’ money.

This amendment would strike the $25
million contingency fund. It would not
affect the funding of any of the current
programs in this bill. But it would help
us make sure that reorganizing the De-
partment actually saves money.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
KREIDLER].

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have a
similar amendment at the desk, and
what I would urge my colleagues to do
is to slash what amounts to a $256 mil-
lion slush fund that was not requested
by the administration and showed up, I
think, as something of a curiosity to
pay for “‘unforeseen experiences’’ due
to the reorganization and streamlining
of USDA's legendary bureaucracy. Why
on earth we need $25 million in an ef-
fort to downsize and make the existing
bureaucracy smaller than it is today is
completely beyond me, and I am sure it
is beyond the taxpayers. Nowhere other
than in Washington do we appropriate
extra dollars to save money.

Interestingly, Mr. Chairman, the au-
thors of the provision apparently be-
lieve that the Secretary's reorganiza-
tion plan is going to incur costs that
even the Department itself failed to
anticipate because the White House has
not asked for any of this money in the
budget.

The other curious thing about this
particular line item is that the sub-
committee only allows the Secretary
of Agriculture to use this money dur-
ing the last 48 hours of the fiscal year,
and the end result of that budgetary
sleight of hand is that the bill for the
provision will not come due until fiscal
year 1996, 16 months from now, which
means that CBO does not score it for
fiscal year 1995, and yet the money is
still appropriated in committee.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
trick is on the American taxpayers. It
is a remarkable way to appropriate
money that is not otherwise appro-
priated.

Adopting the amendment will not in
any way impede Secretary Espy's ef-
forts in this manner, and adopting this
amendment will ensure that
downsizing will actually save money
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for the taxpayers, which is what
downsizing is supposed to do.

So, Mr. Chairman, I support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. KREIDLER] and
urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on striking section
725 from the bill.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I also have an amend-
ment that would delete section 725 and
save that $256 million appropriation. A
lot of common sense and logic has al-
ready been stated, and I, therefore, ask
that we support this amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. KREIDLER]. Let me
tell my colleagues why.

When we crafted this provision in the
bill, we were not certain that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture would be ad-
dressing the question of reorganiza-
tion. I am happy to report they have
started that, and that gives us some as-
surance that our assumption of savings
through that reorganization of $135
million will take place. We have set
this $25 million in place for the Depart-
ment's reorganization much as major
corporations will set off a charge
against income when they either lay
off personnel or go into some major re-
organization. The fact is that in reor-
ganization there is initial expense in-
volved, and we were trying to antici-
pate it with this language. But because
of the activity of the Committee on
Agriculture moving forward on reorga-
nization, Mr. Chairman, it is our feel-
ing at this point that it will not be nec-
essary.

So, I support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. KREIDLER], and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, we also support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. KREIDLER] on
this side, and we think it is a good
move and have no objection to it.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
KREIDLER].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on this amend-
ment.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, it is our intention to withdraw
this amendment, but I think it is im-
portant that this body be informed of
the amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
will suspend, the Clerk will first report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan: Insert on page 83 after line 2, the follow-
ing new section:

“Sec. 742, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or as may otherwise be pro-
vided in this Act, funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act for the sal-
aries and expenses of employees of the De-
partment of Agriculture its agencies and of-
fices who are located in the Department's
national headquarters shall be reduced in a
proportionate amount and in a manner de-
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture
that will produce an amount equal to
$103,000,000 that shall be utilized by the Sec-
retary for an increase in the salaries and ex-
penses of the Food Safety and Inspection
Service as otherwise provided in this Act:
Provided that the amount provided for sala-
ries and expenses of Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service to carry on the services author-
ized by the Federal Meat Inspection Act, as
amended, and the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act, as amended, shall be a total appro-
priation for fiscal year 1995 of $533,929,900.—

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous 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
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stands that the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN] reserves a point of order
on the amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, still re-
serving my point of order, if the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]
would agree, I make the following
unanimous consent request: that all
debate on this amendment, which will
be withdrawn, be limited to 10 minutes,
with the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SMITH] controlling 5 minutes, and
I will control the other 5 minutes and
share the time with the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] if he
seeks time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, of great concern to
agriculture in this country is the tak-
ing away of $103 million of needed
funds in the food safety area for inspec-
tion of meat animals. This amendment
takes out §103 million from the
overstaffed, somewhat bloated Wash-
ington, DC bureaucracy of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and makes
sure that we have enough money to
keep food safe in this country by apply-
ing these funds, $103 million, to the
Food Safety Inspection Program.

We have a serious problem because
this budget is predicated on the as-
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sumption that there are going to be fee
increases passed on to pay for the fund-
ing of this food inspection service, and
one of two parties is going to pay for
that user fee increase. It is either going
to be the consumers of this country or
it is going to be the farmers of this
country as lower prices are offered to
farmers for their products, to pay for
the ensuing fee increase for food in-
spection, or a more likely result is an
increase in costs to the consumers of
this country because these fees are
going to be passed on, either up or
down. If there is any lack of availabil-
ity of supply, then what will happen in
this country is that the consumers are
going to pay for that fee increase.

So, Mr. Chairman, we are suggesting
that we at an earlier time start reduc-
ing the bureaucracy in the U.S, Depart-
ment of Agriculture to pay for these
services.

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for yielding.

I am a cosponsor with the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] on this
amendment. I think it is a well-inten-
tioned amendment, and I think it goes
to the heart of the problem, which is
that we have a large headquarters
staff, some 15,000 Department of Agri-
culture employees in this city whose
payroll and support expense in close to
$1 billion. If we cut that by 10 or 15 per-
cent, we would have the money to meet
the meat inspection standards that are
presently required.

I understand that the Department of
Agriculture is going to take, over the
next 5 years, a hit in terms of about
7,600 employees. But my feeling is,
along with the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. SMITH], that we could take a
bigger cut in the headquarters employ-
ees, the employees of USDA who are
here in Washington, DC, and make this
meat inspection program work, which
would accrue not only to the consum-
ers who have an interest, obviously, in
healthy meat products but also those
who are involved in the agriculture in-
dustry, particularly the ranching in-
dustry and the meat-production indus-
try throughout this country.

So we need to start this process a lit-
tle bit earlier. We want to go on record
to let the House know we are going to
be doing that.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for his authorship of
this amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, let me just conclude by remind-
ing our colleagues in this Chamber
that the consumers in this country eat
the best food, the highest quality at
the lowest price relative to their in-
comes, than any other place in the
world. We are spending 10 percent of
our take-home dollar for food that is
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much better than that in any other
country. So we should be very careful
of taking action that is going to in-
crease the price of food in this country.

Mr. Chairman, with the concurrence
of my cosponsor and if there is no ob-
jection, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] reserves a
point of order, and the Clerk will re-
port the amendment subject to the
point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan: Page 83, after line 2, insert the following
new section:

SEC. T42. Federal Drug Administration
(FDA) salaries and expenses shall be reduced
$52,000,000 and such amount shall be depos-
ited in the salaries and expenses account of
the Food Safety Inspection Service (FSIS).

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I think
this is a variation of the same theme in
the prior amendment, and I make the
point of order that it is in violation of
rule XXI, clause 3, and that it is legis-
lation on an appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is entitled
to be heard on the point of order.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment does not violate
a point of order because it specifically
reduces appropriations that are now a
line item in the bill, and it transfers
part of that line item to the Food Safe-
ty Inspection Service. That would be
my objection to the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SPRATT). The
Chair will rule that this amendment is
legislation requiring the reduction of
salaries and not merely confined to
funds in the bill. Therefore, the gentle-
man's point of order is sustained.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I would conclude by saying that
it is an expression of the seriousness of
cutting out money from the Food In-
spection Service.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] move to
strike the last word?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I would withdraw the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
was ruled out on a point of order.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments——
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The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
will suspend, first the Clerk will read
the last three lines of the bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
1 expect, since the floor manager has,
as we just saw, indicated that he will
move that the Committee rise and re-
port the bill back to the House—

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to make sure I understand the par-
liamentary state of play here.

If, in fact, the Clerk finished reading
the last three lines of the bill and I
make a motion to rise—

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
let me point out that I was on my feet.

Mr. DURBIN. No, no, I am not object-
ing to that at all. I am going to protect
the gentleman’s right to object and
make whatever statement he might
want to make. But I think I may have
inappropriately started to make my
motion before the Clerk had read the
last three lines. So I will protect the
gentleman’s right to make his state-
ment in reference to this same motion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, did the
Clerk finish reading the bill? Did the
Clerk read the last three lines?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has not
read the last three lines.

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to see the
Clerk read the last three lines.

The CHAIRMAN. First, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
ROHRABACHER] is recognized for 5 min-
utes. The gentleman from California
has the floor.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
we were talking about a motion to rise,
and this is not just a procedural matter
at this point.

Mr. Chairman, if the motion to rise
succeeds, it will mean that for another
year money in this agricultural appro-
priations bill will go to illegal aliens
even as many citizens have to go with-
out the very same benefits.

This policy is wrong, Mr. Chairman.
This is a policy that is wrong because
our country should be handing out any
benefits to illegal aliens on the same
basis as American citizens. This policy
is wrong because it also entices more
and more people to come into our coun-
try illegally. It is especially wrong be-
cause it adds an irresistible lure to
women of other countries to come here
and to have their babies. It is already
a major problem when we see pregnant
women surging across our borders,
knowing that their children once born
in the United States will become U.S.
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citizens immediately and thus also im-
mediately making them eligible for
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren.
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Of course, the benefits under the WIC
Program, which is part of this bill,
start even before the baby comes.

Mr. Chairman, this policy is wrong
because it is unfair to American citi-
zens and legal residents, who should al-
ways come first when taxpayers’
money is being spent.

A yes vote on the motion to rise is a
vote to continue this failed policy. This
motion will deny me the right to offer
an amendment which I have which says
basically ‘‘no more."” My proposed
amendment will stop the nonsensical
funding of giving benefits and funding
benefits to illegal aliens,

Let me offer my colleagues a major
example of what will happen if this mo-
tion to rise passes. This will fund the
Women, Infants and Children Program,
the WIC Program, a program which I
have strongly supported in the past
and do so today. But committee staff
estimates the money in this bill will
only be enough to serve 75 percent of
those eligible.

Under current policy, if this bill con-
tinues, 76 percent of illegal aliens, 75
percent of legal residents, and 75 per-
cent of American citizens who are eli-
gible can actually be helped by the bill.
Because we do not have enough money
to help everybody, every illegal alien
who receives benefits under this pro-
gram is getting those benefits instead
of an American citizen or legal resi-
dent.

Now, some may say surely we do not
want people coming here and giving
birth, illegal aliens or whatever, to low
weight babies and babies that are not
healthy. But that is misplaced compas-
sion toward illegal aliens, because it
means that a pregnant American citi-
zen or legal resident will have the same
malnourished or unhealthy baby.

Let us stop this insane policy. If we
defeat this motion to rise, I have an
amendment proposed that will actually
make it illegal and end the policy of
providing benefits to illegal aliens. So
I ask for a ‘‘no’" vote on this motion.

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to engage in some dialog on the
issue of whether or not we are really
talking about American citizens or
not. Regardless of whether the mother
is legal or not, if the child is born in
this country, that will be still, under
our constitutional system, an Amer-
ican citizen, and our responsibilities
for that low-birthweight baby, as the
gentleman indicated, are not only real,
they are very, very costly. So are we
not being a little penny-wise and
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pound-foolish to not treat children who
are likely to be born here as American
citizens?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, the logic of the
gentleman’s argument and the compas-
sion of his argument is reasonable.
However, if you take a responsible look
at what that also creates, it also cre-
ates a lure for women all over the
world who are pregnant to come to the
United States, and that makes the
problem in the long run even more dif-
ficult to solve, because we have limited
resources.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I understand
the concern about the lure. Most evi-
dence reports that people who come
here come here for employment, for
work, for income, and the relative
number who come for benefits is still
to be documented as any sizable
amount at all.

The point is, there are people who are
here. Whether they should be or not,
they are here. And if we end up with
the burden of that low birth weight
child, we end up incurring costs as tax-
payers that far exceed what would nor-
mally occur. So it seems to me that we
are missing the point, if we think we
should exclude benefits from American
citizens.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, it is a major prob-
lem in California, as the gentleman is
aware, of people coming across the bor-
der to have babies. If the bill only
funds 75 percent of those eligible, what
we are duly saying is if we are servic-
ing an illegal alien, that means that
that money comes directly from the
funds that are available for another
American citizen or legal resident who
is not getting those funds, because
they will not have the funds now.

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman will
yield further, I share the gentleman'’s
support for WIC. I would like to see a
greater percentage of our population
gaining access to the program. Funding
is not the only issue here. We have an
awfully difficult time reaching the low
income mothers and children who bene-
fit from this program. There are many
obviously who would not support this
bill. But I would hope we would be cer-
tainly careful about the misallocation
of resources.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I ask a no vote ‘‘on’ the motion to rise.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have another amend-
ment at the desk that will not be con-
sidered once we rise, but I would just
like to call to the attention of my col-
leagues the composition of this amend-
ment.

Last year I introduced an amend-
ment in the Committee on the Budget
that would allow the Secretary of HUD
to examine the IRS documents to ver-
ify income of those requesting rental
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assistance through the HUD adminis-
tration of housing. This amendment
gives that same authority to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture for the one mil-
lion homes that are now being sub-
sidized for rental income in that de-
partment.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, matching IRS data with
housing recipients’ reported income
will save $1.6 billion over 5 years for
HUD. If you apply the same ratio of
housing to the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration within the USDA, the savings
will be between $300 million and $400
million over 5 years. In general, we
simply subsidize rental income based
on the calculation that one-third of an
individual’s income should go to rental
housing.

GAO did a study in 1992 that dem-
onstrated that one out of five sub-
sidized households understated income.
The potential savings to the U.S. Gov-
ernment is substantial. I am informed
by the esteemed chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], that
the process of putting that amendment
in language of legislation that is mov-
ing through the body and out of the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs is in place.

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the idea. The gentleman is on the
right track with wage verification. The
gentleman from New Mexico and I and
the subcommittee have investigated
this. It is an important part of any re-
investigation of any housing programs.
This is on the right track to make sure
deserving people are the ones that are
given the opportunity to live in this
housing.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his
comments.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to the gentleman from Califor-
nia, who has suggested that the motion
to rise should be a referendum on the
question of whether or not the WIC
Program provides benefits to those who
are either undocumented or illegal
aliens.

The gentleman raises an interesting
policy point, but I do not believe that
it is a point that can be or should be
addressed in the agriculture appropria-
tions bill. The gentleman’s qguarrel is
not with our appropriations bill. The
gentleman's quarrel is with the 14th
amendment to the U.S. Constitution,
which I will read:

All persons born or naturalized in the
United States and subject to the jurisdiction
thereof are citizens of the United States and
of the State wherein they reside.

I think there is opportunity and I
think perhaps a need for us to debate
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the wisdom of that language. But un-
less and until we do, the simple fact of
the matter is that a mother who is an
illegal alien, who presents herself to a
WIC Program for services, may in and
of herself not be documented and not
be legal, but if the baby she is carrying
in her womb is born in the United
States, by virtue of the 14th amend-
ment to the Constitution that baby is a
U.S. citizen, And if that baby is a citi-
zen, I believe that we have a vested in-
terest in that new citizen being
healthy, that that mother have milk to
drink during her pregnancy, that she
have nutritional information, so that
that new American citizen is not born
sick and a burden not only to the fam-
ily, but also to our Treasury.

The gentleman raises an interesting
point, but his point should be addressed
to the Bill of Rights, and not to the Ag-
riculture appropriations bill.

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

Mr., DURBIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman at least then con-
cede that with the limited funds that
we have, whether it is for this program
or for other programs, but especially
this program where only 756 percent of
the eligible are actually being funded,
that that means U.S, citizens are then
being denied those funds to give to peo-
ple who are not here legally?
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman misses the point. The
baby in the womb is going to be a U.S.
citizen. The baby who benefits from
WIC is going to be a U.S. citizen the
moment it is born on U.S. soil. That is
what our Constitution says. Until that
has changed, that baby is receiving the
same type of benefits as any other citi-
zen of the United States.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will continue to yield,
that baby in the womb is not a citizen
until he or she is born in the United
States. I guess the gentleman is sug-
gesting that those people should not be
sent back to their home country, if
they are here illegally, but, instead,
should be provided benefits.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, the
point I have to make to the gentleman
is that we have to make a decision
here. The decision is pretty basic. A
pregnant mother presents herself for
milk that she can drink during preg-
nancy to deliver a healthy baby. I
think what the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is suggesting is that we should
turn her away. I do not believe that is
really the thing that we should be
doing. If the gentleman wants to sug-
gest an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, I think he will be addressing the
issue where it should be addressed.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I do not believe I disagree on the con-
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stitutional question. I think that we
have to make some tough decisions
here in this body. It is tough, because
those who are moral people do not
want to say no to a pregnant woman or
do not want to say no to anyone else
who is in need. But if someone is here
illegally and we have limited funds in
this country, if we do not have the
strength to say no, we are denying
these resources to our own people.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I think I have made my
point. I really believe the gentleman
has a good constitutional argument
and an interesting one, but it is not an
argument for the Agriculture appro-
priations bill.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

For those of my colleagues who are
pro-life, I would think that they would
agree that a person living in this coun-
try who is going to have a U.S. citizen
and has made the decision to keep that
child that we would do everything be-
cause we believe in pro-life to make
sure that that baby is a healthy baby,
is born healthy and will not be a drain
to our system if that baby is born a
preemie. Because we know, when ba-
bies are born with low weight, that
then they take intensive care to con-
tinue living.

So for my colleagues who are pro-life
and once the mother decides to keep
the baby, we ought to ensure that that
baby is a healthy baby.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, today | rise
in opposition to the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and related agencies appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1995. | do respect and appre-
ciate the efforts of the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. DURBIN, and the ranking member,
Mr. SKEEN, and other members of the sub-
committee for their hard work and diligence in
preparing this package.

Indeed, the Appropriations Committee has
probably done the very best it can do in the
unfortunate circumstances with which it was
confronted, given the budget measure passed
by this House and the resulting allocation for
agricultural purposes. The cuts in this bill of
certain vital programs, however, do not get
committed to true deficit reduction purposes.
This is genuinely disconcerting to those hard-
working American men and women whose
livelihood is dependent upon production agri-
culture.

Clearly, agriculture is willing to pull its fair
share of the budget reduction load. Unfortu-
nately, this appropriations measure burdens
agriculture far beyond what is fair. The Export
Enhancement Program and the Market Pro-
motion Program are both programs that serve
a direct link to farm income and profitability—
though they both suffer explicit budget hard-
ships under this measure. The Food for Peace
Program bears a similar fate. This is a worthy
program which serves a dual role of providing
a global market source for our farm commod-
ities while feeding the hungry and needy over-
seas. This is not the time to undermine poten-
tial farm commodity sales while our foreign
competitors take full advantage of our budg-
etary miscues.
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Ancther area of significant cuts includes the
Watershed and Conservation Program. At the
current level of funding, responsible conserva-
tion programs can hardly be maintained—let
alone promoted or expanded. Last year in
Missouri alone, we witnessed a natural disas-
ter of epic proportions and the scars clearly
remain. There are presently miles of terraces
and waterways that are not floodworthy and
pose a tremendous threat to the safety and
welfare of thousands of men and women
along with their homes and property. These
needs are urgent and pose an imminent
threat.

In addition, this measure imposes a user fee
structure on the meat production industry. This
establishes a dangerous precedent. Will we
now call upon the meat industry to pay for a
service that benefits all consumers but further
diminishes a marginal profit line and jeopard-
izes the jobs of many employed in the meat
industry? Meat inspection user fees have been
repulsed by this Congress during the years of
Republican White House rule and | urge this
body to do the same today.

| am also disappointed that the Emergency
Food Assistance Program [TEFAP], which re-
ceived no support from the Clinton administra-
tion in this year's budget proposal, was cut
$40 million from last year's funding levels to
$80 million. This serves as an efficient use of
moneys to serve as a bridge between our ag-
ricultural communities and our Nation's hun-
gry. | will continue to work with my colleagues
in the other body to try to get TEFAP funding
back up to last year's levels.

Likewise, | will continue to work with my col-
leagues to reinstate some of these cuts in
order to better reflect the fiscal needs of our
rural communities and their dependent farming
and ranching livelihood. Severe budget reduc-
tions in the name of deficit reduction is a goal
worthy of debate; however, it must be done in
a balanced and equitable, even-handed man-
ner.

| look forward to working with our col-
leagues in achieving this goal. My ultimate
statement on this measure will be my vote on
the conference report.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
voice my support for the WIC Program, one of
the most important programs we will vote on
today. | heard from hundreds of residents of
the 12th District in Michigan who want to en-
sure that all eligible women and children can
participate in WIC. | agree with them that the
benefits of funding WIC far outweigh the
costs: Every dollar spent on the WIC Program
saves between $1.77 and $3.13 in medical
costs for mothers and infants in the first 60
days after birth, and even more after 60 days.
A 1992 GAO study estimated that the $300
million in 1990 invested on WIC benefits for
pregnant women would avert more than $1 bil-
lion in health-related costs over the next 18
years.

It is clear from this information that WIC has
a remarkable record of success in providing
nourishing food to the neediest women and
children in our communities, but unfortunately
has not been able to meet the demand for its
services. We must work to meet the Presi-
dent's goal of fully funding the WIC Program
so that we can serve all eligible applicants by
1996. Today's bill takes positive steps toward
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this goal by increasing funding for the deserv-
ing WIC Program even as we struggle to re-
duce the deficit,

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber would like to commend the distinguished
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. DURBIN], the chair-
man of the subcommittee, and the distin-
guished gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
Skeen], the ranking member of the sub-
commitiee for their hard work in bringing this
bill to the floor.

Unfortunately Mr. Chairman, severe budg-
etary constraints and the rapid growth of man-
datory programs—which now account for 80
percent of the total agricultural budget—have
forced the committee to reduce discretionary
spending by nearly $1.3 billion from fiscal year
1994. In addition, questionable discretionary
spending priorities in this legislation, which in-
clude severe cuts to agricultural research,
conservation, farm lending, and agricultural
export promotion programs, threaten to seri-
ously undermine the viability and competitive-
ness of an $18 billion trade surplus industry—
the American agricultural industry.

For example, this legislation cuts U.S. agri-
cultural export programs including the Export
Enhancement Program, $150 million; Market
Promotion Program, $10 million; foreign mar-
ket development, $10 million; and the Food for
Peace Program, Public Law 480 title I, $200
million.

Mr. Chairman, in 20 years the United States
has lost approximately 20 percent of the
world's wheat market, 30 percent of the
world’s soybean frade, and 15 percent of the
world's feed grain market. Efforts are currently
underway to implement a coordinated “truce”
in agricultural subsidy wars through GATT, so
American farmers can once again compete
fairly with other agricultural producers. But this
legislation hurts our farmers' ability o compete
by unilaterally reducing agricultural export sub-
sidies beyond our commitments under GATT.
These cuts are unwise and jeopardize a sub-
stantial portion of an $18 billion trade surplus
industry.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, this legislation
neglects important soil and water conservation
programs at a time when farmers are facing a
congressionally mandated deadline for con-
servation compliance by cutting funding for
watershed and conservation programs from
$242 to $65 million.

Mr. Chairman, last year's flooding washed
away billions of tons of topsoil and destroyed
miles of terraces, levees, and dams. If the
U.S. agricultural industry intends to remain
viable, we cannot force farmers to follow strict
conservation compliance requirements while
simultaneously failing to give them the nec-
essary resources to protect our Nation's
streams, waterways, and topsoil.

The budget constraints on the subcommittee
also act to undermine efforts to significantly
reform the current disaster and crop insurance
programs and rewards the administration’s re-
luctance to adopt innovative and reasonable
science-based inspection requirements for the
U.S. meat industry.

Mr. Chairman, year after year at my Agri-
culture Advisory Committee meetings, budget-
conscious farmers strongly criticize the Fed-
eral Government's haphazard approach to
crop insurance and agricultural risk mitigation.
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These farmers and agri-business leaders cor-
rectly assert that the nearly annual passage of
ad-hoc disaster assistance has created a re-
verse incentive for producers to purchase their
own crop insurance. According to the Con-
gressional Research Service, last year's $1.1
billion disaster package for agriculture marked
the 9th consecutive crop year for ad-hoc farm
disaster assistance legislation.

Unfortunately, by underfunding the Federal
crop insurance program by $217 million, this
legislation greatly impedes the much-needed
reform of the Federal crop insurance pro-
grams—as for example, the proposal offered
by USDA Secretary Espy—and, therefore,
thwarts efforts to move away from the costly
ad-hoc approach to disaster assistance which
annually exposes the American taxpayer to
billions of dollars in supplemental disaster ap-
propriations.

imilarly, the budget constraints on the sub-
committee also apparently caused a cut of
$103 million for the Food Safety Inspection
Service's meat inspection systems while as-
suming that Congress will make up for the
cuts by imposing user fees on meat process-
ing facilities. By shifting the cost of this
consumer-oriented inspection system directly
to meat processors, this legislation eliminates
the incentive for USDA to lower inspection
costs and reward the administration's lethargy
to adopt scientific risk-based inspection meth-
ods.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly opposed this ap-
proach and result, and | urge—once again—
USDA to move toward greater science-based
inspection techniques and technology. This is
long overdue. The National Academy of
Sciences and the General Accounting Office
have long recognized that USDA's meat in-
spection programs are both expensive and not
necessarily the best way to protect consumers
from food borne ilinesses. GAO said in its
March report that the system—which was
originally designed around the turn of the cen-
tury “is hampered by inflexible requirements
and relies on outdated, labor-intensive inspec-
tion methods.” Unfortunately Mr. Chairman,
this legislation simply rewards the “labor-inten-
sive inspection methods” that GAO and the
NAS have criticized.

Mr. Chairman, in light of these significant
budget constraints, this Member is neverthe-
less grateful and pleased that this legislation
includes $1 billion in loan authority for the
Farmers Home Section 502 Middle Income
Loan Guarantee Program. This is a housing
program this Member proposed and pushed
through his membership on the House Bank-
ing Committee. After a very successful 20
State demonstration program in 1991, the
Section 502 Unsubsidized Loan Guarantee
Program was expanded to all 50 States in
1992. The committee members are to be com-
mended for recognizing the value of this pro-
gram and providing funding levels more in line
with the demand for the program from lenders,
borrowers, and future homeowners.

Additionally, this Member is pleased that the
committee has agreed to provide $425,000 in
agricultural research funding for the Midwest
Food Manufacturing Alliance. The Alliance is
an association of 12 leading research univer-
sities whose purpose is to develop and facili-
tate the transfer of new food manufacturing
and processing technologies.
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Mr. Chairman, the future viability and com-
petitiveness of the U.S. agricultural industry
depends on its ability to adapt to increasing
worldwide demands for U.S. exports of inter-
mediate and consumer good exports. In order
to meet these changing worldwide demands,
agricultural research must also adapt to pro-
vide more emphasis on adding value to our
basic farm commodities. The Midwest Ad-
vanced Food Manufacturing Alliance provides
the necessary cooperative link between uni-
versities and industries for the development of
competitive food manufacturing and process-
ing technologies. This will, in tumn, ensure that
the U.S. agricultural industry remains competi-
tive in an increasingly competitive global econ-

omy.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to speak on the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill as a member of the subcommittee
and as a representative of a rural State. As a
member of the subcommittee, this bill is one
of the hardest bills | have ever had to work on.
How do you truly trim the budget deficit while
providing citizens the programs and services
which are needed. It is not an easy question
and there is much of this bill that | do not
agree with. But as an Appropriations member,
| am challenged with reducing our deficit and
this bill will do that.

On the good side, the bill makes major
steps toward improving the health of our chil-
dren. It increases funding for WIC to $3.47 bil-
lion. It protects the safety and health of
women by ensuring that the FDA can imple-
ment the Mammography Quality Standards
Act. | am pleased we have made the changes
necessary to ensure housing for our rural resi-
dents under the 515 program.

But this bill is just a start and must be
changed in conference. As a rural Represent-
ative | believe we must provide local commu-
nities with the means to meet Federal con-
servation mandates. And we must stop allow-
ing the use of user fees on American busi-
nesses as a method to reduce the deficit.

This bill is just a beginning. An ugly
duckling. Let's help it become a beautiful swan
in conference.

Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 4554, a bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of Agriculture,
Food and Drug Administration, and related
agencies for fiscal year 1995. | note that this
bill that is very important to our farmers once
again demonstrates agriculture’s willingness to
lead the way on budget cuts by coming in
nearly $4.2 billion below the amount appro-
priated for fiscal 1994.

The is a bill that is largely controlled by enti-
tiements. Only about one-fourth of the bill rep-
resents discretionary spending, and that is
largely for research and conservation pro-
grams that help us maintain our productive
and competitive edge in world markets.

| want to thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. DURBIN from lllinois, for his as-
sistance in pointing out in the committee’s re-
port the fact that the Department of Agriculture
has failed to take advantage of lower priced
varieties of dry beans in the Food for Peace
Program. This has the consequence of failing
to provide as much food as possible to needy
nations while helping to move surplus com-
modities from our domestic markets, two of
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the very important purposes of the Public Law
480 program.

| have specifically proposed to him that we
require the Department to utilize only those
varieties of a commodity whose market price
is 90 percent or less of the average market
price for all varieties of that commodity, except
in those cases where the offered varieties
would be unacceptable to the recipient nation
for cultural or dietary reasons. Hopefully the
Department will heed the committee’s report
directive, or we will all have to take a more
specific look at this issue next year.

Mr. Chairman, | am convinced that the De-
partment has its own catch-22 in the Public
Law 480 program. They say they order only
the commodities that recipient nations request.
But the representatives of the recipients claim
that they only request what the Department
says is available. We need, especially in tight
budge times, to make a more frugal use of our
resources, and concentrating on lower priced
varieties will help us to achieve this goal.

| also want to thank the chairman for his un-
derstanding of the fact that the line item for
improved fruit practices research in Michigan
under the Cooperative State Research Serv-
ice’s budget for special grants will continue to
include research funding for work done at the
Saginaw Bean and Beet Research Farm. This
was the intent of the Congress a year ago fol-
lowing conference on this appropriation bill,
and it remains as its intent for fiscal 1995.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | want to take this op-
portunity to thank a specific former employee
of the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service for excellent assistance to Mem-
bers of Congress throughout her career, and
during my first year as a Member. Dreama
Hinton has now gone on to a well-earned re-
tirement, and she will be missed. She was
most helpful early in 1993 when we were
again dealing with a disaster program in Michi-
gan. Her responses have always been as
quick as possible, and any delay was only to
insure the accuracy of her information. This
diligence is appreciated and should be com-
mended. | am sure that her colleagues at
ASCS will continue on in her tradition. | would
like to hold this office out as an example for
other Congressional Affairs office throughout
the executive branch. Prompt, accurate, hon-
est, and often friendly answers. | can think of
no better testimony to Dreama’s career.

Mr. Chairman, | urge adoption of the fiscal
1995 Agriculture appropriations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the remainder of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

This Act may be cited as the “Agricul-
tural, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 1995,

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 232, noes 146,
not voting 61, as follows:

[Roll No. 255]
AYES—232

Abercrombie Gonzalez Pastor
Ackerman Gordon Payne (NJ)
Allard Green Pelosi
Andrews (ME) Gutierrez Penny
Andrews (NJ) Hall (OH) Peterson (FL)
Applegate Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Baes) Hamburg Pickett
Barca Hamilton Pomeroy
Barcia Harman Poshard
Barlow Hefner Price (NC)
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Quillen
Becerra Hochbrueckner Rahall
Beilenson Holden Reed
Berman Hoyer Richardson
Bevill Hughes Roemer
Bilbray Hutto Ros-Lehtinen
Bishop Inslee Rose
Bonlor Jacobs Rowland
Borski Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Boucher Johnson (SD) Sabo
Browder Johnson, E. B. Sanders
Brown (FL) Johnston Sangmeister
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Sarpalius
Bryant Kaptur Bawyer
Byrne Kennedy Schenk
Cantwell Kildee Schroeder
Carr Klein Schumer
Chapman Klink Scott
Clayton Kreidler Serrano
Clement LaFalce Sharp
Clyburn Lambert Shepherd
Coleman Lancaster Sisisky
Collins (MI) Lantos Skaggs
Condit LaRocco Skeen
Conyers Laughlin Skelton
Cooper Lehman Slaughter
Coppersmith Linder Smith (IA)
Costello Lloyd Spratt
Cramer Long Stenholm
Danner Lowey Stokes
Darden Maloney Strickland
de la Garza Mann Studds
de Lugo (VI) Manton Stupak
Deal Margolies- Sundquist
DeFazio Mezvinsky Swett
DeLauro Markey Swift
Dellums Martinez Synar
Derrick Mazzoli Tanner
Deutsch McCandless Tauzin
Diaz-Balart McCloskey Taylor (MS)
Dicks McHale Tejeda
Dingell McKinney Thompson
Dixon Meehan Thornton
Dooley Meek Thurman
Durbin Menendez Torres
Edwards (CA) Mfume Torricelll
Edwards (TX) Miller (CA) Towns
Emerson Mineta Traficant
Engel Minge Underwood (GU)
English Mink Unsoeld
Eshoo Moakley Valentine
Evans Mollohan Velazquez
Fal Montgomery Vento

(AB) Moaran Visclosky
Farr Morella Volkmer
Fazio Murphy Walsh
Fields (LA) Murtha Waters
Filner Myers Watt
Fingerhut Nadler Waxman
Foglietta Norton (DC) Wheat
Ford (MI) Oberstar Whitten
Frank (MA) Obsy Williams
Frost Olver Wilson
Furse Ortiz Wise
Gejdenson Orton Woolsey
Gephardt Owens Wyden
Geren Pallone Wynn
Glickman Parker Yates

NOES—146

Armey Baker (LA) Bartlett
Bachus (AL) Ballenger Barton
Baker (CA) Barrett (NE) Bateman
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Bentley Goodling Moorhead
Bereuter Goss Nussle
Billrakis Grandy Oxley
Bliley Greenwood Packard
Blute Gunderson Paxon
Boehner Hansen Petri
Bonilla Hastert Pombo
Bunning Hefley Porter
Burton Hobson Portman
Buyer Hoekstra Ramstad
Callahan Hoke Ravenel
Calvert Horn Regula
Canady Huffington Roberts
Castle Hunter Rogers
Clinger Hutchi Rohrabach
Coble Hyde Roth
Collins (GA) Inglis Roukema
Combest Inhofe Royce
Cox Istook Saxton
Crane Joh Sam Schaef
Crapo Kasich Schiff
Cunningham Kim Sensenbrenner
DeLay King Shays
Dickey Kingston SBhuster
Doolittle Klug Smith (MI)
Dornan Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Drejer Kolbe Smith (TX)
Duncan Kyl Snowe
Dunn Lazio Solomon
Ehlers Leach Spence
Everett Levy Stearns
Ewing Lewis (CA) Stump
Fawell Lewis (FL) Talent
Fields (TX) Lewis (KY) Taylor (NC)
Fish Lightfoot Thomas (WY)
Fowler Lucas Torkildsen
Franks (CT) Manzullo Upton
Franks (NJ) McCollum Vucanovich
Gallegly McDade Walker
Gallo McHugh Weldon
Gekas Meclnnis Wolfl
Gilchrest McKeon Young (AK)
Gillmor Meyers Young (FL)
Gilman Mica Zeliff
Gingrich Miller (FL) Zimmer
Goodlatte Molinari

NOT VOTING—61
Andrews (TX) Hilliard Neal (NC)
Archer Hoagland Payne (VA)
Bacchus (FL) Houghton Plckle
Blackwell Jefferson Pryce (OH)
Boehlert Johnson (CT) Quinn
Brewster Kennelly Rangel
Brooks Kleczka Reynolds
Brown (CA) Kopetski Ridge
Camp Levin Romero-Barcelo
Cardin Lewis (GA) (PR)
Clay Lipinski Rostenkowski
Collins (IL) Livingston Rush
Coyne Machtley Santorum
Flake Matsui Shaw
Ford (TN) McCrery Slattery
Gibbons MecCurdy Smith (OR)
Grams MeDermott Stark
Hancock McMillan Thomas (CA)
Hastings McNulty Tucker
Hayes Michel Washington
Herger Neal (MA)
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The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois for, with Mr.
GRAMS against.

Mr. TUCKER for, with Mr. SMITH of Oregon
against.

Mrs. BENTLEY changed her vote
from *‘aye” to “no.”

Ms. HARMAN changed her vote from
“no" to “aye.”

So the motion to rise and report was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GEP-
HARDT) having assumed the chair, Mr.
SPRATT, Chairman of the Committee of
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the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4554) making appropriations for
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for
other purposes, had directed him to re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment? If not, the Chair will put them
en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
guestion is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. DELAY

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. DELAY. I am in its present form,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DELAY moves to recommit the bill,
H.R. 4554, to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELAY
was allowed to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I just take
this 1 minute to say that the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT]
and others have expressed concern over
the Food Safety Inspection Service and
its funding by user fees. The gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] and oth-
ers have been talking to the chairman
of the subcommittee and to the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee.

I just wanted to ask the chairman, I
think the chairman has said that he
will look at the issue and consider it
and try to take care of the problems of
the Members that have expressed their
concern. Is that true?

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

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT]
has raised some very valid concerns. I
have also spoken to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], who is
chairman of the subcommittee respon-
sible for this reorganization. We will be
working very closely with both of them
and the Department to make certain
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that we maintain a high-level, cost-ef-
ficient meat and poultry inspection
system.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 278, noes 127,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 256]
AYES—278

Abercrombie Dingell Klein
Ackerman Dixon Kolbe
Andrews (ME) Dooley Kopetski
Andrews (NJ) Durbin Kreidler
Andrews (TX) Edwards (CA) LaFalce
Applegate Edwards (TX) Lambert
Baesler Engel Lancaster
Baker (LA) English Lantos
Barca Eshoo LaRocco
Barcia Evans Laughlin
Barlow Farr Leach
Barrett (WI) Fazio Lehman
Barton Fields (LA) Levin
Becerra Filner Lewis (CA)
Beilenson Fingerhut Lewis (FL)
Bentley Foglietta Lewis (GA)
Bereuter Ford (MI) Lightfoot
Berman Ford (TN) Linder
Bevill Frank (MA) Lloyd
Bilbray Franks (CT) Long
Bilirakis Frost Lowey
Bishop Furse Maloney
Blackwell Gallegly Mann
Bonilla Gejdenson Manton
Bonior Gekas Margolies-
Borski Gephardt Mezvinsky
Boucher Geren Markey
Brewster Gibbons Martinez
Browder Glickman Matsul
Brown (FL) Gonzalez Mazzoll
Brown (OH) Gordon McCandless
Bryant Green McCloskey
Byrne Gutierrez McCrery
Calvert Hall (OH) McDade
Camp Hall (TX) MeDermott
Cantwell Hamburg McHale
Cardin Hamilton McKinney
Carr Harman McNulty
Chapman Hefner Meehan
Clayton Hinchey Meek
Clement Hoagland Menendez
Clyburn Hochbrueckner Mfume
Coleman Holden Miller (CA)
Collins (MI) Horn Mineta
Condit Houghton Minge
Conyers Hoyer Mink
Cooper Hughes Moakley
Coppersmith Hunter Mollohan
Costello Hutto Montgomery
Coyne Inslee Moran
Cramer Jefferson Morella
Danner Johnson (CT) Murtha
Darden Johnson (GA) Myers
de la Garza Johnson (SD) Nadler
Deal Johnson, E. B, Neal (MA)
DeFazio Johnston Neal (NC)
DeLauro Kanjorski Oberstar
Dellums Kaptur Obey
Derrick Kennedy Olver
Deutsch Kennelly Ortiz
Diaz-Balart Kildee Orton
Dicks Kleczka Owens
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Packard Sawyer Tejeda

Pallone Saxton Thomas (CA)
Parker Schenk Thompson
Pastor Schiff Thornton
Payne (NJ) Schroeder Thurman
Payne (VA) Schumer Torres
Pelosi Scott Torricelli
Penny Serrano Towns
Peterson (FL) Sharp Traficant
Pickett Shepherd Unsoeld
Pickle Sisisky Valentine
Pomeroy Skaggs Velazquez
Poshard Skeen Vento
Price (NC) Skelton Visclosky
Quillen Slaughter Volkmer
Rahall Smith (14) Vucanovich
Rangel Smith (NJ) Walsh
Ravenel Smith (TX) Waters
Reed Spratt Watt
Regula Stark Waxman
Richardson Stenholm Wheat
Roemer Stokes Whitten
Rogers Strickland Williams
Rose Studds Wilson
Rostenkowski Stupak Wise
Rowland Swett Woolsey
Roybal-Allard Swift Wyden
Babo Synar Wynn
Sanders Tanner Yates
Sangmeister Tauzin Young (AK)
Sarpalius Taylor (M8) Young (FL)
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Allard Gillmor Miller (FL)
Archer Gilman Molinari
Armey Gingrich Moorhead
Bachus (AL) Goodlatte Nussle
Baker (CA) Goodling Oxley
Ballenger Goss Paxon
Barrett (NE) Grandy Peterson (MN)
Bartlett Greenwood Petri
Bateman Gunderson Pombo
Bliley Hancock Porter
Blute Hansen Portman
Boehner Hastert Ramstad
Burton Hefley Roberts
Buyer Herger Rohrabacher
Callahan Hobson Ros-Lehtinen
Canady Hoekstra Roth
Castle Hoke Roukema
Clinger Huffington Royce
Coble Hutchinson Santorum
Collins (GA) Hyde Schaefer
Combest Inglis Sensenbrenner
Cox Inhofe Shaw
Crane Istook Shays
Crapo Jacobs Shuster
Cunningham Johnson, Sam Smith (MI)
DeLay Kasich Snowe
Dickey Kim Solomon
Doolittle King Spence
Dornan Kingston Stearns
Dreier Klug Stump
Duncan Knollenberg Bundquist
Dunn Kyl Talent
Ehlers Lazio Taylor (NC)
Emerson Levy Thomas (WY)
Everett Lewis (KY) Torkildsen
Ewing Lucas Upton
Fawell Manzullo Walker
Fields (TX) McCollum Weldon
Fish McHugh Wolf
Fowler Mclnnis Zeliff
Franks (NJ) McKeon Zimmer
Gallo Meyers
Gilchrest Mica
NOT VOTING—29
Bacchus (FL) Hayes Pryce (OH)
Boehlert Hilliard Quinn
Brooks Klink Reynolds
Brown (CA) Lipinski Ridge
Bunning Livingston Rush
Clay Machtley Slattery
Collins (IL) McCurdy Smith (OR)
Flake McMillan Tucker
Grams Michel Washington
Hastings Murphy
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Brooks for, with Mr. Bunning against.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. Grams
against.

Mr. Tucker for, with Mr. Quinn against.

Mr. Washington for, with Mr. Smith of Or-
egon against.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE A
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON A BILL
PROVIDING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES, FISCAL YEAR 1995

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight, June 17, 1994, to file
a privileged report to accompany a bill
providing appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for fiscal year 1995, and for
other purposes.

Mr. REGULA reserved all points of
order on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RICHARDSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER ON OR AFTER
JUNE 21, 1994, CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4568, DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1994

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at any time on June 21, 1994, or any day
thereafter, any rule of the House to the
contrary notwithstanding, to consider
in the House the bill (H.R. 4568) making
supplemental appropriations for the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1994, and for other pur-
poses; that the bill be debatable for 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations; and that the previous gues-
tion be considered as ordered to final
passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, on the
vote just taken on the motion to rise,
we had some miscommunications prob-
lems. Let me explain to the best of my
knowledge what happened.

The Committee on Ways and Means,
as all of you know, are involved in
marking up a very controversial but a
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very important bill. When the vote to
rise ocecurred, I called over here to ask
the vote to be delayed until we could
finish that voting process.

I received word back that the vote
would be delayed until we had com-
pleted that voting process.

Unfortunately, the vote was not de-
layed, and 38 members of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means who were try-
ing to do their job were unable to vote
on that vote. I do not know whether it
would have affected the outcome of the
rising or not, but it being Friday, it
probably would not have.

I want to have that explanation en-
tered into the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I apologize to all my
members of the Committee on Ways
and Means who missed that vote be-
cause of what I said, and I would ask
unanimous consent that all members of
the Committee on Ways and Means
who may wish to may have 5 legisla-
tive days to insert anything in the
RECORD that they want to on this sub-
ject matter.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, following
up on what our chairman said, we were
assured as we deliberated in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means across the
street in the Longworth Building that
the vote would be held open on the
floor so that we would be able to make
that vote. We were in the process of ac-
tually voting on an extremely impor-
tant amendment to health care. With
the assurance that we would have time
to walk across the street and to vote
before the gavel went down and closed
the vote, we continued to be there. We
had to be there, as far as I was con-
cerned, because it was a vote on my
amendment that I had to be there for.

Mr. Speaker, had I been on the floor
of the House at the time that vote had
been taken, I would have voted ‘no."

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I was told by the people who
are supposed to be running this place
that we could continue our work in
committee and that I would be able to
come and vote on the floor on the mo-
tion that was in front of us. Given the
confusion in running the place, I
missed the vote.

Mr. Speaker, had I been here, I would
have voted ‘‘no.”

e
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, I too

am a member of the Committee on

Ways and Means and suffered the same
consequences of a miscommunication.
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Mr. Speaker, had I been here, I would
have voted “no’’ on the motion to rise.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I too was in
the Committee on Ways and Means
markup hearing and, had I been on the
floor, I would have voted ‘“no’” on the
motion to rise.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I too was in
the Committee on Ways and Means
meeting and would have voted ‘‘no’’ on
the motion to rise, had I been present.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I too was in the Committee
on Ways and Means meeting and would
have voted ‘‘no”” on the motion to rise.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I also
am on the Committee on Ways and
Means. If I had been here, I would have
voted ‘‘no’’ on the motion to rise.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, likewise
1 was in the Committee on Ways and
Means and was under the impression
the vote was being held until we got to
the floor.

Mr. Speaker, had I known the vote
was not being held, I certainly would
have come over and cast my vote ‘‘no"’
on the motion to rise.

R —

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KOPETSKI. Today, as others
have stated, I am on the Committee on
Ways and means and on Friday, June
17, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall
No. 255, the vote on the motion to rise.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I also
was at the meeting of the Committee
on Ways and Means, and, if I had had

the opportunity to vote, I would have
voted ‘‘no’ on the motion to rise.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, today |
missed rolicall vote No. 255, the motion to rise
and report on H.R. 4554, the Agriculture ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1995.

Due to a miscommunication between the
floor and the Ways and Means Committee
leadership, | missed that vote along with 37
other members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Had | been able, | would have voted “no”
on the motion to rise, to allow Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ROHRABACHER to debate his amendment to
the Agriculture appropriations bill.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, due to offi-
cial business, I was not available for
rollcall Nos. 254, 255, and 256.

Had I been present I would have
voted ‘‘nay’” on No. 254; ‘‘aye' on No.
255; and ‘‘aye’’ on No. 256.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this 1-minute for the purpose
of ascertaining the schedule for next
week.

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER], the acting majority leader.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, we will finish here
shortly, and on Monday there will be
no session, and on Tuesday, June 21,
and the balance of the week, we will
consider the supplemental appropria-
tion for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development which was passed
out of the Committee on Appropria-
tions today. We will also consider the
Independent Counsel Reauthorization
Act conference report, subject, of
course, to a rule. We might possibly,
assuming the time is available, con-
tinue with the consideration of the
California Desert Protection Act. We
will then have three appropriations
bills which have been reported out of
the committee, all subject to rules ex-
cept for the HHS bill on which there
will not be a rule, I understand, Com-
merce, Justice, State appropriations
bill, the Interior and related agencies
bill, and, as I said, Labor HHS and Edu-
cation appropriations bill.

The last item on our calendar at this
point in time will be the Anti-Redlin-
ing In Insurance Disclosure Act, also
subject to a rule. In addition there may
be other motions to go to conference.
We expect to adjourn on Friday.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I just
have a couple of questions, if I may, of
the gentleman.

Do we expect conferences reports to
come back for possible votes next
week?

Mr. HOYER. There are obviously con-
ferences going on, and we are not posi-
tive that they will report back, but, if
they did, that would be a possibility.

Mr. WALKER. Does the gentleman
have any idea on what days we may
schedule some of these appropriation
bills? Is there a preliminary schedule
in terms of when the various appropria-
tion bills are likely to arrive? Can we
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assume that the supplemental appro-
priations will possibly be on Tuesday
and will be the first order of business?

Mr. HOYER. Let me first go to the
gentleman's question on the appropria-
tion bills. This is the probability. Obvi-
ously it is subject to change. But prob-
ability is that on Wednesday Com-
merce, Justice, State will be on the
floor, Interior and related agencies on
Thursday, and then the Labor HHS bill
on the floor on Friday.

Mr. WALKER. And on Tuesday the
supplemental, and we would anticipate
no votes before any particular time?

Mr. HOYER. One or two o'clock. The
earliest, we think, would be by one
o'clock.

Mr. WALKER. There are a couple of
events that are going to involve fairly
large numbers of Members next week.
The White House is having a picnic.
Can we assume that the House is plan-
ning to adjourn in time to take care of
that eventuality?

Mr. HOYER. There are events of in-
terest to both sides of the aisle, and, to
the extent we possibly can, we want to
accommodate those that we are going
to try to accommodate.

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentleman
from California [Mr. DREIER] has a
question.

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. The question that I
would like to ask of my friend is:

In 1992, Mr. Speaker, by an over-
whelming majority at the end of the
102d Congress we established the Joint
Committee on the Organization of Con-
gress. It was put into place for 1 year,
and in November 1993 we reported out a
bill, H.R. 3801, and there was an indica-
tion that we were going to consider
that package, H.R. 3801, which is
charged with the responsibility of re-
forming the institution, with the gen-
erous rule that would allow for the pro-
visions that were considered in our
committee, to be voted on here on the
House floor, and I wondered if my
friend might give me some indication
as to when we can expect the full pack-
age, H.R. 3801, which was reported out
of our committee, to get to the House
floor here.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER] for his question.

While I cannot give the gentleman
the specific answer to his question, I
can tell him that the Speaker has met
with, and the gentleman serves on, the
Committee on Rules which is consider-
ing the package, along with the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
soN] who, I understand, chairs the task
force considering it, but the Speaker
has met with both the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr., MOAKLEY], the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
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HAMILTON], the gentleman’s fellow
chair on that task force, with the spe-
cific objective of trying to come up
with that answer and, in as timely a
fashion as possible, try to bring that to
the floor.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, I just
want to say that we have been waiting
for a long period of time. It was re-
ported out last November, and early in-
dications were that we were going to fi-
nally have an opportunity to vote on
the reform question in November of
last year, then in the early spring of
this year, and then late spring of this
year, and here we are now, based on the
way this beautiful Maryland-Virginia-
Washington, DC weather is, we are well
into the summer, and it seems to me
that this would be a timely oppor-
tunity for us to finally bring the re-
form package to the floor.

I would simply like to say, as I have
to my counterpart, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] and my col-
leagues on the Committee on Rules,
that I hope we can move it here in an
expeditious manner.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we appre-
ciate the gentleman’s concern, and the
fact is that this has been under consid-
eration. This is obviously a major piece
of legislation, as the gentleman knows.
It is under consideration of the Com-
mittee on Rules. The Committee on
Rules' subcommittee has been consid-
ering it, and, as I said and will repeat,
the Speaker wants to see this matter
moved as quickly as possible, has
talked to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HaMILTON] and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY]
just this week with the objective of
getting this matter to—

Mr. DREIER. I would just like to in-
quire if there is an indication as to
whether or not we will have the pack-
age in toto as it was reported out of
the joint committee at the end of last
year.

Mr. HOYER. I have not talked to the
Speaker since he has talked to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY] and the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON], and I do not have that
information.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, so the
gentleman from Maryland might un-
derstand some of our concern, we read
in Roll Call earlier this week that
there is some concern that the August
recess may have to be delayed because
of the press of business on health care
and other items, and there has been lit-
tle movement on the congressional re-
form bill. It sounds as though we are
beginning to run out of time for major
legislation, and some of us who did
spend a year out of our lives working
pretty hard on the congressional re-
form issue would like to think that
this is going to be something that is
going to be prioritized and brought to
the floor within what is becoming a
relatively tight schedule.
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Mr. HOYER. I think the leadership
on this side appreciates that view and
has every intention of pursuing it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HOYER].

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
JUNE 21, 1994

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at
10:30 a.m. on Tuesday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 2238, FEDERAL AC-
QUISITION IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1984

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services have until
midnight tonight to file the report on
the bill H.R. 2238, the Federal Acquisi-
tion Improvement Act of 1994.

This request has been cleared with
the minority side.

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

There was no objection.

HONORING JAMES NORMAN HALL
FOR HIS CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
UNITED STATES AND THE SOUTH
PACIFIC

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service by
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 215) honoring James Norman Hall
and recognizing his outstanding con-
tributions to the United States and the
South Pacific, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, under my reserva-
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tion I rise in support of House Concur-
rent Resolution 215.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] who is the chief spon-
sor of House Concurrent Resolution
215.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman from Virginia
[Mrs. BYRNE], and my distinguished
colleague and friend from New York
[Mr. GILMAN], as well as the distin-
guished Members from the Iowa delega-
tion, Congressmen JIM LEACH, JIM
LIGHTFOOT, NEAL SMITH, FRED GRANDY,
and JiM NUSSLE, for their assistance in
the passage of this legislation.

I would also like to recognize the ef-
forts of certain staff—including Denise
Wilson of the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, Thomas Daw-
son, Bill Tate, Christine Smith, Steve
Greiner and Kathleen Black with Mem-
bers' offices, and Enere H. Levi and
Martin Yerick of my staff—that
worked long and hard for the adoption
of this measure. I thank them for their
help.

I rise today—along with my esteemed
colleagues from Iowa and the over 230
Members of this great institution who
are cosponsors of House Concurrent
Resolution 215—to urge adoption of
this measure, which provides a long
overdue tribute to James Norman Hall,
a son of the great State of Iowa and an
outstanding American known through-
out the world as an author and a true
warrior.

James Norman Hall—adventurer, sol-
dier, ace pilot, author, essayist, and
poet—was a great man marked by con-
trasting qualities and eclectic tastes.
While fighting axis forces of oppression
during World War I, Hall was the con-
summate, steely-eyed warrior who dis-
tingunished himself in battle; yet, in
peacetime, James Michener wrote this
sensitive man was ‘‘the most loved
American who ever came to the trop-
ics. He had a gentle humor and abiding
concern for people and a ready franc
for anyone in need.”

James Norman Hall was born in the
Iowa farmtown of Colfax, in the dis-
trict of our colleague, the Honorable.
NEAL SMITH. Hall lived the life of a
typical farm boy, with a taste for
Huckleberry Finn adventures. Upon
graduating from Colfax High School,
Hall was accepted to Grinnell College.
There, James Norman Hall excelled in
academics while working his way
through school. He majored in the
fields of literature and music. Graduat-
ing as a Phi Beta Kappa, Hall, even
then, was a prolific writer, producing a
good number of poems and essays.

In the summer of 1914, after experi-
encing frustration and rejection while
trying to establish a writing career in
Boston, James Norman Hall traveled to



June 17, 1994

England for a break. In August of that
fateful year, World War I erupted. Al-
though the United States had not yet
entered the conflict and Americans
were not accepted for service, Hall's
commitment to freedom and democ-
racy would not be deterred. In order to
enlist, Hall posed as a Canadian to join
Lord Kitchener's volunteers with the
9th Royal Fusileers.

James Norman Hall fought alongside
British forces as a foot soldier in the
worst of the early, deadly trench wars.
During the battle of Loos, in particu-
lar, casualties were tremendously high.
Hall was one of few in his company to
survive the battle. Later, Hall received
word that his father was dying in Iowa.
Upon requesting leave for a brief visit,
it was discovered he was not Canadian.
Against his will, Hall was honorably
discharged.

Shortly after his return to the United
States, James Norman Hall continued
efforts to support the allied cause. Hall
wrote ‘‘Kitchener's Mob'' a pro-Allied
book that became very successful.
Many feel that the work strongly influ-
enced public opinion, leading to Ameri-
ca's eventual entry into World War 1.

As a fledgling writer for the Atlantic
Monthly and Boston Globe, James Nor-
man Hall was sent back to Europe to
cover the formation of an American
pursuit squadron in the French Air
Service. Rather than simply report,
however, the adventurous Hall yearned
to enter battle again. Hall not only
wrote of the exploits of the sgquadron
but joined it, learning to fly as a pilot
with the Escadrille Lafayette N-124.
During this time, Hall started another
book, “High Adventure,’” which became
very popular.

It was not long before James Norman
Hall established his prowess in the air
over France. His daring and courageous
feats in dogfights against German
Fokkers during WWI became legend.
As an ace pilot, James Norman Hall
was also shot down and severely
wounded. Returning from his injuries
to fly again, Hall became a celebrated
hero of France. In gratitude, the
French Government awarded James
Norman Hall France's highest medals
for bravery, including the Legion
d'Honneur, Medaille Militaire, and the
Croix De Guerre with five palms.

With America's entry into WWI,
James Norman Hall was made a cap-
tain in the U.S. Army Air Service and
transferred to the 94th ‘“Hat in the
Ring' squadron. While serving as wing
commander, Hall also acted as mentor
for a rookie destined for greatness,
then-Lt. Eddie Rickenbacker. Ricken-
backer's first kill was under the guid-
ance of Captain Hall. In memoirs of his
famed career as a fighter pilot, Ricken-
backer wrote that Capt. Jimmy Hall
was idolized by the American pilots
and that Hall served as an inspiration
for them all in their darkest hour.

Captain Hall’s legendary exploits and
gallantry in battle earned him the U.S.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Distinguished Service Cross, which was
awarded personally to Hall by General
Pershing.

After the destructiveness and brutal-
ity of WWI, James Norman Hall sought
serenity and peace to heal, away from
the ‘‘mess and muddle’ of western civ-
ilization. His search ended in the South
Pacific, where in 1920 he moved to the
remote Isle of Tahiti. A most humble
and self-effacing man, James Norman
Hall locked away his war medals and
hero's decorations, mentioning them to
no one. Hall’s life was purposely low-
key; he loathed publicity and avoided
the limelight.

Traveling extensively throughout the
society islands and the South Pacific,
James Norman Hall came to know the
people intimately and to love them.
Hall's gentleness and kindness was re-
turned many-fold, as he was widely re-
vered, respected, and loved by the peo-
ple of the Pacific.

In 1925 Hall married Sarah Teraireia
Winchester, the Tahitian daughter of
an English sea captain. They had two
children, Nancy and Conrad, for whom
Hall was a devoted and adoring father.
The daughter, Nancy, is married to
Nicholas G. Rutgers, whose family es-
tablished Rutgers University in New
Jersey. Hall’s son, Conrad, is an Oscar
award-winning cinematographer for his
work on ‘“‘Butch Cassidy and the
Sundance Kid" and resides in Holly-
wood.

Over three decades until his death in
1951, James Norman Hall lived in Arue,
Tahiti, and wrote extensively in his li-
brary. With the support of his wife and
family, Hall authored a prodigious
number of books, 28 in his career, not
including his numerous essays and
poems.

James Norman Hall's most famous
works, however, were those that en-
riched the world’'s understanding of the
people of Tahiti and the South Pacific.
With friend and co-author, Charles
Nordhoff, Hall collaborated to write
‘‘Mutiny on the Bounty,”" “Pitcairn's
Island,"” ‘‘Hurricane’’ and ‘‘The Forgot-
ten One.” In assessing Hall's career,
James Michener notes that these mas-
terpieces have come to epitomize the
tropics and that they constitute some
of the greatest books ever written on
the Pacific. Many of James Norman
Hall’s works, in particular ‘‘Mutiny on
the Bounty,” have been immortalized
on the silver screen.

In July 1951, James Norman Hall died
in Arue, Tahiti, and was buried on a
hill overlooking his home and beloved
library. Hall's death was greatly
mourned in the south seas, prompting
James Michener to write, “When he
died, on every island in the Pacific
where even no man could read, there
was sorrow.” Upon sorting through
Hall's belongings, his war decorations
were finally discovered. It was only
then that the people of Tahiti and the
Pacific Islands learned that in their
midst had lived a true war hero.
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The home and library of James Nor-
man Hall in Arue, Tahiti, have been re-
stored as a museum to honor the life of
this great American.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to join me in adopting the reso-
lation before us, which recognizes
James Norman Hall and his outstand-
ing contributions to our Nation,
France, Tahiti, and the South Pacific,
including James Norman Hall's ex-
traordinary service rendered in war-
time for the defense of freedom and lib-
erty, his exceptional achievements in
the literary field, and his lifework that
has enriched the world's understanding
of the people of the South Pacific.

Mr. Speaker, upon passage of this
piece of legislation, it would be my sin-
cere hope that the President of the
United States, through his personal
representative, present this resolution
to the President of Tahiti Nui, His Ex-
cellency the Honorable Gaston Flosse
of French Polynesia, where it may be
publicly displayed at the James Nor-
man Hall Museum in Tahiti.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot think of a
more appropriate manner for the peo-
ple and Government of the United
States to express their deep sense of
gratitude and enduring appreciation
for the contributions and achievements
of James Norman Hall, a great Amer-
ican and a distinguished son of the
State of Iowa.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for passage of this
resolution.

[From the New York Times Book Review,

Oct. 19, 1952]
A GENTLEMAN LOST IN A MODERN WORLD
(By James Michener)

The most loved American who ever came
to the tropics was James Norman Hall, the
Iowa small-town boy who arrived in Tahiti
in 1920. He had a gentle humor, an abiding
concern for people, and a ready franc for
anyone in need. When he was working on a
novel Chinese merchants, American beach-
combers and broken-down European counts
would report daily to the local bars on Jim-
my’s progress, certain thereby to cadge a
free drink. When he returned to Tahiti from
Hollywood or from a visit to Ellery Sedgwick
in Boston children would meet him at the
dock with flowers. He enjoyed a place in is-
land society such as few writers have even
known in any society. When he died, on
every island in the Pacific where even no
man could read, there was sorrow.

Many of us, allured by this romantic figure
of the writer deified during his life, have
overlooked the fact that Hall was a pro-
digious worker (twenty-eight books in thir-
ty-six years) and that his interests covered
practically the entire field of writing. His
books include propaganda to influence Amer-
ica's entry into World War I, *Kitchener's
Mob™ (1916); factual reporting, ‘‘History of
the Lafayette Flying Corps™ (1920); legend,
“The Far Lands’ (1950); biography, the su-
perb Frisbie essay in ‘‘The Forgotten One"
(1852); hilarious local color, “No More Gas"
(1940); and excellent historical romance, the
“Bounty" trilogy (1932-34).

Contrarily, he thought of himself pri-
marily as a poet, but his most successful
work in this field was his outrageous and gay
literary hoax, ‘'O, Millersville!" which he
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published in 1940 as the outpourings of a pre-
cocious Iowa schoolgirl.

Hall may one day be remembered as the
last of the great essayists, for he published
several books like '‘Faery Lands of the
South Seas’ (1921), which contained highly
polished examples of this now-outmoded
form. More likely his reputation will rest on
his tales of tropical adventure, but his posi-
tion among his peers is yet to be decided.
Stevenson commanded a more gracile pen,
Rupert Brooke was a greater poet, Maugham
a finer master of plot, Pierre Loti a lusher
romanticist. Louis Becke knew far more
about the Pacific, Conrad had a deeper sense
of the mysterious, and Melville a greater
sense of the tragedy of the sea.

Yet Hall accomplished something that
none of his distinguished predecessors at-
tained. He wrote, or helped to write, those
fortunate masterpieces which epitomize the
tropies. I know of no more skillful Pacific
romance than ‘‘The Hurricane.”” None of
Jack London’s South Sea stories equal Hall's
cruel and bitter *“The Forgotten One."” Sure-
ly nothing Stevenson accomplished in
Samoa approaches the “Bounty" series. And
I know an occasional poem, or part of a
poem, in which Hall equals Brooke's best Pa-
cific lyrics. Not the greatest man to have
written about the Pacific, he nevertheless
wrote some of the greatest books.

His last work was this present autobiog-
raphy. It is a curious book and he would be
amazed to know that it can be read as trag-
edy. That was not his intention, for he de-
votes a major portion to the golden days he
spent in Iowa, sharing with us his boyhood
apostrophe to the grubby stream that wan-
dered near his home:

Oh, loverly River! Gentle Skunk!
Beneath this shining pool was sunk
The body of a Colfax boy!

How could the stream we love destroy
The life of little Willie King

And leave his parents sorrowing?

And throw his body on the ground
Nearly a mile from where he drowned?

He recalls his experiences while waiting
table in a house of prostitution, acting as so-
cial worker in the slums of Boston, serving
as a volunteer with the British Expedition-
ary Force in France, and flying with Eddie
Rickenbacker over Germany. He became an
ace, knocking down five German planes, and
he met with his future collaborator, Charles
Nordhoff, the novelist and travel writer, of
whom he says, ““* * * My first impression
was unfavorable. He shook hands with me in
a coldly punctilions manner and I was think-
ing: ‘Lord! How am I to work with this
man?'"

Like Pierre Loti before him, Hall vacil-
lated between Tahiti and Iceland, each of
which he immediately appreciated. ‘I loved
Iceland from the moment I set foot in the
country, and had it been possible I would
have been commuting between Iceland and
the Southern Seas these past thirty years.”

Finally, on Page 301, he settles down in Ta-
hiti (1923) and the reader takes a deep
breath, prepared to discover what it was in
the tropics that captivated men like Hall
and Conrad or how two such dissimilar writ-
ers as he and Nordhoff happened to become
collaborators.

The tragedy is that when he reached the
important days in Tahiti time was running
out for Jimmy Hall, He lived to complete
only two chapters, an inconclusive one on a
famous hotel and a haunting verbatim con-
versation with Nordhoff. The mysteries of
the South Seas he does not touch upon and
we are deprived of the understanding we
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sought. *'All of my roots are still in America,
in the prairie country of the Middle West. I
realize now that it is useless trying to grub
them up to transplant on this little island.
They won't come up."

Hall can be understopd only as an eigh-
teenth-century English gentleman. Spir-
itually he was close to that perfect man,
Capt. James Cook; artistically he held much
in common with Goldsmith and Addison. He
cultivated innumerable eighteenth-century
reticences. '*‘We are waiting on table in a
bawdy . house,” my friend said with a faint
wry smile, His term was the one more com-
monly use in Iowa for such places, but I use
‘bawdy’ because it seems, somehow, more re-
fined.” Or again, "I dislike change in man-
ners, customs and habits of thought as much
as I do in material aspects.”

In his autobiography Hall refers only once,
and then most casually, to Sarah Win-
chester, the wonderfully vivacious Tahitian-
English girl he married. Their love story is
one of the most glowing in this century, but
Hall could not bring himself even to mention
it, though his assembled family begged him

to.

While writing his last novel Hall was faced
by his determined and beautiful 18-year-old
daughter who said. ‘‘you must explain to the
reader that your hero and heroine are actu-
ally in love.” “That has no place in books,”
he insisted. ‘Father! You don't know what'’s
in modern books. Sit still and listen!'" She
read him a chapter from a recent book and
when she finished Hall blushed deeply and
asked, *'Did James Michener write that * * *
in a book?' Nancy replied that she could
have read from Mailer, “‘or some of the oth-
ers who really get down to cases,” and Hall
cried, ''They ought to be ashamed of them-
selves! All of them!" So Nancy outlined the
missing chapters, but when Hall heard what
was needed he gulped, blushed and said,
‘*‘Well, if that’'s what the public demands.
* * WY

Hall's truncated biography is good reading.
It tells of a distinguished gentleman lost in
a modern world, of an JTowa boy who perpet-
ually longed to return home: “Iowa, for all
the years I have been away from it, has al-
ways been, and still is, home to me."”

The book’s omissions are partly repaired in
an excellent concluding chapter by Edward
Weeks, Hall's editor. He explains how
Nordhoff and Hall worked and he shares with
the reader a remarkable letter sent him from
Tahiti after Hall’s funeral. “When I look
down upon that cushion upon which are
pinned his medals and decorations from the
leading governments of the world I for the
first time realize that we had living amongst
us a great man. * * * In our midst dwelt a
hero.”

[From the Profile magazine]
JAMES NORMAN HALL
(By Barbara Jo Elkington)

Two hundred years ago this year, the fa-
mous Bounty salied out of Matavai Bay, Ta-
hiti, bound for Jamaica with its load of
breadfruit plants. Mutiny was waiting. Fifty-
seven years ago, James Norman Hall and
Charles Nordhoff immortalized this true tale
in their novel Mutiny on the Bounty, thereby
gaining immortality for themselves, Fletch-
er Christian, and Captain Bligh. Most of us
remember either Clark Gable and Charles
Laughton or Marlon Brando and Trevor How-
ard, depending on our ages and the movie
versions we saw. Unfortunately, not as many
of us remember Nordhoff or Hall very well.

James Norman Hall, like many Pacific
writers, is under-appreciated and vastly
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more readable and talented than his present
fame merits. Even those of us who claim
some enchanted island in the Pacific as
home don't know as much as we should
about Hall and other writers who by birth or
choice made the Pacific more than the
stereotyped paradise of paper back novels.
Hall, in addition to being the co-author with
Nordhoff of Mutiny on the Bounty, Men
Against the Sea, and Pitcairn's Island, wrote
some 16 major works on his own, as well as
numerous essays and poems, lyrics for a
number of songs, and several plays. Almost
all his writing relies on the Pacific, war, or
the sea for locale, and much is historically
based and factually accurate. Two of Hall's
basic themes, according to Louise Hanson,
are “‘that the twentieth century is vulgar
and moves too fast, and that man is essen-
tially good.” Hanson, a research specialist at
the University of Pittsburgh, goes on to say:
“James Norman Hall hardly fulfills the
stereotype of a betel-nut chewing beach-
comber on a tropical island. * * * What he
sought in Polynesia was a certain simplicity
of life impossible to find in the West. His
customs and habits, however, remained
American down to the fixed daily routine,
book-lined study and shined shoes. * * * As
an unregenerate optimist and idealist, he
was out of place in the twentieth-century
world. * * *

An optimist out of place in a pessimistic
century seems to be the capsule definition of
Hall. What kind of life did he lead to bring
this about? He left the Iowa town where he
grew up, became a flying ace in World War I,
escaped to a South Seas island, and became
a writer famous in his own time. He traveled
the world, married happily, and, to quote
James Michener, was ““the most loved Amer-
ican who ever came to the tropics. He had a
gentle humor, an abiding concern for people
and a ready franc for anyone in need. * * *
When he died, on every island in the Pacific,
even where no man could read, there was sor-
row."”

This is a true and a complimentary epi-
taph. Hall died in 1951. His son-in-law’s
choice for his grave marker in Tahiti came
from an early Hall poem. Nicholas G. Rut-
gers, Jr., changed barnyard to hillside result-
ing in a suitable sentiment:

Look to the northward stranger.
Just over the hillside there.

Have you in your travels seen

A land more passing fair (Briand 376).

Though Hall had written this during his
Iowa childhood, it predicts his life and his
successful search he undertook for that land
more fair.

His search began after his graduation from
Grinnell College in Iowa where he was a Phi
Beta Kappa. He also earned his Master's de-
gree there in 1922 after taking some classes
at Harvard and the University of Iowa. In
1950 he was awarded an honorary Ph.D.

During the early part of his search, while
in Paris on leave from his duties as a volun-
teer American airman with the Escadrille
Lafayette, Hall first encountered the tale of
the Bounty. Pausing at Brentano's bookstore
on the Champs Elysees, he picked up a re-
print of a history, The Mutiny of the Bounty,
by Sir John Barrow in 1831, During his boy-
hood Hall had read something of British
naval history and the names Bligh, Chris-
tian, and Pitcairn’s awakened vague memo-
ries. In 1917 he read about ‘‘Otaheite’ and
made a promise to himself that someday he
would wander among those fabled isles
*under the wind."

In Tahiti in 1929 when Nordhoff and Hall
were searching for a likely subject to provide
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the base for a novel, Hall came across Bar-
row’s book again and rushed to Nordhoff
“‘breathless with enthusiasm.” Biographer
Paul Briand tells the story:

‘‘Have you ever heard of the Bounty mu-
tiny?" Hall cried out. “Of course.” Nordhoff
calmly replied. ‘‘Who hasn’t, who knows any-
thing about the South Seas?"

“Well, what about that for a story?" Hall
suggested eagerly * * *

“Maybe we've got something there! * * *
What a story! What a story!"' said Nordhoff
(316-317).

Indeed it was something. Ellery Sedgewick
of Atlantic Monthly and their editor Edward
Weeks assisted in research, while the Bishop
Museum and the British Museum in London
supplied background material. A retired
British Commander, E.C. Tufnell, RN, pro-
vided copies of hundreds of historical docu-
ments and even a scale model of the Bounty.

Over a period of five years Hall and
Nordhoff pondered, read related materials,
and wrote, resulting in the three volumes de-
tailing the mutiny, Bligh's sea voyage in an
open boat, and Christian's settlement on
Pitecairn's Island. Weeks declared he was im-
pressed with the manuscript for the first
book which took three years of effort: “It
was a book of exceptional beauty and one
which drew a striking contrast between the
golden age of Polynesia and the tough bru-
tality of man to man which existed aboard
Bligh’s ship.” (Briand 318)

The authors worked as a team. Nordhoff
provided the narrative push, keeping the ac-
tion moving. Hall paused to describe, to won-
der, and his passages furnished insights and
commentary on Polynesian life, which Hall
firmly believed had suffered under the im-
pact of European and American contacts as
the ending of Mutiny on the Bounty where
Captain Byam returns to Tahiti after twenty
years attests:

‘*A few people were discernible along the
beach, watching us apathetically but they
were pitifully few beside the throngs of
former days, and where once the thatched
roofs of their dwellings had been clustered
thick under the trees, there was scarcely a
house to be seen. Even the trees themselves
had a withered, yellow look, for as I was to
learn, the victorious party had hacked and
girdled nearly every breadfruit in Matavai.”'
(Nordhoff and Hall 370) Invasion, war and
pestilence had changed forever the lives of
the people.

Hall, who traveled widely in the Society Is-
lands, knew and loved the people. In 1925 he
married Sarah Teraireia Winchester, the
lovely part-Tahitian daughter of an English
sea captain. She made a home for him and
provided a reason for the determination and
focus he needed in his writing. They had two
children, a son Conrad Lafcadio (named for
writers Joseph Conrad and Lafcadio Hearn),
and a daughter Nancy Ella. Hall was a de-
voted father and found great pleasure in his
children.

In researching Bounty materials, Hall read
widely in English eighteenth century lit-
erature which influenced his own style and
content. A novel he wrote in 1940, Dr.
Dogbody’'s Leg, proved to be a lively collec-
tion of nine salty tales cataloging the many
ways the charming British ship's doctor lost
his left leg. Another 1940 novel he co-au-
thored, No More Gas, told of the Tuttles, a
large and hospitable Tahitian clan, always
out of gas for boat or truck, but never out of
food or love for fellow man.

All his life Hall fancied himself a poet, but,
interestingly, his biggest poetic hit was a
hoax. In 1941, he created a poetess, Fern
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Gravel, who with his help *authored™ fifty-
eight versus collected under the title Oh
Millersville! Fern was supposedly a nine-year-
old resident of Millersville, Iowa, who had an
observant eye and a sharply barbed pen, re-
sulting in verses which enchanted the critics
who didn't discover until 1946 that Hall had
fooled them all.

Essays written by Hall have proved to be
one of his strongest literary contributions. A
collection titled The Forgotten One reveals
Hall's eye for detail and his deep sense of hu-
manity.

Before his death, Hall visited his daughter,
Nancy, and her husband, Nicholas G. Rut-
gers, Jr., in their Lanikai home on Oahu.
The Rutgerses still make Hawaii their home
for a part of each year, living in Kamuela on
the Big Island and doing much to maintain
important papers and documents Hall col-
lected. Conrad, an Oscar-award winning cine-
matographer, lives in Hollywood and main-
tains a home in Tahiti.

Were he alive today, Hall might read the
work of authors like O. A, Bushnell of Ha-
waii whose marvelously rich prose in such
books as Molokai and Kaaawa tells of the im-
pact of the outside world on the culture of
Hawaii, creating a cry from the heart. Witi
Thimaera of New Zealand, author of Ponomu
Ponomu and Tangi would interest Hall be-
cause of his ability to put on paper the Maori
heart. Albert Wendt of Samoa, author of
Leaves of the Banyan Tree and Sons for the Re-
turn Home, would doubtless find Hall a help-
ful friend and critic. James Norman Hall was
a writer who read constantly. Perhaps we
should follow that suggestion, enriching our
lives by reading not only Hall’'s works but
find other delightful or challenging pieces of
Pacific literature to add to our libraries.

THE WORLD OF JAMES NORMAN HALL
(By Edward H. Joesting)

The south pacific during the days of James
Norman Hall was a romantic spot which
would have fascinated any author. To Nancy
Hall Rutgers, daughter of the late James
Normal Hall, life among the South Sea is-
lands before World War II almost seems like
an unreality. Although Nancy now lives at
Lanikai with her husband, Nick, and their
two small boys, Tahiti for many years was
her home.

Nancy's father traveled to Tahiti some
thirty years ago. At that time Hall was prac-
tically an unknown writer who had just re-
turned from World War II. He also was only
a few years away from the family farm in
Iowa. Before many years had gone by this
quiet unknown man had become a famous
writer. Mutiny on the Bounty, Pitcairn’s Is-
land and The Hurricane became household
words and with them the names of the co-au-
thors, James Norman Hall and Charles
Nordhoff.

To Hall, by nature a sensitive man, World
War I had been a doubly terrible experience.
Never fearing solitude, Hall sought it even
more after going through two years of trench
warfare with the British and then flying
many combat missions with the Lafayette
Flying Corps. Although Eddie Rickenbacker
marveled at Hall's coolness in action, at the
war's end the aspiring young writer more
than ever longed for some refuge away from
modern civilization. Once Hall had seen the
South Pacific he knew that it was exactly
what he had been searching for. Here was the
answer to his prayers. Here was solitude,
beauty and stimulation,

Certainly one of the most stimulating
things about the South Seas in 1920 was the
odd collection of individualists who seemed
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to be drawn to that part of the world. Many
authors have been intrigued with these char-
acters. Somerset Maugham, Joseph Conrad
and from the World War II years, James
Michener, have all written about them.
These individualists who were lured to the
South Seas, hoping to find there a primitive
paradise, interested hall just as much as
they interested the writers before him.

The man who became Hall's father-in-law
was a good example of the staunchest of
these individualists. His name was Joseph
Winchester and at an early age he had run
away from his home in England to seek ad-
venture in the South Seas. And there was a
great plenty of adventure to satisfy his long-
ings. Soon Captain Winchester had set him-
self up as a sailor-merchant and had acquired
two sailing schooners to trade among the
South Sea Islands.

It was Captain Winchester who carried
Gauguin, the famous French painter, to
many of the Marquesas Islands as a pas-
senger on his schooners. Gauguin was unable
to pay Winchester in cash, so he paid for his
transportation in wood cuts and paintings.
Neither the redoubtable old sea captain nor
the rest of the world realized the value of
Gauguin's work in those early years. When
Joseph Winchester thought that all these
wood cuts and paintings were cluttering up
his home he simply burned the lot. He little
thought that he was burning up a fortune.

Another South Pacific individualist and
one who Nancy Hall Rutgers well remem-
bers, was Robert Dean Frisbee. A man of true
genius, Frisbee had something less than the
strength and fortitude of a Captain Win-
chester. James Norman Hall corresponded
with Frisbee over the years and helped this
struggling writer along on many occasions.
A thin, emaciated man, the troubled Frisbee
truly loved his native wife and their chil-
dren. Although Robert Dean Frisbee is now
receiving recognition for his excellent writ-
ing, he enjoyed little of it during his life
time. He thought of Hall as one of his few
real friends.

Certainly not to be forgotten was Charles
Nordhoff. Nordhoff had served in France dur-
ing World War I with Hall and the two men
were fast friends for more than thirty years.
Nancy Rutgers remembers Nordhoff as a man
a good deal more temperamental than her fa-
ther. Nordhoff was a tall, handsome man who
would pace up and down rapidly throwing off
ideas by the dozen. Some of his suggestions
were usable and many were not. It was usu-
ally James Norman Hall, the plodding mem-
ber of the writing team who would insist
that a certain idea had merit. Hall would
start to develop the idea he thought worth
while and soon Nordhoff would join in.

Charles Nordhoff, besides being a writer,
was something of a dreamer. He would plan
extensive fishing trips, he was a devoted fish-
erman or he would carefully plot a cruise to
some distant island. His plans seldom mate-
rialized and those about him soon realized
that they were little more than dreams.
Often Nordhoff, as an excuse for delaying his
plans would say that he could not leave Hall
at such a crucial time since they were in the
midst of planning an important chapter, A
week or a month later he would still have
the same excuse.

The literary styles of Hall and Nordhoff
were so similar that often they would alter-
nate chapters in writing a book. Nordhoff
would write chapters one and three. Hall
would write chapters two and four. When the
volume at last was published no one could
have guessed the particular author of the
vise chapters. Often times they would revise
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each other's writing and a certain paragraph
would be half written by Hall and half by
Nordhoff. After years of working together
each person knew exactly how the other
thought.

To Nancy and Nick Rutgers Lanikai at
times seems far away from Tahiti. They
have, of course, a whole shelf of books in
their living room to remind them constantly
that these bygone days were once a reality.
To readers of South Seas stories there is lit-
tle danger that the wvolumes Hall and
Nordhoff wrote will ever be forgotten. Their
books will be constant reminders of a pictur-
esque era from the history of one of the
world's most romantic spots.

SERVICE RECORD

James Norman Hall, Colfax, Iowa.

Previous Service: August 18, 1914, to De-
cember 1, 1915, 9th Battalion, Royal Fusiliers
(British Army).

SERVICE IN FRENCH AVIATION

Date of enlistment: October 11, 1916.

Aviation Schools: October 16, 1916, to June
14, 1917, Buc, Avord, G.D.E.

Breveted: April 23, 1917 (Caudron).

At the Front: Escadrille Lafayette, June 16
to June 26, 1917. Escadrille Spad 112, Septem-
ber 22 to October 3, 1917. Escadrille Lafay-
ette, October 3, 1917, to February 18, 1918.

Final Rank: Sergeant.

SERVICE IN U.S. AVIATION:

Commissioned Captain: February 7, 1918.

At the Front: 103d Pursuit Squadron, Feb-
ruary 18 to March 29, 1918. 94th Pursuit
Squadron, March 28 to May 7, 1918.

Shot down in combat: May 7, 1918, near
Pagny sur-Moselle (Meurthe-et-Moselle).

Prisoner in Germany until the Armistice.

Wounded in combat: June 26, 1917, and May
7, 1818.

DECORATIONS

Distinguished Service Cross.
Legion d'Honneur.

Meédaille Militaire.

Croix de Guerre, with five Palms.

H.CON. RES. 214

Sponsor: Faleomavaega.

Date Introduced: March 3, 1994.

House Committee: Post Office and Civil
Service.

Official Title: A concurrent resolution hon-
oring James Norman Hall aad recognizing
his outstanding contributions to the United
States and the South Pacific.

Co-sponsors: 232 CURRENT COSPONSORS.

Mar 3, 94 Referred to House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

Co-Sponsors: 232 CURRENT COSPONSORS

As Introduced: Smith (IA), Leach, Grandy,
Nussle, Lightfoot.

May 18, 94 Abercombie, Ackerman, An-
drews (NJ), Andrews (ME), Applegage,
Baesler, Ballenger, Barca, Barrett (WI),
Becera, Beilenson, Bentley, Berman, Bevill,
Bilbray, Bishop, Blackwell, Bonior, Brooks,
Browder, Brown (FL), Brown (CA), Brown
(OH), Bryant, Burton, Byrne, Cantwell,
Cardin, Clay, Clement, Clyburn, Coble, Cole-
man, Collins (MI), Condit, Conyers, Cooper,
Coppersmith, Costello, Cox, Coyne, Crane,
Darden, DeFazio, de la Garza, DeLauro, Del-
lums, de Lugo, Deutsch, Diaz-Balart, Dickey,
Dicks, Dixon, Dooley, Doolittle, Dornan,
Dreier, Durbin, Edwards (TX), Edwards (CA),
Emerson, Engel, Evans, Farr, Fazio, Fields
(LA), Fingerhut, Flake, Foglietta, Ford
(TN), Ford (MI), Frank (MA), Franks (CT),
Frost, Furse, Gallegly, Gejdenson, Gephardt,
Geren, Gibbons, Gilman, Goodling, Green,
Gunderson, Gutierrez, Hall (OH), Hamburg,
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Hansen, Hastings, Hayes, Hefner,
Hochbrueckner, Holden, Horn, Houghton,
Hoyer, Hunter, Hutto, Hyde, Inslee, Jacobs,
Jefferson, Johnson (SD), Johnston, Kan-
jorski, Kaptur, Kasich, Kennedy, Kennelly,
Kildee, Kim, Klein, Klink, Kopetski, Lafalce,
Lancaster, Lantos, LaRocco, Laughlin, Leh-
man, Levy, Lewis (GA), Lipinski, Livingston,
Lloyd, Lowey, McCloskey, McDade,
McDermott, McKeon, McKinney, MecNulty,
Manton, Martinez, Matsui, Mazzoli, Meek,
Menendez, Miller (CA), Mineta, Mink, Moak-
ley, Montgomery, Moran, Murphy, Murtha,
Myers, Neal (MA), Norton, Oberstar, Ortiz,
Orton, Owens, Packard, Pallone, Parker,
Pastor, Payne (NJ), Payne (VA), Pelosi, Pe-
terson (MN), Peterson (FL), Pickle, Poshard,
Price (NC), Quillen, Rahall, Rangel, Ravenel,
Reed, Regula, Reynolds, Richardson, Roe-
mer, Rohrabacher, Romero-Barcelo, Rose,
Rowland, Roybal-Allard, Rush, Sabo,
Sangmeister, Sarpalius, Schumer, Scott,
Shepherd, Smith (OR), Snowe, Solomon,
Spence, Spratt, Stark, Stokes, Swett, Swift,
Synar, Tanner, Tauzin, Taylor (MS), Tejeda,
Torres, Torricelli, Towns, Traficant, Tucker,
Underwood, Unsoeld, Valentine, Veldzquez,
Vento, Volkmer, Vucanovich, Waters, Watt,
Waxman, Weldon, Wheat, Whitten Wolf,
Woolsey, Wynn, Young (FL), Young (AK).

June 13, 94, Hughes, Wilson, Washington,
Skeen.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I want to
commend the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA] for
his elogquent comments and for focus-
ing our attention on the outstanding
achievements and background and
courage of James Norman Hall, a true
hero.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHT-
FOOT].

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, one of
the problems when you speak second
after the gentleman from American
Samoa, he has taken most of my
speech. Only the gentleman from
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA]
can do it in such an eloquent way.

I would also mention that through
the wvagaries of politics, Mr. Hall's
home now is in my congressional dis-
trict, after the reapportionment, as is
Grinnell College. I think it is only fit-
ting today that we honor James Nor-
man Hall, and certainly urge strong
support for this resolution.

As our friend from American Samoa
has so eloquently outlined, Mr, Hall
had a very colorful and exciting back-
ground. One of the books that he did
not mention, ‘“The Men Against the
Sea,’ along with *Mutiny on the Boun-
ty,” are, I think, two of the greatest
publications that reflect the South Pa-
cific, American Samoa, and that part
of the country, which I fortunately had
an opportunity to visit with the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] a few years ago.

O 1300

And it was one of those things that

one sometimes wonders how someone

out of the middle of the continental
United States can go to such a beau-
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tiful part of the world and then,
through words, put it on paper and cap-
ture that beautiful part of the world
and then, through words, put it on
paper and capture that romance and
excitement and adventure that goes
with that for virtually generations to
enjoy thereafter. I think that when we
look at 16 major works that James
Norman Hall wrote on his own, I do not
know of any author that would come
close in terms of the type of credibil-
ity, the type of intellect that went into
those writings. I think that if nothing
else Mr. Hall's works have stimulated
the imaginations, and they certainly
have entertained millions.

We are very proud to claim him as a
part of lowa's heritage.

ENI, we really appreciate your offer-
ing this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this very strongly.

I would like to express my support
for House Concurrent Resolution 215,
honoring James Norma Hall, noted au-
thor and Iowa native. He in fact hailed
from my congressional district.

Mr. Hall grew up in the small town of
Colfax, TA. Shortly after leaving
Colfax, Mr. Hall served in the British
and French Air Force. He fought in the
trenches in World War I, flew numerous
combat missions with the Lafayette
Flying Corps, and was commissioned as
a captain in the U.S. Air Force. Hall
was wounded twice during his years in
combat and was shot down in May 1918.
In addition, he was a prisoner of war
until the war ended. For his service
during the war he was decorated with
the Distinguished Service Cross Award.
After World War I he traveled to the
South Pacific where he and coauthor
Charles A. Nordhoff collaborated on
books that will always be constant re-
minders of a picturesque era or history
in one of the world's most romantic
spots. These books included ‘‘Mutiny
on the Bounty,” ‘‘Men Against the
Sea,”” and ‘“‘Pitcairn’s Island.” Hall also
wrote 16 major works on his own along
with many essays and poems.

James Michener once said of James
Norman Hall, “He was the most loved
American who ever came to the trop-
ics. When he died, on every island, even
where no man could read, there was
sorrow."’

Mr. Hall’'s works stimulated the
imaginations of and entertained mil-
lions. We are proud to claim him as
part of Iowa's heritage.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I thank
the gentleman from Iowa for his elo-
quent words.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the other
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH].

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 215, a resolution honoring James
Norman Hall for his outstanding con-
tributions to the United States and the
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South Pacific. I would also like to
thank our colleague, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, for his leadership in
bringing this Iowa native son recogni-
tion he so richly deserves.

The events of James Norman Hall's
life read in many ways like the novels
for which he is so justly famous. He
was born on a family farm near Colfax,
IA, and graduated Phi Beta Kappa from
nearby Grinnell College. After joining
the British Army and fighting in the
trenches of the western front of World
War I, Hall flew with the famed Lafay-
ette Escadrille, was wounded twice,
and ultimately shot down and impris-
oned in Germany until the armistice.

After the war, Hall moved to the
South Pacific. There he became an au-
thor of world renown, writing some 16
major works, as well as numerous es-
says and poems, lyrics for a number of
songs, and several plays.

Hall is, of course, best known for the
trilogy he coauthored with Charles
Nordoff: ‘“Mutiny on the Bounty,”
“Men  Against the Sea,” and
‘“Pitcairn’s Island.”

The three books tell the story of the
famous mutiny, of Captain Bligh's epic
sea voyage in an open boat after being
set adrift by the mutineers, and settle-
ment of Fletcher Christian's band on
Pitcairn Island. Many who never read
the books learned the story of human
courage and endurance they chronicled
from Clark Gable and Charles
Laughton or Marlon Brando and Trevor
Howard, in their epic film portrayals.

But James Norman Hall has left us
far more than and a rich literary leg-
acy. The senseless slaughter of World
War I shattered the optimism that
marked the end of the 19th century and
for many made the 20th appear a cen-
tury of dark pessimism and darker his-
tory. Hall survived the worst of what
was supposed to be ‘“‘the war to end
wars,” yet remained throughout his
life a man of unflagging optimism and
idealism.

The courage and character his books
portray, his life exemplified.

Another chronicler of the South Pa-
cific, James Michener, said Hall was
‘‘the most loved American who ever
came to the tropics. He had a gentle
humor, an abiding concern for people
and a ready franc for anyone in need
* % * When he died, on every island in
the Pacific, even when no man could
read, there was sorrow."'

Hall's epitaph was taken from a poem
he wrote as a youth in Iowa: *“Look to
the northward stranger. Just over the
hillside there. Have you in your travels
seen, a land more passing fair.” Two
disparate lands, Iowa and the islands of
the South Pacific, both *‘passing fair,”
linked the life and work of an extraor-
dinary man, James Norman Hall.

Mr. Speaker, again I recommend
House Concurrent Resolution 215 to my
colleagues and express my gratitude to
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA for providing the
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House this opportunity to acknowledge
the achievement of James Norman
Hall.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I want to
thank the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
LEeacH] for his contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I was
honored that ENI asked me to speak be-
cause I have traveled through this
most beautiful part of the world with
our distinguished Representative from
American Samoa. It is a pleasure to
join this commemorative because Capt.
James Norman Hall was one of the he-
roes of my youth.

I had a friend who had about 20 of his
books and, of course, a young person
reaches for Mutiny on the Bounty first
and then Pitcairn’s Island, then Hurri-
cane. But I had known of his exploits
with Lafayette Escadrille because I
knew a great Hollywood director, Wil-
liam Wellman, Sr., who was one of the
youngest members of that squadron
who flew with Hall and had a great,
long association with him as a young
man. I had not known he had guided
America's ace of aces, America’s lead-
ing eagle, Eddie Rickenbacker, auto-
mobile racer to his first victory in the
skies over the trenches of Europe.

When I found my dad’s orders to go
to pilot training with the Signal Corps
and asked him why he ended up in ar-
tillery, he said the Pope was negotiat-
ing an end to the war in the Christmas
of 1917 so he threw in the towel, but he
said we used to shake our fists at the
guys from Barley Duke because they
would also arrive after the Germans
had strafed the trenches,

I said, dad, that is the guy’s view
from the mud on the ground. Our pilots
in that war came in late, had a heroic
record. And to know that James Hall
was one of their leaders and a hero,
that is just things brought out of this
commemorative by my colleague from
Iowa and by ENI that have resurrected
this hero of my youth.

Coming from the middle of America,
the heartland of our farmland, Iowa, it
is just another of these incredible sto-
ries of America's heroes that should be
passed on to our youths.

I will take an hour special order to-
night to talk about the great navy ad-
miral, 58 years on active duty, Rear
Adm. John Duncan Bulkeley who res-
cued MacArthur from Corregidor and
threw the wreath into the English
Channel with Clinton D-day morning
at dawn.

I just hope that people will read this
RECORD and look at these great people
like this son of Iowa, James Norman
Hall, and understand that our heritage
is truly worth teaching to our kids in
grade school and in high school and in
college, that the United States of
America is, as the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] calls it, a
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unique civilization, unknown in all of
history, representing all the peoples of
this tiny little delicate planet.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN] for adding his comments to
this tribute.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I just want to thank my dear friend
from California for his comments.
What is most interesting, at least in
my observation about this son of Iowa,
is where James Norman Hall, growing
up in the middle of farm country with-
out a great body of water nearby, could
learn to enjoy the island life and island
community. The fact that he came
from midwest America and spent the
rest of his life in the South Pacific, is
evidence that he appreciated what is-
land living is like. I thank the gen-
tleman,

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, one
other observation about land, sea, and
air, being born in 1887, he was 16 years
of age when the Wright brothers flew
and found themselves dueling in deadly
combat just a few years after that. It is
an amazing life story. I thank every-
body for this commemorative,

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Speaker, | am glad to
pay tribute to an lowan who left the State and
went on to become a world-renowned writer.
James Norman Hall traveled all over the
world, fought as an ace fighter pilot during
World War |, and to this day continues to ex-
pand the mind of readers young and old
through his writings.

James Norman Hall was a well-loved lowan
who left the State in 1910 at the age of 23. He
was born in the small town of Colfax, just east
of Des Moines. He received both his under-
graduate and graduate degrees from Grinnell
College, just across the county line from his
home. After such a wonderful grounding, and
like many lowans since, James Norman Hall
left lowa never to return permanently.

| think it is very important to point out that
being a lifelong lowan and maintaining a per-
manent and continuous residence in the State
are not necessarily the same thing. Hall con-
sidered himself an lowan even though he left
the State at a relatively young age. To quote
from his biography, “My Island Home,” on
page 329, "lowa, for all the years | have been
away from it, has always been and still is
home to me.” That sentiment continues to be
shared by lowans worldwide.

Hall's World War | dramas were at least as
exciting as his most famous work, “Mutiny on
the Bounty.” Hall fought with both British
ground forces in Normandy with Lord Kitch-
ener, and with French aviators before joining
the American Air Corps.

In the early days of aviation when man and
machinery tentatively went aloft, this brave
lowan became an ace pilot. He volunteered
for war duty with the French Escadrille Lafay-
ette in 1916, when America had no Air Corps
or Air Force. It was in 1918 that he joined the
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American Air Corps and flew with fellow “Ace”
Eddie Rickenbacher. He was shot down be-
hind enemy lines in 1918 and was imprisoned
in Germany until the end of the war. The Ger-
mans greatly respected him however because
he had spared the life of a German fighter
pilot in a Christmas-day dogfight.

After the war he met up with Charles
Nordhoff to write the history of the Escadrille
titled “The Lafayette Flying Corps.” The long
and distinguished collaborative writing career
of these two gentleman had then commenced.
Hall's main literary tie to America was the
magazine Atlantic Monthly. | read Hall's “Mu-
tiny on the Bounty,” when | was in the ninth
grade.

A fitting tribute, the James Norman Hall Mu-
seum in Tahiti Nui (French Polynesia), opened
this spring and | am glad that House Concur-
rent Resolution 215 will be displayed in the
museum. lowa has not forgotten this famous
son, the archives at Grinnell College have also
preserved much of this magnificent writer's pa-
pers.

Mr. SMITH of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | join with
my good friend and colleague, Delegate
FALEOMAVAEGA, and the entire lowa congres-
sional delegation in supporting House Concur-
rent Resolution 215 honoring James Norman
Hall for his outstanding contribution to lowa,
our Nation, and the South Pacific.

James Norman Hall, a native son of the
State of lowa, was born in Colfax in 1887 and
was a decorated war hero in World War |. He
was an adventurer and the acclaimed author
of “Mutiny on the Bounty,” “Pitcairn’s Island,”
and "Hurricane.”

In 1920, he moved to Tahiti and for over
three decades his writing enriched the world's
understanding of the South Pacific. The reso-
lution quotes James Michener describing
James Norman Hall as “the most loved Amer-
ican who ever came to the tropics and that
when he died, on every island in the Pacific
were even no man could read, there was sor-
row.”

| hope you will join us as we honor this
great American by passing this resolution.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RICHARDSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 2156

Whereas James Norman Hall, a native son
of the State of Iowa born in Colfax in 1887,
and a graduate of Grinnell College, was a
decorated war hero, noted adventurer, and
acclaimed author, who was revered and loved
in France and Tahiti, and throughout the
South Pacific;

Whereas James Norman Hall exhibited an
unwavering commitment to freedom and de-
mocracy by volunteering for military service
early in World War I and by fighting along-
side British forces in the worst of trench
warfare, including the Battle of Loos, where
he was one of few survivors;

Whereas James Norman Hall continued his
fight for liberty by becoming a pilot in the
Lafayette Escadrilles, an American pursuit
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squadron of the French Air Service, and his
courageous and daring feats in air battles
earned him France's highest medals, includ-
ing the Legion d'Honneur, Medaille
Militaire, and Croix de Guerre with 5 Palms;

Whereas James Norman Hall was commis-
sioned as a Captain in the United States
Army Air Service when the United States
entered World War I, continued his legendary
exploits as an ace pilot, acted as wing com-
mander and mentor for then-Lieutenant
Eddie Rickenbacker, and was awarded the
Distinguished Service Cross Medal, for gal-
lantry and bravery in battle, by General Per-
shing;

Whereas James Norman Hall sought seren-
ity after the destructiveness of World War I,
moved to the South Pacific in 1920, married
a Tahitian woman and lived in Tahiti for
over 3 decades, and wrote a prodigious num-
ber of articles and books in the library of his
home in Arue, Tahiti;

Whereas much of James Norman Hall's
writing enriched the world's understanding
of Tahiti and the South Pagific;

Whereas James Norman Hall coauthored,
with Charles Nordhoff, classic masterpieces
that have come to epitomize the tropics, in-
cluding “Mutiny on the Bounty"', “Pitcairn’s
Island™, and ‘‘Hurricane'’;

Whereas, despite James Norman Hall's
achievements as a decorated war hero and
famed literary figure, he remained to his
death a humble, self-effacing man who en-
deared himself to the people of Tahiti with
his keen sense of generosity, kindness, and
real concern for others, prompting James
Michener to state that James Norman Hall
was ‘‘the most loved American who ever
came to the tropics” and that when ‘‘he died,
on every island in the Pacific where even no
man could read, there was sorrow; and

Whereas the home and library of James
Norman Hall, in Arue, Tahiti, are being re-
stored as a museum to honor this son of the
State of Iowa and hero of the United States,
England, France, and French Polynesia:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) honors James Norman Hall and recog-
nizes his outstanding contributions to the
United States, France, Tahiti, and the South
Pacific, including his extraordinary service
rendered in wartime for the defense of free-
dom, his outstanding achievements in the
literary field, and his lifework that has en-
riched the world's understanding of the peo-
ple of the South Pacific; and

(2) requests the President of the United
States to provide for the presentation of a
copy of this concurrent resolution by appro-
priate officials of the United States Govern-
ment to the President of Tahiti Nui (French
Polynesia), so that it may be publicly dis-
played at the James Norman Hall Museum in
Tahiti, where it will express the appreciation
of the people and government of the United
States for the contributions of James Nor-
man Hall and will show recognition of the
achievements of this great son of the State
of Towa.

The concurrent resolution was agreed

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
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concurrent resolution just considered
and agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

R —

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). Under the Speaker's an-
nounced policy of February 11, 1994,
and June 10, 1994, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers are recognized for 5 minutes each.

HEALTH CARE REFORM VOTES

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

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, | submit for
the RECORD the votes on health care reform
which took place in full committee in the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee on June 16, and
in the Ways and Means Committee on June
17, 1994:

HEALTH CARE MARKUP, JUNE 16, 1994

The following recorded votes were taken
on June 16, 1994 in the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor during full committee con-
sideration of Chairman ForRD's mark, H.R.
3600, Health Security Act of 1994:

1. An amendment by Representative Rou-
kema, in the nature of a substitute, to Rep-
resentative Roemer's amendment requiring
the National Health Board to recommend
benefit changes and other savings should the
Health Security Act increase the Federal
deficit. Representative Roukema's amend-
ment included the Roemer language regard-
ing recommended savings and, in addition,
would have provided for an early warning to
Congress if the Board had reason to believe
such savings would be necessary. The sub-
stitute amendment was defeated 15-25.

DEMOCRATS
Mr. Ford, “nay.”
Mr, Clay, “‘nay.”
Mr. Miller (CA), “*nay” by proxy.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Murphy, “‘nay’ by proxy.
Kildee, *‘nay.”
Williams, “‘nay."
Martinez, “‘nay."
Owens, '‘nay’ by proxy.
Sawyer, “nay' by proxy.
Payne, “‘nay’ by proxy.
Unsoeld, “nay” by proxy.
Mink, “nay’ by proxy.
Andrews, “yea’ by proxy.
Reed, “‘nay’ by proxy.
Roemer, “‘yea."
Engel, ‘‘nay" by proxy.
Becerra, “‘nay’ by proxy.
Scott, “nay.”
Green, “‘nay"’ by proxy.
Woolsey, “nay."”
Romero-Barcelo, “yea."”
Klink, *‘yea.”
English, “‘nay’ by proxy.
Strickland, ‘‘nay."”
de Lugo, “‘nay.”
Faleomavaega, ‘‘nay" by proxy.
Baesler, “yea.”
Underwood, “nay" by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Goodling, “‘yea.”
Petri, ‘'yea’ by proxy.

Mr.
Mr.
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Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Roukema, “yea."”
Gunderson, “yea."”
Armey, Not voting.
Fawell, “'yea.”
Ballenger, ‘‘yea."
Molinari, “yea.”
Barrett, “nay."

Boehner, ‘‘yea’ by proxy.
Cunningham, Not voting.
Hoekstra, ‘'yea.”
McKeon, Not voting,
Miller (FL), “‘nay™ by proxy.
Castle, "‘yea.”

2. An amendment by Rep. Roemer to re-
quire the National Health Board to provide
Congress with a fiscal analysis of the Health
Security Act’s impact on the Federal budget.
In the event the Act would significantly in-

crease the deficit,

the Board would rec-

ommend benefit changes and other appro-
priate programmatic savings and submit

such

recommendations for Congressional ap-

proval. The amendment was defeated 13-29.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

DEMOCRATS
Ford, “nay.”
Clay, ‘“‘nay."
Miller (CA), **nay" by proxy.
Murphy, “nay” by proxy.
Kildee, “nay.”’
Williams, “nay."”
Martinez, “‘nay."”
Owens, “nay’’ by proxy.
Sawyer, “nay'’ by proxy.
Payne, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy.

Mrs. Unsoeld, **‘nay" by proxy.
Mrs. Mink, ‘‘nay’ by proxy.

Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.

Andrews, ‘‘yea' by proxy.

Reed, “‘nay’’ by proxy.

Roemer, “‘yea."”

Engel, ‘‘nay" by proxy.

Becerra, "‘nay” by proxy.

Scott, “‘nay."

Green, “‘nay" by proxy.

Woolsey, ‘‘nay."”

Romero-Barcelo, “‘yea.”

Klink, “'yea.”

English, “‘nay" by proxy.

Strickland, “‘nay."”

De Lugo, “nay."

Faleomavaega, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy.

Baesler, “yea."”

Underwood, “nay’ by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Goodling, present.
Petri, “'yea' by proxy.

Mrs. Roukema, “yea."

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

3.

Gunderson, ‘“‘yea."

Armey, “‘nay’’ by proxy.
Fawell, “‘yea.”

Ballenger, “yea.”

Molinari, *‘yea' by proxy.
Barrett, ‘nay’’ by proxy.
Boehner, ‘‘nay" by proxy.
Cunningham, *‘nay" by proxy.
Hoekstra, “‘yea."”

McKeon, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy.
Miller (FL), “nay" by proxy.
Castle, “'yea.”

An amendment by Representative

Ballenger to require State agencies and
health care plans to coordinate their efforts
in providing services to individuals with dis-
abilities under several Federal and State
programs. The amendment was agreed to 42—
0.

Mr
Mr.
Mr.
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr

DEMOCRATS

. Ford, “yea.”

. Clay, “'yea.”

. Miller (CA), “*yea’ by proxy.
. Murphy, “‘yea" by proxy.

. Kildee, “yea."

. Williams, ‘'yea."

. Martinez, “yea."”
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Mr. Owens, ‘‘yea" by proxy.
Mr. Sawyer, ‘‘yea."

Mr. Payne, “yea'" by proxy.
Mrs. Unsoeld, “yea' by proxy.
Mrs. Mink, “yea' by proxy.

Mr. Andrews, not voting.

Mr. Reed, “‘yea.”

Mr. Roemer, ‘‘yea."

Mr. Engel, ‘‘yea'" by proxy.

Mr. Becerra, "‘yea.”

Mr. Scott, “yea."

Mr. Green, ‘‘yea’ by proxy.

Ms. Woolsey, “yea."”

Mr. Romero-Barceld, “'yea.”

Mr. Klink, “yea."”

Ms. English, “‘yea" by proxy.

Mr. Strickland, *‘yea.”

Mr. de Lugo, ‘'yea.”

Mr. Faleomavaega, ‘yea’” by proxy.

Mr. Baesler, ‘‘yea."

Mr. Underwood, “yea' by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Mr. Goodling, *‘yea.”

Mr, Petri, ‘‘yea"” by proxy.

Mrs. Roukema, “'yea' by proxy.

Mr. Gunderson, *'yea."

Mr. Armey, “‘yea'’ by proxy.

Mr. Fawell, “yea."

Mr. Ballenger, *'yea."

Ms. Molinari, “yea’ by proxy.
Mr. Barrett, ‘‘yea' by proxy.
Mr. Boehner, “‘yea'' by proxy.
Mr. Cunningham, ‘‘yea' by proxy.
Mr. Hoekstra, ‘‘yea.”

Mr. McKeon, “‘yea.”

Mr. Miller (FL), "'yea’ by proxy.
Mr. Castle, “vea."

4. An amendment by Representative
Hoekstra to provide that no State shall be
required to comply with the requirements of
the Health Security Act unless a majority of
voters in the State have chosen, by referen-
dum, to be a participating State under the
Act. The amendment was defeated 14-28.

DEMOCRATS

Ford, ‘nay."

Clay, "nay."

Miller (CA), "‘nay’ by proxy.
Murphy, “nay’ by proxy.
Kildee, “'nay."

Williams, ‘‘nay.”
Martinez, *‘nay’ by proxy.
Owens, *‘nay” by proxy.
Mr. Sawyer, “‘nay'’ by proxy.
Mr. Payne, ‘‘nay'’ by proxy.
Mrs. Unsoeld, “nay."”

Mrs. Mink, “‘nay."

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr. Andrews, not voting.

Mr. Reed, “nay."

Mr. Roemer, “nay."

Mr. Engel, “nay” by proxy.

Mr. Becerra, ‘‘nay."”

Mr. Scott, ‘‘nay."

Mr, Green, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy.

Ms. Woolsey, ‘‘nay."

Mr. Romero-Barceld, “‘nay.”

Mr. Klink, “nay."

Ms. English, “‘nay’" by proxy.

Mr. Strickland, “nay.”

Mr. de Lugo, "‘nay."

Mr. Faleomavaega, “nay’ by proxy.

Mr. Baesler, “nay."”

Mr. Underwood, “nay’ by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Mr. Goodling, “yea.”

Mr. Petri, ‘“‘yea’ by proxy.

Mrs. Roukema, “‘yea."

Mr. Gunderson, “yea."”

Mr. Armey, “yea' by proxy.
Mr. Fawell, “yea.”

Mr. Ballenger, *‘yea."”

Ms. Molinari, “‘yea."”

Mr. Barrett, “‘yea' by proxy.
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.

Boehner, ‘‘yea'’ by proxy.
Cunningham, “‘yea' by proxy.
Hoekstra, “‘yea."”

McKeon, “yea.”

Mr. Miller (FL), “‘yea.”

Mr, Castle, “nay.”

The following recorded votes were taken
on June 17, 1994 in the Committee on Ways
and Means during consideration of Acting
Chairman Gibbons' substitute proposal for
H.R. 3600, The Health Security Act of 1994:

Pending was an amendment by Mr. Hough-
ton to reduce from 250 to 50 the minimum
number of employees required for a firm to
establish a self-insured health plan for its
employees, as a way of fulfilling its require-
ment under the bill to provide health cov-
erage. Mr. Neal offered a substitute amend-
ment which would reduce the minimum
number of employees from 250 to 100. Mr, Ar-
cher offered an amendment to the Neal sub-
stitute to reduce the minimum number of
employees to 1. Mr. Houghton subsequently
offered an amendment to the Neal substitute
to reduce the minimum number of employees
to 50.

On the amendment by Mr. Archer to re-
duce from 250 to 1 the minimum number of
employees required for a firm to establish a
self-insured health plan for its employees:
Defeated 24-14.

DEMOCRATS
Gibbons, “‘nay.”
Rostenkowski, ‘‘nay.”
Pickle, “nay."
Rangel, “nay.”
Stark, “‘nay.”
Jacobs, ‘‘nay’’ by proxy.
Mr, Ford (TN), “nay.”
Mr, Matsui, “‘nay.”
Mrs. Kennelly, ‘“‘nay."”
Mr. Coyne, “nay."

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr. Andrews (TX), “nay."”
Mr. Levin, “nay."”

Mr. Cardin, “nay.”

Mr. McDermott, “‘nay."”

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.

Kleczka, ‘‘nay.”
Lewis (GA), “nay." -
Payne (VA), “nay."
Neal (MA), “‘nay.”
Hoagland, “nay."
McNulty, “nay."
Kopetski, *nay."
Jefferson, “‘nay.”
Brewster, ‘‘nay."”
Reynolds, “‘nay'’ by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Archer, “yea."
Crane, “‘yea' by proxy.
Thomas (CA), “*yea.”

Mr, Shaw, ‘‘yea."

Mr, Sundquist, ‘‘yea’ by proxy.

Mrs. Johnson (CT), “‘yea."

Mr, Bunning, “‘yea’ by proxy.

Mr. Grandy, ‘‘yea' by proxy.

Mr. Houghton, “yea."

Mr. Herger, “‘yea."

Mr. McCrery, “'yea.”

Mr. Hancock, “yea."”

Mr, Santorum, “‘yea."

Mr, Camp, ‘‘yea."”

On the amendment by Mr, Houghton to re-
duce from 250 to 50 the minimum number of
employees required for a firm to establish a
self-insured health plan for its employees:
Defeated 22-16.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

DEMOCRATS

Mr. Gibbons, “nay."

Mr. Rostenkowski, ‘‘nay.”
Mr, Pickle, “nay.”

Mr. Rangel, “‘nay.”

Mr. Stark, ‘‘nay."”

Mr. Jacobs, “‘nay’’ by proxy.
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Mr. Ford (TN), “*nay.”

Mr. Matsui, “*nay."

Mrs. Kenne]ly “nay."

Mr. Coyne, *

Mr. Andrews (TX). “nay."

Levin, “nay.”

. Cardin, *‘nay.”

. McDermott, “nay."

. Kleczka, '‘nay."”

. Lewis (GA), “nay."

. Payne (VA), “nay.”

. Neal (MA), “nay.”

Hoagland, *‘yea.’

. McNulty, “nay."

. Kopetski, “nay."”

. Jefferson, ‘‘nay.”

. Brewster, "'yea."

. Reynolds, “*‘nay" by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

. Archer, ‘yea.”

. Crane, ‘‘yea’" by proxy.

. Thomas (CA). ‘yea."

. Shaw, ‘‘yea.”

Mr. Sundquist, ‘‘yea’ by proxy.

Mrs. Johnson (CT), “yea."”

. Bunning, “yea’ by proxy.

. Grandy, *‘yea" by proxy.

. Houghton, ‘‘yea.”

. Herger, *“‘yea."”

. McCrery, “‘yea."

. Hancock, "‘yea."

. Santorum, ‘‘yea."

. Camp, “‘yea."

On the amendment by Mr. Neal to reduce
from 250 to 100 the minimum number of em-
ployees required for a firm to establish a
self-insured health plan for its employees:
Adopted 36-2.

DEMOCRATS

. Gibbons, ‘‘yea.”
. Rostenkowski, “‘yea."”
. Pickle, “yea.”
. Rangel, 'yea.”
- s k {1 "
‘Ja.c,obs "yea by proxy.
. Ford (TN), "yaa. "
. Matsui, “yea.”
Mrs Kennelly, “yea. &
Mr. Coyne, “‘yea."
Mr. Andrews (TX), ‘‘yea.”
Mr. Levin, “yea.”
Mr. Cardin, *yea.”
Mr. McDermott, “nay."
Mr. Kleczka, “yea.”
Mr. Lewis (GA), ‘‘yea."”
. Payne (VA), "'yea.”
. Neal (MA), “yea.”
. Hoagland, “‘yea.”
. McNulty, “yea.”
. Kopetski, ‘‘yea.”
. Jefferson, ‘‘yea."
. Brewster, “yea."
. Reynolds, “‘yea' by proxy.
REPUBLICANS

Archer, “‘yea."
Crane, ‘‘yea' by proxy.
Thomas (CA), “yea.”
Mr. Shaw, “‘yea.”
Mr. Sundquist, *'yea' by proxy.
Mrs. Johnson (CT), “*yea."”
. Bunning, “yaa" by proxy.
. Grandy, *‘yea" by proxy.
. Houghton, “‘yea."
. Herger, "“yea."”
. McCrery, ‘‘yea.”
. Hancock, ‘‘yea.”
. Santorum, “‘yea."
Mr. Camp, “‘yea."”
The underlying Houghton amendment, as
modified by the Neal substitute, was then
adopted by voice vote.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

IN PRAISE OF RENEWED DIPLO-
MATIC RELATIONS BETWEEN

NEW ZEALAND AND THE UNITED
STATES

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam
Speaker, since 1987, the U.S. Govern-
ment has restricted political, military,
and security contacts with the nation
of New Zealand in response to that
country’s adoption of antinuclear legis-
lation that was perceived to impact ad-
versely on United States military prac-
tices.

Although I can understand why our
defense ties and ANZUS obligations to
New Zealand were terminated, I have
never approved of the across-the-board
snubbing that Washington forced Wel-
lington to endure for years. While we
restricted high-level contacts with New
Zealand, our Government had no prob-
lem in meeting with leaders from to-
talitarian states and guestionable re-
gimes.
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New Zealand is a friend and a democ-
racy that shares our values, and has
historically been a close ally of the
United States for most of this century.
Our two nations have fought at each
other’s side against aggression in vir-
tually every major conflict in recent
times.

Moreover, New Zealand has played an
active and positive role in supporting
U.S. efforts in international economic
fora, such as the Uruguay round of
GATT and APEC, the Asia Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation meetings.

With New Zealand acting as Presi-
dent of the U.N. Security Council, their
leadership and close cooperation with
the United States, on matters such as
U.N. peacekeeping, has been invalu-
able. The North Korean nuclear crisis
has increased focus on the U.N. Secu-
rity Council and, in part, reinforced
the importance of our relations with
New Zealand.

When the Clinton administration an-
nounced earlier this year that senior-
level diplomatic contacts would be re-
sumed with New Zealand for discussion
of political, strategic, and broad secu-
rity matters, I strongly applauded the
policy change. The removal of New
Zealand’s diplomatic handcuffs has
been long overdue. We are finally start-
ing to treat our longtime ally as a
friend. Yes, we obviously have our dif-
ferences on certain issues, but we
should not have treated New Zealand
in such a mean-spirited way.

Although several Members in both
Houses of Congress lobbied the admin-
istration to lift the unfair restrictions,
I feel it was due in great part to the
fine efforts of the Embassy of New Zea-
land that relations were normalized.

In particular, much credit must go to
the Honorable Denis McLean, Ambas-
sador of New Zealand, on whose watch
in Washington this momentous rec-
onciliation occurred. Over the years, I
have watched with admiration Ambas-
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sador McLean's patient and persuasive
diplomacy on behalf of New Zealand's
interests. Moreover, he has had the vi-
sion to be an aggressive and active ad-
vocate for the welfare of the South Pa-
cific region as a whole. Both on Capitol
Hill and in the administration, it is
clear that Ambassador McLean has
commanded respect.

After 37 years in public service to
New Zealand—serving first in Embassy
posts such as Second Secretary in
Washington on up to Cabinet appoint-
ment as Secretary of Defence—Ambas-
sador McLean is now to retire after a
brilliant and distinguished career. Suf-
fice it to say that his country has been
very well served, indeed.

I would also like to recognize that it
is due to the hard work of staff that po-
litical successes are made possible.
Certainly, Ambassador McLean has
been very fortunate in that regard, as
the entire New Zealand Embassy staff
has performed with distinction.

In particular, Mr. David R. Cunliffe,
Second Secretary [political], should be
recognized for the outstanding and ef-
fective job he has done as the Embas-
sy’s congressional liaison officer. Mr.
Cunliffe's able assistance was instru-
mental in laying the groundwork for
an improved climate for United States-
New Zealand political relations and in
supporting United States engagement
with the South Pacific. Certainly, it is
no exaggeration to say that Mr.
Cunliffe's efforts have contributed sig-
nificantly to how Capitol Hill views
New Zealand.

In conclusion, I would salute Ambas-
sador McLean and Second Secretary
Cunliffe for a job well done and I wish
them well in their future endeavors.
The fruits of their labor have given rise
to a new era of deep and enduring rela-
tions between our two great countries,
New Zealand and the United States.

A BIPARTISAN HEALTH CARE BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH] is recognized for b min-
utes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I
want to talk today about passing a bi-
partisan health bill. House Republicans
are committed to trying to help pass a
bipartisan health bill this year. We be-
lieve it is possible to write a bill on a
bipartisan basis, possibly starting with
the Rowland-Bilirakis bill, which has
35 Republicans and 35 Democrats co-
sponsoring it, certainly building on
that and developing a bill which is
market oriented, which has insurance
reform, which has group insurance for
small business, which has malpractice
reform, which has a number of steps
that most Americans agree with.

Madam Speaker, we began working
on the House Republican side in July
1991, when Congressman MICHEL, our



June 17, 1994

leader, founded the House Republican
Task Force on Health. That was back
when President Bush was still Presi-
dent. We have been working now for
virtually 3 years on how to write a
health reform bill.

Madam Speaker, we have offered to
the Democratic leadership to work on a
bipartisan health reform bill. I was
very disappointed to see the article in
the New York Times today, ‘‘GOP in
the House trying to block health care
bill,” because I think that article is
just plain factually wrong. The article
begins, which I might say was the key
part of this, that ‘““House Republicans
are trying to keep health care legisla-
tion from reaching the House floor in a
form that could pass.” That paragraph
is just plain factually wrong.

What we are trying to do, Madam
Speaker, is to write on a bipartisan
basis a health reform bill that would
strengthen the American people’s ac-
cess to health insurance, that would
keep their control over their doctor
and their hospital and their choice,
that would not kill millions of jobs,
that would not crush small business,
that would not raise taxes, that would
not have big bureaucracy and big regu-
lation, and that would not centralize
power in Washington.

Madam Speaker, it is true, we are op-
posed to the Clinton health plan. We
believe the Clinton health plan is big
Government, big bureaucracy, big tax-
ation. We believe the Clinton health
plan takes control over your health
care away from you and gives it to the
Washington bureaucracy. I want to say
up front we are opposed to the Clinton
health plan. We believe that the bill
currently in the Committee on Ways
and Means by the Democratic leader-
ship is essentially a new version of the
Clinton health plan.

Now, Madam Speaker, it is a sad
time, but the Committee on Ways and
Means Democrats have been playing
very clever games. There are members
of the Ways and Means Democrats who
cannot vote for a tobacco tax increase
because they are from a State which
grows tobacco, such as Virginia. There
are members of the Ways and Means
Democrats who cannot really vote to
kill jobs and small business with man-
dates because they are from places like
Omaha, NE, and Michigan, so what
they have done is, they have created a
fiction, an excuse. They have said,

The House Republicans are forcing us to
vote for these things. We are really not for
them, but the House Republicans are forcing
us to do it.

If you are going to be a Clinton clone
and you are going to do what Clinton
wants, then I think you should stand
up and be honest with your district. I
am prepared to go to any district in
the country and debate the merits of
crushing small business and killing
jobs. I am prepared to go to any dis-
trict in the country and debate wheth-
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er or not you need a tax increase to
pay for a health system that is already
too expensive and ought to become less
expensive.

However, far more important, Madam
Speaker, than the debate over specific
issues, or the effort by the Clinton
clones to avoid being responsible for
their votes by blaming House Repub-
licans for scaring them into doing it,
far more important is this message to
the American people: House Repub-
licans are reaching out to any individ-
ual Democrat with the courage to work
with us on a bipartisan basis to write a
market-oriented group insurance for
small business, relieve hospitals from
antitrust so they can buy expensive
equipment intelligently, have mal-
practice reform to lower cost, offer tax
fairness to individuals self-employed
and to the unemployed and to family
farms.

We believe that with medical savings
accounts and with other good ideas,
that we can work with individual
Democrats to put together a bipartisan
package. We applaud those Democrats
who have had the courage, for example,
in the Rowland-Bilirakis bill, 35 of
them, to cosponsor a bipartisan bill.

We also want to reach out to the
Democratic leadership. I have person-
ally on four occasions told the Demo-
cratic majority leader that we would
like to work with them to write a bi-
partisan bill. What we cannot do is, we
cannot help pass the Clinton big Gov-
ernment, big bureaucracy, big tax in-
crease, anti-jobs, anti-small business,
anti-individual control over their own
health bill.

Madam Speaker, I think sometimes
when the Democratic leadership gets
frustrated and when it gets excited and
it says "Republicans don't want to pass
anything,” that is because they define
the Clinton plan as the only thing.

The fact is in the most recent Gallup
Poll over 50 percent of the American
people now reject the Clinton health
plan, because over 50 percent of the
American people do not want Washing-
ton to run their hospital, to control
their doctor, to decide on their medi-
cine, to take control away from them
over their own life.

Madam Speaker, I just wanted to
come to the floor today at the end of
the week to say when we come back on
Monday I hope there can be some bi-
partisanship from the Democratic lead-
ership. I hope the President will be
willing to engage in bipartisanship and
I hope they will quit trying to pass a
big Government plan and work with us.

TRUE BIPARTISANSHIP IN HEALTH
CARE REFORM

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

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker, the
Republican whip, the gentleman from
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Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], was talking
about the need for true bipartisanship
in health care reform, and I commend
the statement that he made. I think it
was a very important statement.

He suggested that a good starting
point for bipartisan cooperation in
health care reform would be the Row-
land-Bilirakis bill, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND] being a Demo-
crat, and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BILIRAKIS] being a Republican.
They have joined together with a large
number of Republicans and Democrats
in focusing on what I think the Amer-
ican people really want to have us
focus on, and that is portability, pre-
existing condition, medical mal-
practice or tort reform, and access ei-
ther to insurance or access to the med-
ical system.

As this debate has occurred over the
last couple of years, I have heard from
many, maybe disparate elements of so-
ciety, indeed, from many diverse inter-
ests in my own district, and the focus
always comes down to these issues.

There are just a lot of elements of
what is being considered here in Con-
gress being talked about that is not
within the focus of the American pub-
lic. They do want us to address those
things that are broken in our health
care system, but I think they want to
preserve that which works and works
well, and I believe that most people
will agree that we do have the finest
health care system in the world. It has
some deficiencies which should be at-
tended to, but we should not, as the old
saying goes, throw the baby out with
the bath water.

We need to keep that which is right
and fix that which is, in fact, broken.
There is an awful lot that is more right
about our system than there is that is
wrong.

I also think that it is very important
that we take the time to do well what-
ever we do rather than that we do it
quickly.

I was somewhat amused to see,
amused, concerned to see the Memorial
Day break period a lot of editorial
commentary to the fact that Congress
had missed the boat, missed the dead-
line; we had not acted by Memorial
Day, and that surely we must act by
July 4, and if we do not by July 4, why
certainly by the August break.

I do think it is important to have a
timetable and to try to meet that
timetable. I do not think we should
dally or dawdle, but this is, after all,
an issue. We are talking about tamper-
ing with affecting somewhere in the
neighborhood of one-sixth to one-sev-
enth of the Nation’'s economy, and I do
not think that it is something we
should hasten to fiddle with.

I think we should carefully deal with
the situation, and I think ultimately
the American people would thank us
for having done well rather than hav-
ing done quickly whatever we do.



13440

Madam Speaker, finally, I want to
say that the rhetoric surrounding the
subject of health care has been very,
very substantial. I have noted and been
concerned over the course of the past
many months that when the adminis-
tration calls for bipartisanship, I sense
that what they are really talking
about is it would be considered biparti-
san if the Republicans said they were
for the President’s proposal.
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That to me is not bipartisanship. Bi-
partisanship is where you lay all of the
differing ideas out on the table and
come to some compromise, some reso-
lution of the differing ideas, rather
than just having one party climb on
board totally in support of the other
party.

I think that definition of bipartisan-
ship is far too narrow and does not lend
itself to bringing about a spirit of com-
ity in which true bipartisanship can be
achieved.

So I think the remarks of the Repub-
lican whip were very appropriate in his
call for true bipartisanship. Once again
I think the Rowland-Bilirakis bill, as
he suggested, would be a fine place to
start.

NAFTA'S SUCCESS

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker,
6 months ago, this body had some of
the most acrimonious debate on an
issue, the North American Free-Trade
Agreement. Is it good for the United
States, or is it bad policy for the Amer-
ican worker and our country?
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Six months after the implementation
began, the jury is in on NAFTA, and
the verdict is that it has been a re-
sounding success for American jobs, for
American exports, and for the Amer-
ican economy. That verdict bodes well
for all Americans. So that giant suck-
ing sound that Ross Perot talked about
is the sound of jobs and U.S. exports
creating jobs in the United States. It is
a reinvigorated U.S. economy.

This month we will celebrate the
half-year mark of the historic agree-
ment, and even at this early date the
results, the statistics are most impres-
sive.

I would like to bring to the attention
of my colleagues some articles that
document these impressive statistics
which I will include at the end of my
remarks.

In the first 3 months of 1994, United
States exports to Mexico rose by $1.6
billion over the same period in 1993 and
Mexico and Canada account for 88 per-
cent of all United States export
growth. This is significant for two im-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

portant reasons. First, because 700,000
Americans already owe their jobs to
the fact that United States goods and
services are exported to Canada and
Mexico. Second, because a fast-growing
export rate is in line with Clinton ad-
ministration projections that NAFTA
will create another 200,000 U.S. jobs by
1995. From January 1993 to April 1994,
3.1 million new private sector jobs have
been created. NAFTA’s success thus far
signals that more jobs, many more are
to come.

Here are some statistics on specific
industries in this first quarter of the
year since NAFTA was implemented:
Electronics up 50 percent, chemicals up
104 percent, aircraft sales up 241 per-
cent, and most importantly, cars and
trucks up 411 percent.

Mr. Speaker, this means 32,000 more
American jobs. This means 10 percent
totality of more goods in this last
quarter, and this means that the ex-
port economy to Mexico grew 30 per-
cent during this period.

Mr. Speaker, under NAFTA, United
States goods and services are going to
continue to flow to Canada and Mexico.
U.S. products such as environmental
technology, cars, home furnishings and
appliances, computer software and
farm goods are rolling southward on a
massive basis, creating jobs in the
United States, export jobs. Before
NAFTA, exporting many of these prod-
ucts would have been difficult, if not
impossible because of the higher Mexi-
can tariffs.

In my own State of New Mexico, the
first 6 months of NAFTA have brought
new opportunities and energy for the
business community. Intel Corp. and
its Rio Rancho operation is preparing
to export 400,000 United States made
personal computers to Mexico in 1994
alone. Albuguerque’'s Honeywell Busi-
ness Management Systems and Con-
trols is getting more business as Mex-
ico builds new hotels and upgrades ex-
isting office space. New Mexico’s agri-
cultural products are gearing up to
take advantage of new markets to the
south. New Mexico dairy, cotton,
wheat, and other agricultural products
are poised for increased exports to that
country. All of this translates to more
jobs for Americans, and especially in
my State of New Mexico.

It is important to remember that the
positive effects that the U.S. economy
is experiencing is only the beginning.
And tariffs on United States exports to
Mexico are eliminated over the next 15
years, as the United States transpor-
tation sector increases its access to the
Mexican market over the next 6 years,
and as the United States financial serv-
ices industry increases its access to
Mexican markets over the next 10
years, both Americans and Mexicans
will reap the benefits of this important
treaty. As NAFTA spurs the growth of
the Mexican economy, United States
producers can count on greater exports
as consumer earnings rise.
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NAFTA also provides a gateway to
Latin America, a fast growing market
of over 811 million people eager to
strengthen ties with the United States.
It opens up opportunities for the Carib-
bean, Trinidad and Tobago.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I
thank my friend for yielding. I would
just like to briefly say one argument
that has been used by opponents to the
NAFTA is that there has been a nar-
rowing of the trade gap. We have got to
realize with free trade with Mexico
many of these things that we might
have bought from other parts of the
world are today being purchased by
Americans from Mexico, and that is
what has created that narrowing. And I
thank the gentleman for his statement
and for his support for NAFTA.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for his great contributions to
NAFTA.

Madam Speaker, I include the arti-
cles referred to earlier as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 6, 1994]
U.8.-MEXICO TRADE ADVANCES SHARPLY

UNDER NEW ACCORD—BUT AMERICA'S SUR-

PLUS Is CUT AS EXPORTS TRAIL IMPORTS,

FUELING DEBATE ON JOBS

{By Allen R. Myerson)

DALLAS, June 5.—In the first three months
after a new trade agreement took effect,
trade between Mexico and the United States
rose sharply to record levels.

Imports from Mexico grew much more rap-
idly than United States exports, cutting the
American trade surplus with Mexico for the
first quarter nearly in half. The numbers are
the first to measure the impact of the North
American Free Trade Agreement since it
took affect Jan. 1.

The trade imbalance between the two
countries has sharpened antagonism between
organized labor, which opposed the trade
agreement because it feared the loss of
American jobs, and leaders in business and
Government, who said the pact would create
jobs by making Mexico a huge market for
American goods.

United States exports to Mexico rose 15.7
percent, to a record $11.85 billion, seasonally
adjusted, in the first quarter compared with
the comparable quarter a year earlier, ac-
cording to the Commerce Department. Im-
ports from Mexico rose 22.5 percent, to a
record $11.29 billion. That narrowed the na-
tion's quarterly trade surplus with Mexico
by 45.1 percent, to $560 million.

Both sides agree that a single quarter is
not enough time to determine a long-term
trend and that it is difficult to distinguish
the effects of the trade pact from other
causes of steadily increasing commerce be-
tween the two nations. Indeed, many ship-
ments in the first quarter reflected plans
made before the trade agreement was ap-
proved in November.

Nevertheless, Mickey Kantor, the United
States trade representative, said in an inter-
view on Friday that the agreement was al-
ready fulfilling the Administration’s prom-
ises to create jobs. “Nafta has increased
trade substantially,” he said. “*The balance
of trade is not as important as the content of
trade and the increase in exports. That's
what raises our standard of living.”
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Some economists and trade experts had ex-
pected goods to flow more strongly toward
Mexico than toward the United States, be-
cause trade barriers, which have been much
higher in Mexico, were falling rapidly. A
strong peso also favored Mexican purchasers
because it made goods imported from the
United States more affordable.

But United States exports have been hurt
by the persistent recession in Mexico even as
the United States economy has grown
strongly. Another drag on trade, according
to economists, is the complexity of the new
pact. Some manufacturers are still figuring
out how it applies to their products.

Labor leaders, although cautious about
reaching conclusions so soon, saw evidence
that the trade pact was increasing Mexican
exports more than imports, at the potential
cost of jobs in the United States.

“Mickey Kantor always used to say that
Nafta will create 200,000 new jobs by 1995,"
said Mark A. Anderson, director of the
A.F.L.-C.1.0.'s task force on trade, "'But that
was based on an increasing U.S. trade sur-
plus, and our surplus has declined.” Mexico,
he said, remained a minor market for United
States goods but a major source of cheap
labor for United States companies.

Mr. Kantor said he saw no relation be-
tween the trade balance and jobs, adding
that an improving Mexican economy and
growing middle class would increase demand
for United States products.

In the first quarter, the largest increase in
imports came in motor vehicles, up 48.3 per-
cent, to $728 million, from the first quarter
of 1993. Among the largest increases in Unit-
ed States exports were electrical and me-
chanical equipment for industry, raw mate-
rials and motor vehicle parts.

Much of the increased trade appeared to re-
flect closer teamwork between factories
across a fading border, with the United
States often sending parts and materials to
Mexico for final assembly.

IMPORTS FROM MEXICO SURGE

United States trade officials say that im-
ports from Mexico are growing twice as fast
as imports from the rest of the world, and
American exports to Mexico three times as
fast.

“We've really seen the difference with
Nafta,” said Regina K. Vargo, director of the
Commerce Department's Mexico office. “Es-
pecially given the relatively flat economy in
Mexico.”

Quick judgments about the flow of jobs,
however, are difficult. Many economists say
both nations are likely to gain jobs from in-
creased trade, which would benefit consum-
ers as well.

“The jobs hurt by trade are found in other
industries that are expanded through trade,”
said David M. Gould, a senior economist at
the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.

Checks with several corporations that
campaigned for the passage of the trade
agreement in November brought some re-
ports of increased exports and added jobs. Al-
lied Signal Inc., whose chief executive, Law-
rence A. Bossidy, led USA Nafta, a business
lobbying group, said shipments of Autolite
spark plugs to Mexico would reach 20 million
this year, up from 12 million last year.

For the company's plant in Fostoria, Ohio,
“that's a whole month's production,’ help-
ing to make the 1,000 jobs there more stable,
if not adding to them, said Paul A.
Boudreau, Allied Signal's director of govern-
ment relations.

LOWER TARIFFS

Under the trade pact, Mexico reduced its

tariff on spark plugs to 12 percent this year
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from 15 percent as the first step toward
elimination of the tariff by 1998. The com-
pany, however, said stronger marketing and
a contract to supply the Mexican operations
of the Ford Motor Company had also contrib-
uted to its substantial gains.

Texas Instruments Inc. said it was selling
three times as many computer printers in
Mexico after the removal of a 20 percent tar-
iff, and 10 times as many laptop computers,
after a tariff was reduced to 16 percent from
20 percent. But Robert L. Price, a company
spokesman, said a stronger sales effort in
Mexico had likewise contributed to these ad-
vances.

USA Nafta recently published a 15-page list
of current and potential export gains, includ-
ing examples from all three auto malkers.
General Motors, the report said, had moved
enough Chevrolet Cavalier production to
Lansing, Mich., from Mexico to create 800 to
1,000 jobs.

G.M. and industry analysts said that the
company’s quarterly exports to Mexico had
risen to more than 11,000 cars and trucks in
just the first quarter of 1994 from 1,700 last
year. About 8,500 of the cars sent to Mexico,
however, were made in Spain, with 1,906 cars
and 605 trucks from Canada and the United
States.

John F. Smith, Jr., the chief executive of
G.M., said earlier this year that he expected
exports from the United States and Canada
to Mexico to reach 15,000 cars and trucks this
year.

CENTER OF DEBATE

The auto industry’s sharp cutbacks in the
United States and heavy imports from Mex-
ico placed it at the center of last year's trade
debate., Last year, G.M. sent 89,000 vehicles
from Mexico to the United States.

But Mr. Smith noted that most of the G.M.
cars built in Mexico, including those for the
domestic market, consist largely of parts
from the United States. “‘As sales increase in
Mexico, production in Mexico will support
more jobs in the U.S.,” he said.

Some labor leaders, however, say the fail-
ure of exports to rise as rapidly as imports is
all the more striking because Mexico has
been much more protective. *'The reduction
of barriers all of a sudden produced a market
there,” said Arthur Gundersheim, director of
the international affairs at the Amal-
gamated Clothing and Textile Workers
Union. *Our markets were already open.' As
far as the trade agreement's effect on United
States exports is concerned, he said, *“‘The
story is that it hasn't done more."

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 13, 1994]

NAFTA SUCCESS MAY AID NEW TRADE
ACCORDS

(By Bob Davis)

WASHINGTON.—Already, the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement appears to be a
big hit. Exports and imports are surging and
U.S. job loss is minimal.

The good news should go a long way to
change the politics of trade, easing fears
that the U.S. can't compete with low-wage
countries. And that should make it easier
politically to extend Nafta throughout the
hemisphere and negotiate new trade deals
elsewhere. Nafta has stiffened the adminis-
tration's spine concerning trade: Clintonites
promise to launch free-trade negotiations
with Chile soon and they plan a summit on
the Americas in December where trade ex-
pansion will be a major theme.

The Nafta boom also should ease passage of
the world-trade pact reached under the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, once
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Congress cuts a deal on how to replace lost
tariff revenue. Labor unions and Ross Perot,
the twin pillars of the anti-Nafta coalition,
haven't made much effort to kill the agree-
ment. Indeed a number of unions are now ex-
ploring how they can use Nafta. The AFL-
CIO is playing a lead role in a U.S.-Mexico
symposium, which starts today in Albuguer-
que, N.M., on health and safety problems in
the electronic industry.

Mark Anderson, an AFL-CIO trade econo-
mist who opposed Nafta, says he wants to see
whether “sunshine and cooperative efforts’
can help change labor conditions south of
the border.

Making much of this possible is Nafta's
early success. The first round of tariff cuts
took effect Jan. 1, making U.S. goods more
attractive. As Mexican businesses continued
their modernization drive, the U.S. exported
9.4% more goods to Mexico in the first quar-
ter than in the previous quarter, after re-
moving usual seasonal fluctuations. At the
same time, investment keeps pouring into
Mexico. And the Labor Department says
only 4,212 workers were certified for extra
unemployment benefits due to plants moving
production to Mexico or Canada.

Bennett X-Ray Technologies says its has
sold $2 million of its advanced mammog-
raphy systems so far this year to Mexico. Be-
fore the 12% tariff on the machine was elimi-
nated, Bennett hadn’t managed to sell even
one. As Mexico dismantles a labyrinth of
rules that blocked auto imports, imports of
U.S and Canadian-made cars and trucks in
the first five months of the year rose to
19,910, twice as many as in all 1993,

But tariff reductions cut two ways. Im-
ports from Mexico grew 4.6% in the first
guarter from the fourth as the U.S. economy
hummed along. To feed the sizzling U.S. auto
market, auto imports were especially strong,
up 48% in the first quarter from the year-
earlier quarter.

Overall, though, exports grew more than
imports, partly because Mexican tariffs were
higher and fell more than those in the U.S.
The U.S. ran a $560 million trade surplus
with Mexico in the first quarter, compared
with $40 million in the fourth, the first in-
crease in the guarterly U.S.-Mexico surplus
in two years.

Even optimists couldn’t be confident of
this outcome, given the misfortunes that
have swamped Mexico this year; an armed
rebellion in the south; a murdered presi-
dential candidate; anemic growth. Under
such circumstances, says Brian Horrigan, a
Loomis Sayles economist, Mexican compa-
nies and consumers might have hunkered
down and bought fewer imported goods.

Economists on all sides warn against read-
ing too much into a single quarter's num-
bers. Should Mexico devalue its peso, or
should its economy sink again into reces-
sion, for instance, U.S. export growth could
disappear, and with it the trade surplus.

Nafta, though, was always far more than a
trade deal. It became a potent symbol of a
new age in which global economics vastly in-
fluences domestic jobs and politics—and in
which the U.S. no longer seems able to con-
trol its destiny. Now, though, those fears
have dissipated. For all their hugging, Nafta
opponents managed to run serious challenges
against only two pro-Nafta House members—
and lost them both. Meanwhile, at least five
anti-Nafta lawmakers face challenges from
trade-pact supporters.

In Mexico, the pact helped moderate the
government's response to the Chiapas upris-
ing and increase pressure that it run an hon-
est presidential election in August. Nora
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Lustig, a Brookings Institution expert, talks
of Nafta's “spotlight effect’’ on the Mexican
government to do the right things.

But will Nafta's effects be long-lasting?
Forecasters at Clemex-Wefa predict Mexico's
sputtering economy will grow 3.6% next
year, and more than 5% annually for the rest
of the decade. That's more than enough to
support a continued U.S. export boom. Both
sides, however, have to guard against new
forms of protection arising as tariffs con-
tinue to drop over the next 15 years. Already,
Florida tomato growers and Mexican beef
producers are complaining of ‘‘dumping.”

The real gauge of Nafta's success is wheth-
er it disappears as a political issue. That
would mean that Americans will have ac-
cepted the idea that their future is tied to
open trade, which can help rich and poor na-
tions alike.

ADMINISTRATION ACCOUNTABIL-
ITY TO THE TAXPAYERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, yesterday my office reported
to the media and to the country that
the White House staff during their trip
to Normandy on 30 U.S. aircraft, which
is five times as many aircraft as were
used 10 years ago by Ronald Reagan
and George Bush on this trip, at a cost
we estimate at $10 to $15 million to the
taxpayers, during that trip the Presi-
dent and many of his staff stayed
aboard the U.8.S. George Washington,
and they stayed in staterooms. We re-
ported yesterday that the White House
staff stole several hundred dollars’
worth of the bathrobes with the insig-
nia on them, and several hundred dol-
lars’' worth of the towels and so forth.
And then it was reported on television
last night and in the media that maybe
there was some confusion, that maybe
they thought these robes that were
very beautiful and monogrammed, that
you and I would probably pay $175 or
$200 apiece for, they were only $35 ac-
cording to the Navy because they
bought them in bulk, but they said
that maybe this was just a mistake.
They thought it was part of a gift
package.

In fact, in the Washington Post it
said the White House staff said if robes
and towels were missing they were sure
it was part of a mixup. It seems the
staff had forked over $11 for a bath kit
to use in the shower and some
toiletries, and they found the towels
and the robes alongside in their state-
rooms.

Well, today I received a copy of the
memo that was put on every single bed
in every single stateroom during the
President’s visit on the U.S.S. George
Washington. Here is what it says:

Welcome aboard George Washington.
Please accept this bath kit as a gift, com-
pliments of the captain and crew. Blue,
monogrammed towels may be purchased in
the ship’s store.
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Now, if you see that the blue mono-
grammed towels can be purchased at
the ship’s store for $5 or $10, you have
got to assume that the robes, which are
much more costly and more beautiful,
would also be purchased at the ship's
store.

The fact of the matter is these items
were taken by the White House staff. A
lot of people say this is a tempest in a
teapot, we are only talking about a few
hundred dollars. That is not the issue.
There is an arrogance at the White
House that you cannot believe. You
cannot get them to report to Congress.
They feel like they have won this place
and everything in the country belongs
to them, regardless of whether or not it
is paid for by the taxpayer. And we are
trying to get them to realize that they
have to be responsible to the Congress
and the people of this country, and
they have to explain when they are
spending taxpayer dollars, whether it
is 30 U.S. aircraft going over to Nor-
mandy instead of 5 or 6 at a cost of $30
million, or whether they are taking
bathrobes that do not belong to them
off the U.S.S. George Washington.

And then they lie about it, they lie
about it, because they knew that they
were not supposed to take those things,
because this document was placed on
every one of their beds.

We contacted the Navy and asked
them what would happen if an enlisted
man or an officer stole a robe or stole
property from the Navy or the U.S8.S.
George Washington. 1 believe the answer
will be coming back today or tomorrow
saying they would either be severely
disciplined or they would be court
martialed for stealing U.S. Govern-
ment property, taxpayers' property.
Yet nothing is coming out of the White
House except well, they made a mis-
take.

Two weeks ago they took a U.S. Heli-
copter, presidential helicopter down to
a golf course and played golf at a cost
of $14,000 or $15,000 a day for it, and the
President was not even on that trip.
They later fired the guy that did that.

I am telling you, there is an arro-
gance down there that must be
changed. People who are doing this
must be taken to task, either severely
disciplined or removed.

We have asked the White House,
under the Freedom of Information Act,
who went on that trip to Normandy.

There were about 1,000 people who
went. Did the taxpayers foot the whole
bill, or did many of those people reim-
burse the taxpayers for the aircraft, or
for their hotel or their meals, which in-
cidentally were catered not by the U.3.
Air Force, as is normally the case, but
they were by a private caterer at three
or four times the cost to the taxpayers.
So we want the White House to respond
and be accountable to the people of the
United States.

I serve on the committee of jurisdic-
tion. During the Reagan and Bush ad-
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ministrations, we got cooperation and
got the information we requested.
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Sometimes it took a couple of weeks,
but we did get it. From this adminis-
tration, it has stonewalled, excuses and
lies, and we believe that the people who
did this should be taken to task just
like the gentleman who used the U.S.
helicopter for his golf trip should be
taken to task, just like John Sununu
was taken to task under the Reagan
administration.

We have written to the White House
under the Freedom of Information Act
asking for a list of those who took
these items. They say they do not
know who took them. Those state-
rooms were assigned. Everybody knew
who was in which stateroom. They
know where those items were taken
from. So it is pretty easy to figure out
who took them. They should be dis-
ciplined.

We want a list of them so we can
raise an issue here in the Congress and
have an investigation. We want to
change the attitude of the White
House. We hope the President will take
the lead on this. He was on the ship. He
is the Commander in Chief, and he
should deal with it in a very timely
fashion.

REGULATING US OUT OF
BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, few
Members of the Congress have escaped
the almost daily complaints of the
business community over the growing
number of regulations coming at them
from every government agency at Fed-
eral, State and local levels. Besides the
anger arising from the frustrations of
trying to comply with endless demands
to file piles of paper filled with more
information about the business than
the IRS ever demanded, there is an-
other common denominator among
these complaints—fear. Fear of how
much farther the government(s) will
go—how many more regulations the
businesses can tolerate.

Over time we have seen businesses go
under. Not because they were poorly
managed, not because they had lost a
market, but because they were operat-
ing in a location which over years of
usage had soaked up industrial pollu-
tion and they could not raise the
money to clean it up. Since at the time
most of this pollution occurred, normal
industrial waste was not considered ei-
ther a pollutant or illegal, the respon-
sibility is happening ex post facto—the
owner is guilty of breaking a law be-
fore it became a law.

We have seen the value of great lots
of commercial real estate plummet be-
cause of these laws—properties become
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unsalable because no bank wants the
liability of being caught with polluted
property. How extreme these demands
have become is indicated by what hap-
pened to the city of Columbus, OH.

Three years ago, according to Tony
Snow writing in the Washington
Times, Columbus decided to pave over
some land behind the city's municipal
garage. In order to comply with Fed-
eral regulations, they had to excavate
2.4 million pounds of dirt, ship the soil
to Texas for burning in an incinerator
and install devices to measure air qual-
ity outside the garage as the work pro-
gressed to ensure that the digging
would not send toxins into the air af-
fecting bystanders.

When Columbus added the cost of
this project to other federally man-
dated requirements, it estimated the
cost of such mandates to the city in
the 1990’s would be $1.6 billion. A study
commissioned by the U.S. Conference
of Mayors estimated that environ-
mental mandates alone in 1993 forced
the country's largest cities to expend
87.2 million hours in staff time, $1.73
billion in salaries and $4.39 billion in
indirect costs. The 5-year costs to the
cities of such orders will be $51.8 billion
if no extra environmental mandates
are added and inflation doesn't exceed
2.7 percent.

If the Congress has been loath to
interfere with draconian regulations
strangling businesses, maybe when the
taxpayers are faced with the bills being
run up by the cities and States, the
Congress will decide that the require-
ment to test public drinking water for
a pesticide banned 15 years ago and last
used by pineapple farmers in 1985 can
be dropped.

There may be a change in attitude,
also, when some of these cities begin to
lose parts of the tax base, and good
jobs, because manufacturing companies
are forced to move away from the
harsh restrictions being laid upon 10
States—among them  Maryland—to
clean up the air by restricting com-
muting to work by car.

The program, Employee Trip Reduc-
tion, aims to have workers car pool or
use public transportation and the com-
panies will be responsible for seeing
this gets done or face heavy fines. The
restrictions are placed on companies
with over 100 employees.

One of our larger employers, after
making a survey of his worker's driv-
ing patterns and home locations, stat-
ed if this regulation is enforced that he
will be forced to relocate his plant to
another State, because the work force
he now has cannot comply with the
law. Maryland will lose 350 jobs if the
company leaves,

Other employers, with work forces
barely over 100, says that they will be
forced to cut back on jobs, adding more
overtime for the remaining employees.

An analysis of the effect of all of this
economic and personal hardship on our
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companies and our workers in order to
clean-up the air is startling. The most
hopeful report is that 2 to 3 percent of
all commuter traffic will be affected.

At this point, I would like to say that
I just don’t believe that this great body
of which I have been apart for almost
10 years could promulgate such a mis-
chievous, destructive act on our people.
Before we start losing our plants and
jobs in critical urban areas, we had bet-
ter have some oversight hearings as to
the effects of these regulations.

It seems to me that somewhere,
someone has run away with an idea and
hang the consequences.

A MATTER OF MORALS, WHAT IS
RIGHT AND WHAT IS WRONG

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WALKER] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, ear-
lier today my colleague, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] expressed
legitimate concern about a situation
that has been reported out of the White
House where evidently members of the
White House staff and/or persons from
the media left the U.S.S. George Wash-
ington during D-day activities with a
number of items of linen from the ship,
amounting in total to over $560 worth
of materials.

This is a matter of some concern, I
think, because it goes to the question
of what is right and what is wrong. Re-
membering that this incident took
place only a couple of days after the
major reports about the helicopter in-
cident where a Marine helicopter was
used to take White House staffers on a
golf outing, one would have thought
that White House staff would be par-
ticularly sensitive to the need to main-
tain any semblance of propriety in
what they did. And yet it sounds as
though the staff and/or the media in-
volved left the ship with bathrobes,
with towels, and with all sorts of other
things that at least someone has re-
ported they took as memorabilia. I
think that that is a matter of real con-
cern.

I have been on Navy ships where we
have had an opportunity to be there,
and when you spend some time with
the crew, you do like to go away with
a little remembrance of the occasion.
In most instances, you are given the
opportunity to purchase those kinds of
things in the ship's store. That could
have certainly been done here. Evi-
dently it was not.

If you go to a hotel room and there is
a bathrobe hanging in the closet, I do
not assume and I do not believe most
middle-class Americans assume that
that is there to take out of the room
and keep. Nor do most middle-class
Americans assume when they find tow-
els with monograms in the room that
those are theirs to keep.
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There is a sense of common decency,
a sense of right and wrong that has to
govern the affairs of people. It appears
as though for some people who are part
of the White House contingent that
was aboard the U.S.8. George Washing-
ton, that that was not the case and
that they did leave with some of this
linen.

I guess what finally concerns me in
all of this is the kind of standard that
this sets for men and women who serve
in the military. Men and women who
serve in the military, if caught with
that kind of act, which is stealing, it is
pilfering, would be at least brought up
on charges before their commanding
officers and in some cases if it was seri-
ous enough they would be court-
martialed. It seems to me that that is
the standard that ought to be kept in
the White House. If the staff was re-
sponsible for any of this, they need to
be disciplined. And in the case of peo-
ple who were engaged in serious viola-
tions here, they should do what would
be done in the military, they should
have the equivalent of a court martial,
and that is they should be fired.

THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE
REORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
DREIER] is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I have
taken out this special order this after-
noon as Members prepare to return to
their districts, to ask a few of my col-
leagues who served through calendar
year 1993 on the Joint Committee on
the Reorganization of Congress to join
me in and continue a special order that
we had the night before last which was
led by the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, my friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
who unfortunately cannot be here this
afternoon but who wanted us to con-
tinue talking about the very important
work of the Joint Committee on the
Reorganization of Congress and the
need to proceed as expeditiously as we
possibly can to get to this House floor
a package which will bring about
meaningful reform of this institution.

A few minutes ago, when we were dis-
cussing the program for next week, I
chose to again today, as I did last
week, ask the representative of the ma-
jority when we can anticipate the re-
form package here on the House floor.
When the Joint Committee on the Re-
organization of Congress was estab-
lished in August 1992, it was put into
place as a committee to last for 1 year
and 1 year only, and it was very unique
in that it was the first time in nearly
50 years, since 1947, when the work of
the Monroney/LaFollette committee
was completed, that a bipartisan, bi-
cameral, equal number of Republicans,
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equal number of Democrats, equal
number of House Members, equal num-
ber of Senators, a committee to put
into place to deal with overall reform
of this institution.

The thing that appealed to me about
the work was that it was to be a com-
mittee that was actually going to go
out of existence. And that was very
unique because, as we found in our
work on the committee, there are not
too many committees around this
place that do their work and then go
out of existence.

But the Joint Committee on the Re-
organization of Congress did in fact go
out of business on December 31 in 1993,
and we did complete our work in com-
mittee. But unfortunately we have not
seen here on the House floor an oppor-
tunity to look at, to ruminate over, to
discuss, debate, and vote on the provi-
sions that were considered in this
package.

I think if one looks at all of the
items that were addressed in that work
of the joint committee, there were
many things that need to be changed.
Some things in the package are good,
but on an overall basis this is an ex-
traordinarily weak package, and my
counterpart on the committee, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]
indicated to me that he would report
out a measure that would call for a
very generous rule allowing virtually
all of the 26 amendments that we con-
sidered in the joint committee, at least
the 8 subject areas that we debated
there, and defeated amendments on, to
be voted here on the House floor.

Unfortunately, while we were told
that we would see it in the fall of 1993,
before the committee went out of ex-
istence, they said it would be in the
early spring of 1994, late spring, and
now we are here in the summer.

Last week I was told by the whip
that we would have the package con-
sidered following the 4th of July dis-
trict work period. Today we were told
by my friend, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER], that we will
have it considered at some time be-
cause discussions are taking place
among some of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle.

So it is our hope that we will be able
to actually get something to the House
floor so that the demand the American
people made for the meaningful reform
of this Congress can actually take
place.

There were more than a few very
hardworking members of that joint
committee and many of our Members
testified before the joint committee—a
total of 243 witnesses, 37 hearings—one
of the hardest-working Members who
focused a great deal on the issue of
congressional compliance is my col-
league, the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. ALLARD], and I am happy to yield
to him at this point.
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Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I could
not help but be taken by the gentle-
man's emphasis on the fact that we
were a committee that got in and did
our work, and we got out, as we were
originally set up to do, and we had a
year of really focused hard work, and I
recall, when we reached towards the
end of our deliberations, there were ac-
tually some Members in the Congress
that thought we ought to go and con-
tinue to remain as a committee, and I
think the gentleman, and myself and
some others said, ‘‘You know, that's
not why we were set up."”

Now we have done our work, and we
have dissolved ourselves as a commit-
tee, and now the burden is on the
House, and the committees that are
reference committees here in the
House, and the leadership, to get this
to move forward so that the time we
spent as a committee was well spent,
and I would be very disappointed, as
one member of that committee, if we
did not get something up on the floor
here where we can talk about some of
the very meaningful reform,

I really appreciate the fact that the
gentleman brought up that we were a
committee that got our work done and
then quit existing as a committee, and
one of the criticisms that I ran across,
even in my own district, as my col-
leagues know, is: ‘‘There in Congress
you set up another committee to ad-
dress your problems, and nothing ever
gets done.”

Well, Mr. Speaker, this committee
did its work, and now it is up to the
leadership of the House to bring this
forward.

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Cape Girardeau, MO.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD]
has just said something that has
sparked my interest here.

As my colleagues know, as we began
our deliberations on the Joint Commit-
tee on the Organization of Congress,
one of the first witnesses to appear; in-
deed I believe he was the first witness,
was the Speaker, who, in a very fine
rhetorical statement, admonished the
committee. He said, in order for us to
proceed, the majority should think, put
itself into the position of the minority,
and the minority should put itself in
the position of the majority in order to
understand the problems that the ma-
jority faces in moving legislation. I
found myself in the course of the delib-
erations of the committee thinking
very often as though I were a member
of the majority, and I rather liked the
feeling, and I think it may be that we
are going to have to become the major-
ity before we are going to be able to
move meaningful reform in this House.

Mr. Speaker, both gentlemen are cor-
rect. We reported our measure last No-
vember. It still has not received any
real attention in the House. It has been
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languishing, and I have begun to ques-
tion, as one who dealt in good faith
throughout this whole process I have
begun to question, whether or not
there really was a good faith intent to
effect reform or if we just had this
committee for the purpose of talking
about it but doing nothing about it.

Now let me just repeat for emphasis.
I think it was a very wise statement,
very wise admonishment, that the
Speaker gave us, that the minority
should think like the majority in order
to appreciate their problems and the
majority should think like the minor-
ity. I think that reality is probably
going to have to occur before we are
really going to get this job done. We
are going to have to become the major-
ity in order to accomplish real reform.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EM-
ERSON], my friend, for his very helpful
contributions there, and I will say that
1, like my friend from Cape Girardeau,
look forward to becoming part of a ma-
jority, but we would like to be able to
reform this place in a bipartisan man-
ner before that happens, if we possibly
can.

At this point I yield to my very good
friend from Long Beach who, while not
a member of the Joint Committee on
the Organization of Congress, was, in
fact, one who provided me with a great
deal of input because of the tremen-
dous historical perspective that he has
had on this institution, having worked
here for years, my very good friend, the
former president of Long Beach State
University, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HORN].

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
DREIER], my colleague, and I congratu-
late my colleagues who have worked so
hard this last year on the effort to try
and reform the institution, and I say to
the gentleman. “‘I particularly praise
you, DAVID, as chairman of the effort
on behalf of the House Republicans, as
cochairman of the committee. You
have done a terrific job."

I am reminded of the La Follette-
Monroney committee and the dif-
ferences between this committee and
that. In 1946, when Mike Monroney,
Democratic -Congressman from Okla-
homa, Phil La Follette, Republican
Senator from Wisconsin, were head of
that joint committee, it was a true bi-
partisan effort just as my colleague's
has been structurally and just as
Democrats and Republicans on that
committee want real change. The dif-
ference, however, is very simple. That
was also a Democratic Congress, I
might add, the 79th Congress. The dif-
ference is very simple:

The leadership support was given to
the work of that committee. Everett
Dirksen was then a Member of the
House of Representatives. He was a key
Republican in making sure those rec-
ommendations in a bipartisan way
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passed a Democratic controlled House,
and the Democratic leadership at the
time did not fight every reform.

And the problem here is my col-
leagues have all done wonderful work,
but we really have not had the help and
the push of the central leadership of
this Chamber. They might well have
met with the committee, and they
might all have advised my colleagues
to think like the other side, and that is
wonderful, but now the exercise is over,
and there has been no reform in this
century the equal of the La Follette-
Monroney reform which was then im-
plemented because the next Congress
turned out to be the Republican 80th
Congress.

Mr. DREIER. If I can reclaim my
time, I just want to reconfirm the
statement that my colleague makes,
and that is, when we went into our
markup just before the adjournment at
Thanksgiving 1993, we had roughly 25
amendments that were offered by our
side in the hopes that we would gain bi-
partisan support that we sought, and
on six, six tie votes, six Republicans
voting against six Democrats, 25 of our
amendments were defeated, dem-
onstrating that what began as a bipar-
tisan effort ended up being extraor-
dinarily partisan.

My friend is absolutely right; I would
be happy to further yield.

Mr. HORN. I just think, if we are
going to get something done, I agree
with my friend, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] and say,
‘“You're going to need basic change in
the House where the majority is com-
mitted to reform. Right now you have
got the majority in a holding pattern
because they have dominated the
Chamber for 40 years, and the attitude
is: Who needs reform? We're happy. We
don’t know why you people aren't
happy."

I can speak for my freshman col-
leagues, many of whom are reform
minded, and all of whom are at least
somewhat reform minded. Many of
them have been in key roles of leader-
ship in their own legislature: President
pro tem, majority leaders, so forth.
They cannot believe the Chamber they
have come to. This is the citadel of
freedom.

This is the large Chamber, granted.
But, my heavens, committees with
overlapping jurisdictions that are
laughable compared to what they
ought to be. It is something that La
Follette-Monroney consolidated at one
time, has become unconsolidated in the
1970's with the proliferation of sub-
committees and all the rest of it.

But what my colleagues find lacking
is just little simple things like a mas-
ter calendar, like structuring sub-
committees within the full committee
so0 we have meaningful work assigned
at least to one of every two commit-
tees we have, and, if the committees
can work so they are scheduled on, let
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us say, Monday/Wednesday or Tuesday/
Thursday for their hearings, we would
not be caught, as I was one day, with
the three committees of the four I am
on, on subcommittees, two full com-
mittees, are all meeting at 9:30 a.m. in
the morning.

There is a simple way to deal with it.
They have dealt with it at the State
legislative level. There is no reason we
cannot deal with it at the House level.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. HORN] for his help-
ful contribution, and I would argue
that with 266 committees and sub-
committees between the House and the
Senate it is obvious that the best way
for us to deal with this is to try and re-
duce the number of committees and
subcommittees so that we do not have
these extraordinary demands for time
which leave Members to simply go to a
committee hearing, demonstrate their
presence, stay for no more than 5 or 10
minutes, and then leave and go and
demonstrate their presence in another
committee hearing.

So, Mr. Speaker, my friend is abso-
lately right, and I thank him for his
contribution.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], my very good friend, the
chief deputy whip who worked long and
hard with us on our work on the Joint
Committee.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for having yielded, and I
thank him for taking this special order
on congressional reform.

As my colleagues know, one of the
things that really should disturb us as
Members of Congress is the fact that
recent public opinion polls have con-
firmed again that Congress is still held
in very low esteem by the American
people. In fact, the most recent polling
data is as bad as it was a couple of
years ago in the midst of the check-
kiting scandal which demonstrates
that the public believes that Congress
has done nothing to try to reform itself
after a series of mind-boggling scan-
dals.
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The reason why the public can feel
that way is they are right. We have not
done very much. Oh, we cleaned up the
bank situation a little bit. We did man-
age to get a professional into the Post
Office after that erupted. The reform
that we did in terms of appointing a
House Administrative Officer has, in
fact, been undermined by the higher
ups who run the Congress by not giving
that Administrator all of the powers
that he was supposed to have in the be-
ginning and, in fact, undermining his
authority in some of the places where
the power was turned over to him, so
that that one has not worked very well.

Then the procedural reforms, the
things that were supposed to be done to
clean up the legislative process, were
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assigned to a bipartisan committee
that was supposed to give us a blue-
print for reforming how the House con-
ducts itself. That has turned into an ef-
fort which is being buried in back
rooms of the Congress at the present
time.

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my
time, I would like to ask my friends
and my colleagues on the Joint Com-
mittee and my friend from Long Beach
if he would like to, as we were the
other evening, talk about some of the
areas where we focused specific atten-
tion.

One of the key items, of course, has
been proxy voting whereby Members of
Congress are able to have their votes
cast when they are not even in the
room. We know it is a violation of the
law, the rules of the House certainly,
to have your voting card used by some-
one else here, yet in committee it is
used over and over and over again. I
wonder if my friend from East Peters-
burg might spend some time talking
about this issue of proxy voting where
he spent a great deal of time.

Mr. WALKER. That is one of the
more disturbing patterns that has been
built up over the years, in large part
because of the practices the gentleman
from California [Mr. HORN] referred to.
We have gotten ourselves into such a
bizarre committee pattern in the Con-
gress that we now justify people not
showing up at committee because the
schedule is so bizarre. So if they are
not going to show up, you have to have
some kind of way to conduct the busi-
ness. So we have put into place a prac-
tice that allows people to vote without
being there.

In most cases in the country, people
who do not show up for work, that is a
bad thing. Here it has gotten to be a
practice where some people regard it as
a good thing. As a matter of fact, it ex-
tends the power of committee chair-
men to be able to sit there with a
whole sheaf of votes in their hands and
conduct the practice kind of regardless
of what else is going on in the room.

It is horrendous to watch in commit-
tee meetings situations where the peo-
ple in the room, having listened to the
arguments presented on an amendment
will vote one way only to have their
vote reversed by a group of proxy votes
that are cast against the will of the
people who are actually there and vot-
ing. It makes for very bad legislating.
It makes for a kind of situation where
the House is not being a truly rep-
resentative body and, in fact, it is a
body designed strictly for a handful of
power brokers who want to use proxies
as a way of retaining their power. It is
an outrage, I would say to the gen-
tleman, and it ought to be corrected.

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. If I could
reclaim my time, there are many peo-
ple here who say if we were to elimi-
nate proxy voting, it would not work.
My response to that clearly is, “Balo-
ney." I sit on the Committee on Rules.
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If I am not up there on the third floor
casting my vote, my vote does not
count at all. No one can carry my
proxy up there because we do not allow
proxy voting. If one sits on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, proxy voting
is not allowed on the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. WALKER. The Committee on Ap-
propriations is the most powerful com-
mittee in the House. They do not allow
proxy voting.

Mr. DREIER. Exactly.

Mr. WALKER. Why? Because they ex-
pect the people to be there doing the
business of the country when they are
making their fundamental decisions.
That should be the case for every other
committee. If we are going to join
these committees and we are going to
be a part of the work, we ought to be
expected to be there when the votes are
taking place. The fact is that what
Members will say is, I can’t possibly
be there with all the committee assign-
ments.” Fine. Then let us cut the com-
mittee assignments. Let us reduce the
number of committees and subcommit-
tees so people can be there doing the
business. That can be done, too.

Mr. DREIER. The other evening the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON] talked about the fact that the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs does
not allow proxy voting. On that Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, as he said,
virtually every measure comes to the
House floor under suspension of the
rules. Why? Because every member of
that committee has been able to work
and have input in the final product
which has emerged from that commit-
tee.

I should also say, interestingly
enough, that in our Joint Committee
on the Organization of the Congress,
we did not have proxy voting.

Mr. WALKER. That is right. People
had to be there because they know
there were likely to be a lot of tie
votes, so it forces people to show up at
the meetings. It is exactly the pattern
that we want to have happen.

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. ALLARD].

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I was struck by the comments for our
fellow colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN], who talked
about his experiences and what hap-
pened in State legislatures. We talk
about proxy voting. There is one thing
that frequently we do not run across in
State legislatures. I know in the legis-
lature I served in, again, one had to be
there to cast his vote. We know that
works. It contributes to the account-
ability. It makes people feel good
about their elected body.

I just wanted to make that point
while we were on that discussion.
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Mr. DREIER. The gentleman is abso-
lutely right.

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Cape Girardeau,

MO.

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker, 1
thank my friend, the gentleman from
California, for yielding.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania in
his comments on proxy voting raises
another issue of reform needing great
attention, and that is the committee
structure, most especially the sub-
committee structure.

I do not necessarily think that we
have too many standing committees of
the House, although I think some
modification in their jurisdiction
should occur. But we certainly do have
far too many subcommittees of the
committees of the House that operate
in conflict one with another in a sched-
uling way. Very often the committees
in a scheduling way are operating in
conflict with the activities here on the
floor of the House.

Yesterday was probably the busiest
day of the week here in the House of
Representatives. We had a couple of
very important appropriation measures
on the floor; we had instructions to
conferees on the crime bill. Yet the
committees of the House were meeting
intently yesterday afternoon. We were
in the Committee on Agriculture in a
markup of a bill having to do with the
reorganization of the Department of
Agriculture. The fact of the matter was
that we would get very well focused
there in the committee and be making
some progress when the bells would
ring and we would go piling out to run
to the floor of the House where we
would have to focus here, losing our
focus there, and we did this a number
of times yesterday afternoon.

I rather felt like most of my day had
been spent running back and forth
across the street. Of course, some pro-
ductive things were achieved, but not
as well as they could be. Of course, all
of this brings into focus the need for a
master schedule of the House of Rep-
resentatives. We all serve on at least
two committees, most of us do, depend-
ing on what the committees are, and a
variety of subcommittees. We need to
be here on the floor very often listen-
ing to the debate. I think with the use
of modern technology, we could have a
system of scheduling that would per-
mit us in our committee responsibil-
ities, our subcommittee responsibil-
ities, and our responsibilities on the
floor of the House to be much more de-
liberative and to have the opportunity
better to participate in these different
fora.

After all, we are the highest delibera-
tive body in the country, indeed prob-
ably in the world, and because of a lot
of these arcane practices, we are not,
in fact, as deliberative as we ought to
be.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield to me for a moment just to
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make one point, we had a huge screw-
up on the floor here today where the
Committee on Ways and Means is
working hard on the health care bill,
which most of us regard as one of the
major measures for the Congress, and
evidently misunderstood the bills for a
vote, and most of the Committee on
Ways and Means missed a vote on the
House floor. It was on a motion to rise,
It is not going to kill their voting
record in terms of the substance of the
vote particularly, but nevertheless
they are going to show up as being ab-
sent on a vote when they were over
there working doing a major bill. It is
all because we have this major com-
mittee doing major legislation while
there is another major bill, an appro-
priations bill, being debated on the
floor. The schedules that we run are
absolute absurdities, and it is created
by an absurd structure that allows it to
happen in the first place.

When we tried to get to those issues,
we kept getting knocked down time
and time again in the reform commit-
tee. It needs to be brought to the floor
and discussed thoroughly.

Mr. DREIER. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Long Beach.

Mr. HORN. I think you both make an
excellent point in the relationship be-
tween action on the floor of the full
House and the various committees of
the House. I have talked to a number of
committee chairmen in the majority
party about this, would it be possible
for us to get back here on a Monday,
have floor action maybe Monday, Tues-
day, and Friday and committee action
on Tuesday afternoon, all day Wednes-
day, perhaps Thursday.
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The argument made by most of the
chairs, who know a lot about human
behavior in both parties, is that unless
we have votes on the floor, the mem-
bers of their committee will not return
to Washington. They will stay in their
district. You have to have something
that forces them to come here and do
their duty. Being absent too often on
the floor is one thing that compels you
to do your duty.

Mr. DREIER. Again, proxy voting al-
lows Members to stay in their districts.

Mr. HORN. You have the point that
the gentleman from Missouri makes,
which is we run back and forth, losing
time. I was in one of those hearings
yesterday, the Joint Subcommittee on
Government Operations, in there from
9:30 to 1:30. I had to leave before the
last witness. We came over to the floor,
I don't know how many times.

We were on the great issue, which is
very important, of fresh versus frozen
chickens, since a lot of frozen chicken
is sold in California as fresh when it
really is not. We had some excellent
witnesses, the secretary of agriculture
from California, Wolfgang Puck, the
great chef in California, and yet we are
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leaving to answer rollcalls. Two of my
freshman colleagues, one Democrat,
one Republican, put a pedometer on
one day. Each clocked between 5 and 7
miles going back and forth around
here. That is a tremendous waste of
legislative time.

Mr. DREIER. But we do have some
very healthy Members because of that.

Mr. EMERSON. If the gentleman
would yield, you raise an excellent
point. The proxy voting issue, if we
eliminated it and required voting in
person by rollcall in committees, and
made the weight of rollcall in commit-
tee equal to that to which they are re-
garded here on the floor of the House,
that would give Members the incentive
to be here.

Plus we must say this also: Our job is
to represent our people. We are elected
to represent our people in the Congress
of the United States. I do not know
how we have arrived at the mentality
that unless the House is actually sit-
ting, that there is nothing to be done
in Washington.

Actually, probably far more of the
important work gets done in commit-
tee than gets done here on the House
floor.

Mr. ALLARD. I would like to thank
the gentleman for yielding. Talking
about our scheduling, it was brought
up legitimately that proxy voting, get-
ting people to attend their committees,
again, the number of committees gets
to be a problem as far as scheduling is
concerned.

If I remember correctly, in the report
that we reported out of our efforts on
organizing Congress, we had a mecha-
nism in there where we could begin to
reduce the number of committees. We
limited the number of committees that
Members could serve on. Then we also
said if those committees failed to meet
with a certain number of Members on
that committee, that the Members had
voted, so those who did not meet those
membership requirements would cease
to exist. In effect, we were saying the
Members of this body would vote by se-
lecting which committees they were to
serve on. If the interest was not there
for the committee, despite what the
chairman’'s personal feelings were, and
obviously there is not a chairman that
did not want to keep that power, then
that committee would have to go. I
think that made a lot of sense. I am
real disappointed we do not have that
coming before our body.

Mr. HORN. If the gentleman would
yield a minute, I wanted to finish up on
what Mr. EMERSON said for a minute,
with one idea that might help. If we
published in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD the votes on each issue in com-
mittee, as we publish the votes before
the full House of Representatives and
the actions of the Committee of the
Whole on the State of the Union, you
would have a greater level of con-
sciousness as to who is around here
doing the work.
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Being on a number of committees

that have 25 and 30 people, I can tell
you there are usually 5 or 6 of us, di-
vided maybe 3 and 3, that are sitting
there with the chairman and the rank-
ing Republican listening to the wit-
nesses and doing the work. And I think
it would help if we published in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD all those com-
mittee votes, which you do not have
any other way of knowing what the
votes are in committee, unless the
trade press on a particular committee
publishes them. It seems to me the
American people have a right to know
what their Representatives are voting
on.
Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, my
friend has just pointed to one of the
very beneficial aspects of the report
that has come from the Joint Commit-
tee on the Organization of Congress.
We, in fact, do have a provision which
calls for regularly printing the votes in
attendance for committees in the
RECORD.

I should say today there is nothing to
prevent that at all. In fact, regularly
when I or my colleagues, Mr. SOLOMON,
Mr. QUILLEN, or Mr. GOSS are managing
the rules on the House floor here, we
print in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the
votes that have been cast in the Com-
mittee on Rules, and that can be done
today. But under the recommendation
which came from the joint committee,
we do, in fact, call for a regular print-
ing of those votes in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. I think that is an im-
portant reform,

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield, it seems to me we ought
to talk about one other thing, too, that
is very much on the minds of the
American people, and that is the whole
issue of congressional compliance, fore-
ing Congress to live under the same
laws other people live under, and par-
ticularly to live under the laws we pass
for other people.

That was something that was the
subject of much discussion in the Joint
Committee on Organization. It is one
where I think there was unanimity of
agreement among the committee that
we were going to have to deal with that
issue. We did not always agree on ex-
actly the substance of how it would
happen, but I think both Republicans
and Democrats came to the conclusion
that was something that had to hap-
pen.

That is a part of the package and is
something that by preventing the
package from coming to the floor, we
would not ever get to. What we hear by
way of rumor is that some of our
friends on the Democratic side might
want to separate out that issue, be-
cause they understand that the coun-
try is concerned about it, bring it to
the floor, call it congressional reform,
and do little else.

Well, I suppose that would be a step
in the right direction, but the fact is
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that what they are also talking about
is something that is very weak. They
are talking about one more set of dis-
cussions about whether or not we can
do it. Many of us feel as though it is
time for Congress to make very clear
to the American people that we intend
to live under the laws that we pass for
other people to live under.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I do so to disagree
with my friend from East Petersburg.

Mr. WALKER. Shocking.

Mr. DREIER. Well, it occasionally
happens.

I happen to believe very strongly
that Members on the other side of the
aisle who are supportive of establishing
an office of compliance which would
make recommendations back to us as
to what regulations we might consider
imposing on ourselves, are simply
using that as an excuse to claim they
support congressional compliance when
they really don’t. And that is what I
found during the debate that we had
when we were in our markup.

There are many people who do not
believe that Congress should have to
comply with the laws that we impose
on the American people, and more than
a few of them would argue that because
of, as my friend has said, the tremen-
dous uproar out there among our con-
stituents who are regularly saying, you
in Congress should be forced to comply
with the laws that you impose on us,
they feel that pressure. So they want
to hold up this extraordinarily weak
provision for congressional compliance.

When we had our hearing up in the
Committee on Rules just a few weeks
ago, I got into a disagreement with my
counterpart, Mr. HAMILTON, who was
saying that he believed that if we were
to implement this package, which es-
tablished an Office of Compliance that
would make recommendations, that we
would have to comply with OSHA. But
in fact that is not the case at all. There
is nothing in there that says we would
have to comply with the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, which has im-
posed tremendous regulations and
forced small businesses out of exist-
ence.

So what he said is that he hoped that
the Office of Compliance would rec-
ommend that we comply with OSHA,
and that we would do it. The fact of the
matter is, this has loopholes and cre-
ates a tremendous opportunity for Con-
gress to continue to exempt itself, and
it is so weak that if they try to bring
forward a compliance provision which
simply includes what came out of that
committee, I would be compelled to op-
pose it, because I do not believe in any
way that that moves us in the right di-
rection.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield further, the gentleman has
corrected me. He is right. I was wrong.
We are not dealing with anything that
the House could possibly pass and con-
sider as real reform, and I thank the
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gentleman for putting that correction
on the record.

Mr. DREIER. I have to do that once
in a while.

Mr. HORN. If the gentleman will
yield, I stress that this is said face-
tiously and humorously. If we had to
apply and comply with OSHA or EPA,
the first thing they would do is come
here and close the Longworth House
Office Building. The result would be at
least $1 billion or $2 billion required to
house what we now house in the Long-
worth House Office Building.

That is exactly what small business
collectively and large business in this
country, and I might add universities,
because I had plenty of OSHA inspec-
tors at California State University at
Long Beach, who would be crawling
around here finding the usual mouse
holes, rat holes, lousy wiring, and all
the rest, and we would have to suffer.
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Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I did not mean it fa-
cetiously. The reason I say that is that
we need to recognize that the onerous
regulatory burden which we impose on
American businesses, on universities
and others is so great that is has cre-
ated many problems. And while I ac-
knowledge it would be impossible for
us today to comply with any of those
regulations which are out there, out-
side of the beltway for entities that are
not part of the Federal Government,
the fact of the matter is, we should re-
alize that. And when we have to face
the kinds of constraints that they have
to, we just might realize that some of
the cost of regulation, the duplication
of regulation and the tremendous im-
position out there should be reduced.
That really is my goal on this.

Mr. ALLARD. This is not a new idea
about having Congress live under the
same laws as everybody else. James
Madison, one of the founders of our
Constitution, wrote frequently and
talked frequently about the hazards of
having a legislative body exempt itself
from the same laws everybody else has
to live under and, in the process of
doing that, that you set up an elite
body. I frequently, as I think most of
you hear from your local elected offi-
cials, talking about the burden of rules
and regulations, whether they are
elected to the school board or the city
council or county commissions or even
State legislators. One of the things
that amuses me is some of the argu-
ments that we hear from our own col-
leagues.

They say, No. 1, that say we do not
want those regulators in our offices.
Well, they are beginning to get the
idea.

Then the second argument they
make, we cannot afford all those rules
and regulations. I said, now you are
really beginning to get the idea. That
is why your city council people and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

your county commissioners, State leg-
islators are having so many concerns,
because you really do not understand
about the impacts you are having on
their local budgets.

Mr. WALKER. Just think about all
the problems that we had when Con-
gress all of a sudden awoke and figured
out that we had to comply with park-
ing laws that we passed in the last Con-
gress, that we passed this, what I re-
gard as a rather stupid law, that sug-
gests that we are going to tax parking
places at work. And the rest of the
country is about to awake to this and
find out that it is going to get real ex-
pensive for them.

But when we figured out that we had
to comply with this, we have now
scrambled around and the administra-
tion committees in the House and the
committees over in the Senate have
now figured out ways to comply ex-
actly but to figure out how we escape
the law, how we can bring the thresh-
old of our parking places underneath
what it would really be to comply.

It is exactly the kind of thing that
the American people are concerned
about. Once again, we found out a law
applied to us and we scrambled around
trying to figure out how we could make
it so it did not apply to us. It boggles
the mind.

Mr. HORN. You are precisely correct.
I would suggest perhaps a law we all
ought to cosponsor and pass would be
that we require all Members of Con-
gress to come with their tax records,
find space in this Chamber over 2 spe-
cific days and have to make out their
own tax forms with no benefit of ac-
countants. I think that would do more
to get the consciousness raised around
here for the need for tax simplication.

Every tax bill I can think of since
probably the 1940’s especially 1986,
started out with the idea of tax
simplication. I remember when I was
on the Senate staff 30 years ago, we
called anything we passed in relation
to taxes the lawyers and accountants
relief act of still in the air, 1962, 1986,
whatever. We ought to have to do it
ourselves in this Chamber, no advice.
And then you would know what people
go through.

Mr. EMERSON. I just want to add to
what the gentleman from Pennsylvania
has said. He highlights the fact that
the liberal majority there knows no
bounds to what they would like to tax.
Now they are going to tax the parking
spaces of all Americans, and it has
come home to us, because we are going
to be taxed on our parking spaces here.

I suggest the simple solution would
be that we would pass a law declaring
that parking places are a perk that all
Americans should enjoy, and it is a
benefit of one’s job. But the gentleman
is absolutely right. Certainly, that
would be true in this mobile society in
which we live today. The gentleman is
absolutely right.
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We think that we know so well what
is right of everyone else but do not
make them applicable to ourselves.
And when we do make applicable to
ourselves the laws that everyone else is
under, we have a much finer apprecia-
tion of the problems that Main Street
America faces.

Mr. WALKER. What we end up with
is, we begin to end up with recognizing
the stupidity of what we have passed.
All of a sudden it now occurred to peo-
ple that if you put in action the kind of
thing that we are talking about, it
would not do what it was purported to
do. And that is to help the environ-
ment. This is supposedly a way of get-
ting people out of their cars and help-
ing with the environment. Now we
have figured out that what it is going
to do is cause people in our garages to
drive around for half an hour or better
trying to figure out where they can
find a place, thereby polluting the air
more and causing all kinds of environ-
mental problems. So the law in the
face of it has turned out to be the ulti-
mate stupidity, and we only recognize
that because we are confronted with it
ourselves.

Having recognized it, I wish we could
repeal the law but there are all kinds
of people out there who say, you can-
not do that. We passed this law. It is a
major reform law. I do not know who it
is reforming. Too much reform be-
comes deformed. I think that is the
case in this case.

Once having to look at the law as it
applies to us, we found out it is pretty
dumb.

Mr. DREIER. I wanted to take a cou-
ple of minutes to talk, if I might, about
the specific area that I tried to get into
the other evening but when the be-
witching hour of midnight hit, I was
unable to proceed.

I want to talk about the issue which
was focused on more than any other
during those 37 hearings of the joint
committee, and that happens to be this
question of committee reform. I would
like to take some time to offer some
quotes that were offered in testimony
as we went through this hearing proc-
ess.

Norman Ornstein, who is at the
American Enterprise Institute and led,
along with Thomas Mann, the renewing
Congress project, Thomas Mann from
the Brookings Institute, spent a great
deal of time looking at this institution.
He said that the committee system is
the linchpin in the deliberative proc-
ess.

As we look at other quotes that came
from the testimony, former Senator
Bill Brock, who is a very good friend to
many of us, in fact a candidate for the
U.S. Senate, I hope he wins, in Mary-
land, he said, “‘The way committees are
organized now does not relate to the
world in which we live."”
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Mr. Mann said, *“The problem is frac-
tured attention, superficial engage-
ment in issues, scramble over turf, un-
representative memberships on com-
mittees, concentration of jurisdiction
on major committees. The only way to
deal with that is through a process of
consolidation.”

The Carnegie Commission in Feb-
ruary 1994 said, ‘‘Encroachments of
committee jurisdiction originally jus-
tified as response to extraordinary cir-
cumstances have become routine. Con-
sequently, authorizing committees
which focus on programmatic legisla-
tion and oversight have lost the power
to appropriations committees, which
center on fiscal issues. Incomplete in-
formation and inadequate awareness of
broader concerns sometimes results in
multiple committees and subcommit-
tees in Congress working at cross pur-
poses."’

The former Vice President, Walter
Mondale, now Ambassador to Japan,
when he testified before the joint com-
mittee said, ‘“Looking back on my
years as a Senator, I now realize the
tremendous amounts of time I spent on
matters that did not really advance the
broad national purposes with which
this institution should be concerned
above all else, I believe that since then
the problem has gotten to be much
worse."’

He went on to say, '‘Both the num-
bers of congressional staff and the pro-
liferation of committees have reached
proportions that are unwieldy and
counterproductive and each tends to
reinforce the other.”
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He said, *'If you look at the commit-
tee structure, a lot of the priorities
were set 50, 60, sometimes 100 years
ago,” and this is not necessarily the
same Nation with the same problems
as it was then. He said also, ‘““There was
a time when Congress could tap into a
deep reservoir of public trust. Now the
well is nearly dry."

As we look at the proliferation of
committees, it has been unbelievable
to see the overlap. There are 52 com-
mittees and subcommittees which have
responsibility over programs that deal
with children and families. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency answers
to 90 committees and subcommittees.

There are 107 committees and sub-
committees which have jurisdiction
over the Pentagon. More than 40 com-
mittees and subcommittees have juris-
diction over surface transportation.

The Federal Emergency Management
Agency oversight is so splintered that
no single authorizing committee is ca-
pable of examining that agency in to-
tality. It is not uncommon to see con-
ference committees that exceed 200
participants.

Clearly, Madam Speaker, the exist-
ence of this gridlock and a lack of fair-
ness and accountability are reflections
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of the inability of Congress to delib-
erate, which is our goal. Accountabil-
ity and enhancing the level of delibera-
tion is critically important. This anti-
quated committee system which, as my
friend, the gentleman from Long
Beach, CA, said earlier, was put into
place nearly 50 years ago with the work
of the Monroney-LaFollette committee
needs to be changed.

In the early years of this country
there was a regular shift of committee.
In fact, when the census was taken,
this institution would look into bring-
ing about changes in the committee
system.

I appeared on a television program
with my counterpart, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]. This was
last fall, and he said, **When I first
came to the Congress some 30 years
ago, there were no committees charged
with dealing with issues like the envi-
ronment. We have seen this increase in
the numbers of committees to deal
with those issues, and yet, there has
been no commensurate reduction in
committees that are dealing with other
areas."”

It seems to me, Madam Speaker, that
we have a responsibility to look at a
change of committees and priorities in
this Congress on a regular basis. As we
have witnessed throughout the world
the incredible changes which have
taken place over the last half century
in communications, in transportation,
in a wide range of other areas, it seems
to me that we have a responsibility to
bring the U.S. Congress into the 2lst
century.

If we do not modernize the commit-
tee system now, this House may drift
for years without resolving the major
cause of gridlock, which is in this insti-
tution. That is one point that I know
my friend, the gentleman from Cape
Girardeaun, feels strongly about.

While many of the recommendations
that come from the Joint Committee
call for us to punt to others to deal
with these issues, we are really abro-
gating our responsibility; because we
as a committee, the Joint Committee
on the Organization of Congress, were
established with a specific charge to
address and make recommendations to
the House and Senate of ways in which
we could deal with these problems.

Clearly, Madam Speaker, the pack-
age which came from the Joint Com-
mittee, having spent all the time that
we did with 14 proposals for committee
structure reform that came to us from
the Congressional Research Service, we
basically did nothing on the issue of
committee reform. In fact, here is the
analysis that was given of that.

The New York Times said, “Regret-
tably, neither the Senate nmor House
Members addressed the sensitive mat-
ter of committee turf.” Roll Call said
that ‘‘the plan is nothing more than a
mouse."

Thomas Mann, in looking at the
package we reported out, said, “The
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idea that there have to be these sort of
minor committees as fiefdoms to pro-
tect constituencies and careers is an
old-fashioned idea that I think doesn’t
fit with a contemporary Congress.”

James Thurber, from the American
University, said, “I think this bill is
the mouse that roared when it comes
to committee reform."”

Roger Davidson, who testified a cou-
ple of tiraes before us from the Univer-
sity of Maryland, used to work here,
said, ‘“The most distressing gap in H.R.
3801 is its failure to address the struc-
ture and alignment of committee and
subcommittees.”

We had a recommendation that came
to us from the renewing Congress
project, that as I said was led by Tom
Mann and Norm Ornstein. Unfortu-
nately, we ignored that. I mentioned
the 14 different plans that were out-
lined, and in fact, through our hearing
process, sat in front of us as we asked
witness after witness about the need
for committee structure reform.

Time and time again they said, "*Yes,
we should do it.”” However, as my
friend, the gentleman from Long
Beach, CA [Mr. HORN] said earlier,
“‘There are too many people in this in-
stitution who thrive on the status quo,
creating a situation which makes it
very tough for us to bring about re-
form.”

As he said, we have today 117 new
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, 13 new Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate, most of whom in 1992 ran on this
platform of change, reform, and, unfor-
tunately, many of them have come
here and done very little to address it.

However, I still hold out hope, as we
look at the fact while there is this
great hue and cry for term limits, come
January 1995 we will see probably half
of this institution having served for
two terms or less, it seems to me that
we will have more reform-minded peo-
ple here. So if we do not get this pack-
age reported out this year, I hope very
much we will be able to do it next year.

Madam Speaker, I happen to have of-
fered, with the support of my friend,
the gentleman from Cape Girardeau,
and others on the committee, when we
had our committee markup, the one
overall plan which would bring about
major restructuring of the committee
system. It was not perfect.

In fact, I looked at some of the
things and said, **Gosh, I would like to
change those myself,” and I have been
in the process of changing those, so
when we bring the committee package
or the overall reform committee’s
package to the floor, I hope we will be
able to consider committee restructur-
ing.
Madam Speaker, I want to be able to
offer that plan. However, as we look at
the proposal that I offered to bring
about committee structure reform, and
as we look at other ideas to bring
about changes, I would disagree slight-
ly with my friend, the gentleman from
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Cape Girardeau, and say that if we do
make the mistake of cutting too many
committees, we always have the ability
to go back and make a determination
that it is absolutely crucial that we
have that committee. We can put it
back into place.

My fear is that if we keep the struc-
ture the way we have it today, based on
the way it was established a half cen-
tury ago, we will not really get at the
root of the problem.

Mr. EMERSON. If the gentleman will
yield, I don't think we are far apart on
this subject at all. What I said is, I
think the Monroney-LaFollette com-
mittee did a fairly good job at the end
of World War II in its recommendations
on committee structure, which is what
we have been operating under since
about 1947, I think, the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1947.

Madam Speaker, I would not quarrel
that there should be some restructur-
ing, some modification to bring us into
the modern era. However, I was ad-
dressing the issue more from the stand-
point that there is an understanding in
the country that we are terribly
overstaffed here in the Congress.

Staff breaks down several different
ways. I think as to full committees, we
need expert staff with the expertise
that the major committees deal with,
and certainly we as individual Rep-
resentatives in our representative ca-
pacity do need staff to help us deal
with—we all have at least a half-mil-
lion constituents. We need a staff to
deal with all of that. We cannot indi-
vidually answer 300 to 500 letters a
week, hard as we may try, and do all of
the other things we have to do.

Madam Speaker, I think the level of
staffing for individual Members is
about right, and I do not take great
issue with the full committee staffing,
but subcommittees are a different
thing. Let us not kid ourselves. It is a
fact, you can read this in books con-
taining political anecdotes, indeed, his-
tory, we have so many subcommittees
in the Congress right now, in 1994, for
one principal reason.

There was a tremendous class of
freshmen Democrats who entered the
Congress in 1975 following the Water-
gate fiasco, and there was a great need
for a lot of people to be called Mr.
Chairman. That is the reason we have
80 many subcommittees, not because
there was any demand for the sub-
committees, but because there were so
many Members of the majority who did
not really have a role to play and there
was that great desire to be Mr. Chair-
man. You can go back and look at his-
tory as to when most of the sub-
committees, probably a majority of the
subcommittees that we have as sub-
committees to the committees of the
Congress right now were created in the
period of 1975.

Mr. HORN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.
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Mr. HORN. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. The proliferation of sub-
committees came as a result of that de-
sire, but there is another factor we
have not mentioned here.

We are too fragmented. It makes us
inefficient, too much staff, which I
think frankly we have on the majority
side of the committees. If they want to
share some of that with the minority,
maybe I will not feel that way, but
they have not. It has been a very self-
ish thing. There is no 2-to-1 rule as we
have sought for years, with one-third
at least minority staff. It will be inter-
esting how they feel when they are fi-
nally in the minority and see their
staff disappear, of 70 people versus our
7 or something.
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The other point is we are also mak-
ing the executive branch inefficient.
When you have a dozen, two dozen, the
gentleman cited even many more com-
mittees that the head of a particular
agency has to testify before, interact
with, what we are doing, and I have
spent most of my life as an executive,
we are just tearing these people apart,
fragmenting them, keeping them from
running their agency. Sure, they need
to relate to Congress, but they do not
need to relate to 12 committees of Con-
gress.

Mr. DREIER. The gentleman is cor-
rect and the examples are horrendous.
I was told once by a Cabinet Secretary
that he came up here and would testify
before three different committees, and
he would often see the same exact
members on each of those committees
because they served on so many com-
mittees, and they would then go and
ask different questions, or ask again
the same questions for maybe a dif-
ferent television network that hap-
pened to be in the room at that time to
cover it of that Cabinet Secretary. It is
absolutely ridiculous to impose those
kinds of constraints on the executive
branch.

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker, I
think an excellent point is being made
here by both of the gentlemen from
California. They do need to structure
things so that committees in the Con-
gress somewhat mirror executive de-
partments and agencies. A reason for
this, in addition to those cited, the du-
plication of efforts and all of that, the
Congress needs to do a better job in ex-
ercising its oversight functions. There
we get into the whole budget process
and the need for a 2-year budget cycle
so we can spend 1 year doing what we
do in authorizing, and another year ex-
ercising our oversight function to see if
the programs, agencies, departments,
policies of the Federal Government are
indeed functioning in the manner in-
tended by Congress.
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Mr. DREIER. My friend is absolutely
right on the need for oversight. That
underscores another very important
flaw in the package coming out from
the Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of Congress. H.R. 3801 calls for
these incentive-based changes, and if
on the whim of a Member of Congress
they do not want to serve on the Judi-
ciary Committee or on the Government
Operations Committee, and those com-
mittees go out of existence, where
would we be? Clearly this is an institu-
tion that has to have a Judiciary Com-
mittee, and clearly as we look at our
responsibility to have oversight over
the Pentagon and other agencies of the
Government we cannot do it without
some kind of committee charged with
that. Yet based on this very flawed pro-
posal that has come out, which does
not really bring about a major struc-
tural reform of the committee system,
instead, just saying gosh, if it is a pop-
ular committee and Members politi-
cally believe that it is going to be ben-
eficial to them as they look at reelec-
tion in their district, then they will
join that committee. If a committee is
unpopular, it would go out of existence.

I think there are some constitutional
questions that need to be addressed
here, and that is why I think that rath-
er than simply having the existence of
a committee based on the whim of the
membership, we need to look at our
constitutional responsibility. That is
why I am very insistent on moving
ahead with the package that I have for
complete structural reform, and I hope
very much that we will be able to do
that.

Mr. HORN. Madam Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HORN. Madam Speaker, the most
popular committee in this Chamber, on
which I happen to serve, is the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation. We have an outstanding chair-
man. It is probably the only bipartisan
committee in this House. We function
on a bipartisan basis. It is a very pro-
gressive committee. It has come forth
with trying to integrate transpor-
tation. My colleagues remember the
so-called ISTEA bill, an intermodal.

Mr. DREIER. Does the gentleman
think it is more bipartisan than the
Rules Committee?

Mr. HORN. About 3,000 percent.

But the problem is we do not have all
of the pieces. If we go to the other body
there is integration on these pieces. We
have a separate Merchant Marine Com-
mittee, so unless the bill is referred to
us, jointly, which often it is, then that
means fragmentation. We cannot deal
with the railroads because they happen
to be under Energy and Commerce, so
we do not deal with railroads. So we
are dealing with surface transpor-
tation, we have a part of the EPA juris-
diction, water resources, the environ-
ment and so forth, and aviation, but we
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do not have an integration in our own
body of where we can look and relate
to the different modes of transpor-
tation, and that is very sad.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank my friend for that very helpful
contribution.

Madam Speaker, we come to the end
of this hour, and again we have just
scratched the surface on the issue of
congressional reform. I believe very
strongly that we need to move forward
as expeditiously as possible to meet the
demand of the American people to
bring about major reform of the U.S.
Congress. I am counting on the major-
ity leadership to do that for us.

I thank all of my friends on the com-
mittee as well as my colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr. HORN],
for joining us.

HAWAII PREPAID HEALTH PLAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Madam Speak-
er, I wanted to have this opportunity
during special orders to discuss the Ha-
waii prepaid health plan. It is so often
made reference to in various debates
and forums that I wanted to take this
time to clarify some of the points that
have been recently discussed.

If we will recall back to September
1993, we will remind ourselves that in
the inauguration of President Clinton's
national health care reform there was
considerable mention and identifica-
tion with what the Hawaii prepaid plan
was, and how it operated, and its most
important ingredient was the employer
mandate concept.

The State of Hawaii has been unique
in that. We have had a health care re-
form program for the last 20 years. It
took effect in June 1974, and it has
been in effect since then.

People who are not aware of the con-
troversy and the debate that occurred
at that time of its enactment would
probably think Hawaii being unique
and different that the whole idea of a
health plan simply breezed through the
legislature without any controversy.
That is not true. An examination of
the news reports and the controversies
during that time indicate that there
was fierce debate, fierce objection on
the part of the small business commu-
nity and others rejecting the idea of
mandates almost as heavily as we are
being lobbied today in the Congress
against the mandate concept.

Nevertheless, the legislature did not
budge, and in 1974 Hawaii was the first
in the country to enact a comprehen-
sive, universal type health plan. And
we have developed it to such an extent
that we are extremely proud of its im-
plementation.
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There are differences between the Ha-
waii plan and the one that the Presi-
dent has unveiled and is now under de-
bate. While it is an employer mandate
plan, it was a mandate of the employ-
ers to cover only the worker, only the
employee, not the dependents. It ex-
cluded those workers who worked less
than 19 hours per week. So in a sense
one could argue that it is not univer-
sal. It was not universal at its onset.
But in the years intervening over the
20-year period it has become customary
for the businesses not only to cover
their employees, but also to offer cov-
erage to their families.

As a recent GAO report indicated,
and our colleagues have all seen this
report I am sure, a thorough audit and
analysis of the Hawaii health plan, the
GAO says that notwithstanding the
fact that the employer mandate only
required coverage of the employee, not
withstanding that, somewhere between
93 percent and 96 percent of the popu-
lation of Hawaii is now covered under
an insured plan of some variety. The
State of Hawaii itself in doing its own
audit has released a report which
shows that it is not between 93 percent
and 96 percent coverage, but it is more
in tune with 98 percent coverage.

Whatever the percentage of coverage,
it is the best in the country. It is the
most comprehensive. We have reached
the goal of universality to the highest
degree of any other State in the Union.
And this has been accomplished by an
employer mandate concept.
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I believe that the President's rec-
ommendation for employer mandate
has been borne out by the experience of
my State. The very small businesses
who objected so strenuously against an
employer mandate only to cover the
employees moved very quickly to offer
coverage to the dependents.

One of the other major differences of
our State plan is that the percentage of
contribution by the employer was lim-
ited at 50 percent. It was a 50-50 ar-
rangement. Over the years, we have
found, and the Hawaii chapter of the
National Federation of Independent
Businesses verifies the fact, that most
of the businesses paid 100 percent of the
employee’s premium even though they
are not required to. They fought the
mandate. They find now it is more con-
venient to just simply pay the whole
premium not only for the employee but
also for the employee’s family.

And this is how we have achieved
nearly 96-98 percent coverage of our
population in the State of Hawaii, and
why we are so pleased with what we
have been able to accomplish.

Now, one would say Hawaii is a very
high-cost area. Our land prices soar out
of any chart that you can imagine;
food is expensive; housing, whether it
is rented or ownership, is very expen-
sive. Our taxes in general are very ex-
pensive.
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And yet the GAO in its audit report
found that we have one of the lowest in
the country of health care costs of the
insurance premium, of the utilization
of any type of cost-shifting mechanism
that we have heard so much about.

The utilization of our emergency
rooms is low. The utilization of our
hospitals is low. The secret to all of
this, which is a principal cardinal point
of the President’s whole thesis, that if
you can achieve universal coverage and
if your health plan is based upon bene-
fits being extended for preventive care,
then in the long term, and Hawaii has
enjoyed that long term of 20 years' ex-
perience, you will see that the pre-
miums that need to be charged in order
to cover the cost of the plan are low-
ered considerably. The excessive costs
in the emergency room are spared, and
the utilization of hospital beds even
has been reduced extensively.

So we are very proud of the 20 years
of accomplishment of our health care
plan, and we are pleased to know that
its success was used as a cornerstone in
drafting the President’s program.

Let me give you some of the other in-
teresting statistics. Hawaii has the
lowest infant mortality in the Nation,
grouped together with some of the New
England States. It has the lowest rate
of premature mortality for heart dis-
ease, one-third lower than the national
average. In cancer, one-fourth lower
than the national average. In lung dis-
ease, half the national average, and a
whole plethora of statistics that are
similar to that list.

This has been compiled by the State
of Hawaili in looking at our overall
health system. The 20 years of experi-
ence has taught us many things, and
we wish that we were able to convince
the Congress and all of the committees
on the things that it ought to be doing
which we have done already in the
State of Hawaii. But that is not pos-
sible. We are only beginning to create a
system here for all of the people of the
United States, and in doing so, the peo-
ple of Hawaii feel very strongly that
having had 20 years of experience in op-
erating and implementing a system,
that it would be grossly unfair to say
to the people of Hawaii, ‘‘Dismantle
your system, retrogress, even if your
system is superior, has greater bene-
fits, greater safeguards to your popu-
lation, fall back, go back to the lower,
less beneficial provisions of the na-
tional legislation,” and we think that
is grossly unfair.

So the other day in committee, I of-
fered an amendment. I serve on the
House Committee on Education and
Labor that has been dealing with the
President's bill over the last 2 months.
We hope by next week to have finished
our bill and to be able to report it to
the House itself. We will certainly be
the first committee to have accom-
plished that.
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And so in the process of concluding

deliberations on this legislation, I of-
fered an amendment which the com-
mittee accepted which would, in effect,
allow the State of Hawaii to decide by
submitting an application to the na-
tional board not to be part of the sys-
tem.
To be absolutely sure that we are not
trying to get out of a national law, be-
cause we do not want to fall within its
requirements, we have provided in the
waiver provision that the employer
mandate provision must be at least as
good as the national bill, that the com-
prehensive benefit package must be at
least as good as the national legisla-
tion, that the guarantees of universal
coverage shall be at least as good, and
certainly not less than, the national
average, that we will impose a quality
control mechanism to make sure that
the quality of health care that we are
providing in the State is at least as
good as is being required under the na-
tional law, and that the data system
which is being required to be kept
under this bill will be put in place in
my State, and that we will have also
imposed cost-containment measures.
We want to be sure that, in offering the
State an opportunity to opt out of this
national program, that we are not say-
ing we are going to have anything less
than what is in the national law.

The reason, the only reason, that the
State is being offered this unique op-
portunity to opt out, to seek a waiver,
is because we are far ahead of anything
that the bill could have provided, be-
cause we have had 20 years of experi-
ence, It simply is not fair to the State
of Hawaii, which has had 20 years of ex-
perience in implementing this pro-
gram, to be forced to retrogress, to
give less benefits, to give less assur-
ances and safeguards to its population,
because national law has now come and
preempted.

It has been the tradition of the Con-
gress in all of the areas where we have
imposed standards in environment and
clean water and so forth to say to the
States, “If you have better laws, if you
have better requirements, if you have
better ways of assuring that the objec-
tives of the legislation can be carried
out or have been carried out, then the
laws that have been enacted on a local
level take precedence, and you are not
superseded by Federal legislation,” and
this is all that I was attempting to in-
dicate by offering my amendment.

Hawaii has had 20 years of experi-
ence. It has implemented universal
coverage in a very unique way, and it
has achieved about 95-98 percent cov-
erage of its population in the course of
time, and it would be a shame, merely
because the national system which is
seeking to accomplish those very goals,
sets off on a different mechanism or a
different plan, to force the State of Ha-
waili to have to dismantle, retro-
gressing back and start all over.
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It is true that many States are begin-
ning to discuss, beginning to develop
their new systems. But the important
point to recognize is that they have
not yet implemented a statewide pro-
gram as we have done in the State of
Hawaii, and, therefore, they are simply
in the process of development, and
since they are in the process of devel-
opment, they could very easily accom-
modate their own plans and proposals
to make sure that they fall within the
guidelines of the national program.

The most important thing, if we did
not have this waiver, is the protection
that we now have in the State law, and
I have talked to the leadership, I have
talked to people in Ways and Means
and my committee; no one buys into
this concept, and what it is is that in
our law we state absolutely categori-
cally that no worker can be required to
pay more than 1.5 percent of their pay-
check toward the premiums of the
health care plan to which they sub-
scribe.

This means that if a worker earns
under minimum wage, about $10,000 a
year, all they have to contribute to-
ward their health care premium is $150,
That is far less than the 20 percent that
the legislation that we are considering
would require them to pay.
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They may not be in the poverty cat-
egories, and there are some poverty
criteria which would enable them to
have a subsidy, but we want to be sure
that those kinds of protections that we
now have as a result of 20 years of ex-
perience and the need to protect low-
income workers in our State are not
jeopardized because in the national leg-
islation we have to deal with broader
generalities.

Also, in the retired community, in
the public sector retirees, they are pro-
tected by the Government paying 100
percent of their premium. Under the
current legislation they would be re-
quired to pay 20 percent and the Fed-
eral Government or the State govern-
ment would be required to pay the 80
percent.

It would be a tremendous burden on
the retirees who at the time of retire-
ment thought that that was a contract
they were making which would carry
them through all their years of retire-
ment. But it could be superseded by
this national law if we did not have the
opportunity to offer the State to seek
an exemption,

The amendment that I offered does
not create an exemption, it merely
offer the State an opportunity to do so.
There are many reasons why a State
may not exercise that option. One
would be that if they did exercise that
option, they would not be able to enjoy
the Federal subsidies that the bill that
we are now considering, at least in the
Committee on Education and Labor,
would offer to certain categories of
small businesses.
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So we would have to factor that in,
to decide, ‘‘Do we really want to be out
of this system when there is this oppor-
tunity for Federal subsidies coming
in?™

So, to my friends on the other side of
the aisle I say there will probably be a
tremendous debate on whether we
should stay in or out. One of the con-
siderations would be the loss of the
subsidy. So, for my friends on the other
side of the aisle who might say they
should opt out because it would cost
less because the Federal Government
would not have to participate in the
subsidy programs which we have pro-
vided in our legislation, but I believe
the idea of recognizing the State of Ha-
waii for its 20 years of experience and
implementation of their health plan is
a genuinely sincere effort on the part
of my committee at least to recognize
that we have gone far in this program
and that we ought not to be prejudiced
or forced to dismantle it in any way
merely because we are so far ahead of
our time.

Madam Speaker, I am happy at this
time to yield to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROM-
BIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding and for tak-
ing this special order. I think what I
would like to do, almost, is to engage
in a bit of a colloquy on this because,
as the gentlewoman indicated, we have
more than 20 years of experience in
this.

I thank it is very important that we
do not find ourselves with the RECORD
being printed about the remarks that
the gentlewoman made or the remarks
that she referred to about Hawaii re-
ceiving, in effect, special treatment by
way of this opt-out amendment, that
we refute, this; that only the contrary,
what the amendment the gentlewoman
offered in committee seeks to do is to
indicate that we do not want special
treatment for Hawaii. Rather, we do
not want to be discriminated against
for what we have accomplished.

It is quite the opposite.

Now, if some Members of the body
are willing to provide for their con-
stituents less than what we already
have in Hawaii, I suppose they could
have that prerogative. If they want to
stand up and offer an amendment in
the gentlewoman’s committee or in the
Committee on Ways, and Means or any-
where else which says, ‘‘My constitu-
ents will have less than everyone else
is already having provided for them in
law,” I presume they could be our
guests to do that. Presumably, they
could go back to their constituents and
say, ‘“Well, we don’t intend for you to
have the same benefits that Hawaii has
provided for more than 20 years.” That
would be their prerogative, would it
not?

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Well, the
launching pad, I think that is what my
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amendment has offered opponents of
the President's plan, my amendment
has offered them a launching pad in
which to offer these amendments,
which was done the other day by Mr.
HOEKSTRA of Michigan, to say that,
“‘Well, there ought to be a referendum,
then, in each State as to whether they
want to belong or be part of this whole
idea.” What is wrong with such a sug-
gestion is that we are now debating a
national health plan; we are attempt-
ing to see national standards, national
norms, national formats for participa-
tion, national guarantees of consumer
rights and so forth. It is to be a na-
tional plan where there are certain
standards and requirements that each
State must come up to within a 2- or 3-
year period.

What we are saying with our amend-
ment is not to relieve us of these
standards and requirements but, on the
other hand, to say that Hawaii has
achieved all of these or will achieve all
of these by new enactment; because if
they do so, there are other ramifica-
tions that the congressional law can-
not possibly adopt because it is so pro-
gressive and so far advanced that sure-
ly the Congress does not intend for Ha-
waii to dismantle it.

That is really where we stand today,
and I thank the gentleman for his ques-
tion.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If I may go just
a bit further, in order to explicate what
it is that is being offered in the gentle-
woman’s amendment, all of it is condi-
tional, that is to say Hawaii is not
coming forward and simply stating or
asserting that it has some superior ver-
sion. On the contrary, the gentle-
woman's amendment makes very, very
clear that unless the most stringent
adherence of the concepts is made
manifest in the national law are ad-
hered to, unless every element of the
national law which is in fact progres-
sive, which is leading to better health
care for all Americans, unless every
single point is matched or better than
matched in the Hawaii law, Hawaii
would not be eligible for such an ex-
emption.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. That is exactly
right.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. In fact, does
not the gentlewoman's amendment
also indicate and state explicitly that
the most stringent elements of exam-
ination as to whether it is being met
will be put into place?

Mrs. MINK of Hawalii. Exactly. And
we will have a constant review every 5
years in order to meet these require-
ments. It will not be a simple adjunct
effort on the part of Hawaii to qualify.

As I said during my remarks, our
current law only covers the employees.
The State legislature will have to go
into session and amend the law and
cover all the dependents of the worker.
They must do that. Why I believe it is
such a simple thing for the State to do
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it and that they will do it is that even
without the mandate our companies
have already covered the families and
their dependents.

The second thing they are going to
have to change is the 50-50. We now say
to the employers, “You pay 50 percent
of the premium, and the employees pay
50 percent.” In truth, as I said in my
earlier remarks, the employers are
paying about 100 percent of the pre-
miums. That is not going to be a big
barrier, but they will have to go to the
legislature and fix that because all of
the bills we are talking about are
about 80 percent by the employer and
20 percent by the employee. Failure of
Congress, however, to create a protec-
tive floor for the low-wage worker is
what is causing me to feel the pain
about this less progressive provision,
because in Hawaii, as I said, a low-wage
worker does not have to contribute
more than 1.5 percent of their payroll.
We do not have that safety in this leg-
islation.

So our workers who are low-wage
workers are going to have to pay much
more of the premiums than they cur-
rently do. And that is unfair because
our system has worked. We have imple-
mented it, and I do not see any reason
why we should be forced to cause great-
er pain on our workers than is already
the case through a voluntary system
that the employers have adopted.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. So the facts are
this; More than 20 years ago all of the
same arguments were being made, vir-
tually word for word, all of the same
kinds of fears and anxieties were being
conjured up in order to prevent us from
passing the initial legislation, and the
initial legislation, therefore, passed in
high hopes that those objections would
be met and the experience of 20 years
as opposed to the rhetoric of the last 20
weeks or so in Congress has been—not
only were those fears unwarranted, not
only were those anxieties of no sub-
stance, but the fact is that even though
there was a requirement 20 years ago of
only 50-50 participation, through col-
lective bargaining, management has
come to realize that 100 percent cov-
erage is in fact a net advantage and
that the only ones who are benefiting
from the old system, probably more ac-
curately I should say nonsystem, were
those insurance companies who were
seeking to make a maximum profit out
of other people's pain and suffering and
grief, who took all the middle-level ex-
penditures out for themselves in terms
of profitability so that there was no
real choice and there was no real serv-
ice to the consumer and the patient
and the victims and there was no real
choice with respect to the physicians,
nor were the hospitals in any position
to exercise more efficient management.
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It was strictly those insurance com-
panies that were in effect cherry pick-
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ing the population for their own profit-
ability that got, guote, hurt, unquote.
That is to say, when the forces of com-
petition came into play, under our law
it turned out that the overwhelming
majority of those people under the em-
ployer mandate were being offered 100
percent full family compensation with
respect to their health insurance so
that those then who are complaining
today, who are saying that this will
never work; the experience of Hawaii
shows that those fears are completely
unwarranted, that they are, in fact,
trying to stop national health care be-
cause they know it works, and we have
proved that it works.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. In Hawaii,
Madam Speaker, I would say that most
of the small businesses, small employ-
ers, are really not that aware or cog-
nizant of the requirements of our Ha-
waii law. What they understand, and as
a part of practice and custom over 20
years, is that coverage of health care is
part of the normal course of business.
Until this debate, Madam Speaker, one
would never have heard anyone saying,
“Oh, that’s an employer mandate.” It
is a new word that has now come into
the vocabulary, and I am somewhat
startled because I get letters from
small businesses, restaurants, who tell
me:

“I don't want to change the system.
I just want to be left alone. I now cover
my employees and their families—""

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Right, exactly.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. ‘"And we are
happy, and I pay all their premiums, so
don’'t give me this huge bureaucracy
that's going to complicate matters and
make it more difficult for us to stay in
business."”

So I respond to them and say, ‘‘In Ha-
waii,”” and maybe I should not have
told them that, but, “‘under Hawaii all
you need to do was cover your own
worker, and all you had to do was pay
50 percent of the costs, except this 1.5
percent."”

And he said, ‘““You know, the national
Government is not going to come in
and do any more to you than what you
are currently doing just as a matter of
what is right.”

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. And what is
good business.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. And what is
good business.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. And the reason
for this, of course, is they help us sta-
bilize the work force.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Exactly.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Because when
people have a steady job where they
know their health care needs are going
to be met, there is a great likelihood of
job satisfaction, and the ability of
working with management is increased
rather than decreased.

When we talk about welfare reform,
Madam Speaker, I think my colleague
would agree with my contention that
the greatest single thing that we can
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do to extend reform to the welfare sys-
tem is to have national health care
coverage. This is what enables people,
along with child care and educational
opportunities, to go into a job and not
have to worry about losing those medi-
cal benefits they would otherwise have
under the welfare system.

I ask:

Isn't this interesting? When we are keeping
people from working, we know that we have
to provide them with medical care. But when
we remonstrate with them and say to them,
“You have to go to work, you have to hold
down a job," we take the medical care away,
thus disenfranchising them from that very
central element which enables them to have
security for their family.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Let me add an-
other startling fact to the marvelous
achievement of my State.

Very early on, when we began the de-
bate on national health reform, the op-
ponents argued about this huge bu-
reaucracy which would be needed to
run the system. They were, of course,
not aware that under Medicare, which
is really part of our dialogue and our
existence today, the overhead costs for
Medicare is less than 2 percent.

So, even with the system we now
have in Medicare, Madam Speaker, it
has not been borne out that there is
this huge bureaucracy, but in Hawaii,
under the plan that they created, and I
took a committee, several committees,
out to Hawaii, because I knew they
would not believe what I had to say on
the floor of the House without examin-
ing this fact themselves, and each one
of these individuals had the oppor-
tunity to investigate what I am about
to say, and that is:

The enforcement mechanism, which was
required to be put in place over these 20
years of operation of our health plan, is ex-
actly two new employees, and I repeat that
again. Two new employees were required to
be hired in the health department in order to
administer this program.

So, all the bugaboos and all the oppo-
sition arguments that have been made
simply have not borne out in reality in
my State. Businesses prospered by
every criteria of examination, and this
was done by the GAO to see what hap-
pened in that period of implementa-
tion. Did the business go bankrupt?
How many shut? How many grew? And
in truth of fact, Madam Speaker, my
State has grown enormously with this
protection for workers as a guaranteed
benefit.

S0, I urge my colleagues to follow
the example of my State and, in doing
so0, lend support to the Clinton health
plan because it is a necessary step in
the furtherance of the quality of life of
millions of Americans. Without it they
are in jeopardy. Without it the success
and prosperity of our Nation is in jeop-
ardy. And so I hope that, without pick-
ing on my State for what it has accom-
plished and ridiculing our effort to
stand up and say it as it is, and that is
that we are so far ahead, while we sup-
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port the Clinton efforts, we think that
they are absolutely essential for the
Nation to succeed and prosper, but, for
heaven's sake, do not throw us back-
ward in the process because we have
achieved so much, and it would simply
be unfair to ask us to dismantle our
system while others are beginning
theirs.

Mr. ABERCROMBRIE. I would like to
say in my concluding observations that
we would be more than happy to have
the necessity for offering such an
amendment be obviated by having a
national health care plan pass which at
a minimum offers at least as much as
we have already achieved in Hawaii.
There would be no necessity for us to
anticipate the possibility, not the de-
sirability, but the possibility, of having
to take up such an op-out amendment
if we pass national health care for the
country at least as good as that which
we have in Hawaii, and I think the bot-
tom line observation then, I think,
needs to be, and I think people need to
ask this question of those who are op-
posing health care, throwing up obsta-
cles to health care and the President’s
principals all across the country:

“Why are you trying to prevent? Why
are you trying to prevent, why are you
opposing, a national health care plan
which does nothing more than present
at least that which Hawaii has already
achieved and has been operating with
success for more than 20 years?"’

That is the question that every
American has to ask himself or herself,
why is it that the gentlewoman from
Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] and I have to come
to the floor, have to do 1-minutes, have
to meet with Members, have to go to
committees and over, and over, and
over again say, “Look, it's very, very
simple. We have been doing it for 20
years. Can't we at least provide for the
people of the United States, as a whole,
that which the citizens of the State of
Hawaii have already been enjoying for
20 years?"

Unless and until the insurance lobby-
ists, and, as the Washington Post says
today, health lobbyists, they certainly
are not health lobbyists because they
do not wish good health to the people
of this country, but at least until all
those who are in opposition to national
health care are able to answer that
simple question: ‘“Why can't we have a
national health care plan that emu-
lates at least what Hawaii has been
providing for more than 20 years'';
until they are able to answer that,
what they really mean is that they are
in the grip of private interests whose
profitability and whose interests are
not those of the American people, nor
their health.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. The oppor-
tunity to allow the State of Hawaii at
least to maintain the program benefits
that they now have that are better
than anything the Congress is going to
enact is simply a recognition of the
justice that is required by such action.
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I hope that this House will take it
under those auspices and give us the
necessary recognition for being so far
ahead in achieving what is simply fun-
damentally correct for all of the people
of the United States.

I thank my colleague for joining me
this afternoon.

COMMEMORATION OF THE 50TH
ANNIVERSARY OF D-DAY AND
OTHER EVENTS OF WORLD WAR
II

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). Under the Speaker's an-
nounced policy of February 11, 1994,
and June 10, 1994, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DORNAN] is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, this
is one of those periods in history when
all week long we should be celebrating
the 50th anniversary of stunning events
that took place in World War II. We
made a proper memorial out of D-day.
It was almost too celebratory. Maybe
the real celebration should be on Vic-
tory in Europe Day, which was on
Harry Truman's birthday. The 50th an-
niversary of that comes up next year,
on May 8. We should also celebrate the
cessation of hostilities against Japan
in the Pacific theater, which was Au-
gust 15 or the signing of the surrender
on the deck of the U.S.S. Missouri in
Tokyo Harbor on September 2, 1945.
Those can be celebratory days. D-day
should have been more a day of memo-
rial with a more somber tone the way
the veterans were observing it over
there. In other words, absent sad little
silly moments like White House staff
on the U.8.8. George Washington pur-
loining 16 bathrobes and about 60 tow-
els with the scotch crest of the U.S.S.
George Washington on them. We must
remember that Normandy was an 80-
day battle.

Every day this week there was fierce
resistance by the Germans on the
whole British front around the city
that was eventually completely de-
stroyed, the city of Caen. On the Amer-
ican side beyond Omaha and Utah
Beaches, BCB MICHEL, our minority
leader was in combat for his 7Tth day.
He arrived on Utah Beach D-day plus 4
days, so 7 days later, this is his first
week of combat. BoB MICHEL, with his
Browning automatic rifle, was a heavy
rifle member of his squad. He made it
through to the western coast of the
Cotentin Peninsula, helping to cut off
German divisions north and all the way
to Cherbourg, which was the first port
the Allies took later in the month, on
June 29. German divisions asked all the
way up to Adolf Hitler for permission
to break out and to kill BoB MICHEL in
the process. Hitler denied them the
right to break out. Hitler said, in ef-
fect, ‘‘No, die in place."”

Now, today, on June 17, Adolf Hitler
came all the way to the famous World
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War I battlefield of Saussaint a name
that my dad had me memorize as a
young child. Actually, I was to memo-
rize Saussaint, Apre, Desomme, all the
battlefields leading up to the American
intervention in World War I in 1918.
Then the names Chateau Thierry, Ar-
gonne Mues, Belleau Wood. Those
names became more famous. The World
War I devastated area looked like the
surface of the Moon. There was incred-
ible loss of life.

Hitler came to Soussaint and met
with von Runstedt, the last of the old
Prussian noble officers who knew noth-
ing about involving, let alone murder-
ing, civilians by the thousands. Hitler
met with von Runstedt and Rommel
himself, the Desert Fox, who was the
commander of the Southern German
Army Group with full responsibility for
the Normandy area. They asked Hitler
for certain tactical permissions.

Hitler went into a rage. This word
jumped at me off the pages of several
history books I was reading, because in
Bob Woodward’'s book, he talks about
our current Commander in Chief in-
dulging in purple rages where the
young George Stephenapolous is treat-
ed more like a battered wife than a
Communications Chief. So I do not like
to hear about people going into rages
on their staff. For all of my tough
image, crafted carefully by the L.A.
Times, I defy someone to find a staffer
that in almost two decades has ever
seen me ever speak harshly to a staffer,
let alone go into a purple rage.

But here is Hitler in a purple rage,
calling the entire two German Army
groups in the whole area of Normandy
and above La Havre cowardly. Sud-
denly he is the Austrian, damning his
own German soldiers, who were out
fighting the British, the Canadians and
the United States forces. In any unit
where it was man to man, the Germans
would always prevail. All of the great
biographers, the late Cornelius Ryan,
the current master of historical craft
on D-day, agree with that assessment.
By the way, I had the pleasure of sit-
ting next to Ryan’s wife and chatting
with him in Great Britain in Grosvenor
Square at the ceremony we had honor-
ing Dwight Eisenhower. Eisenhower’s
great son General John Eisenhower
was in attendance. I also spoke with
historian Stephen Ambrose, and in his
great book, “D-Day: The Battle for
Normandy,” he points out that in unit
to unit size where the numbers were
equal, the Germans would always pre-
vail. And well they should since they
had more combat general officers, com-
bat-trained commanders at every level
right down to the infamous commander
of a Tiger tank unit, Michael Whitman.
Isn’t that an American-sounding name,
Michael Whitman. He killed in his ca-
reer 134 tanks, 130-some odd artillery
pieces, 138 fighting vehicles, and count-
less other vehicles destroyed. This
tank commander was finally sur-
rounded and killed by Canadians.
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Hitler was prevailing at every battle
50 years ago this week, Yet, Hitler is
calling his forces fighting so fiercely
cowardly. Purple rages do not do any-
body any good.

Madam Speaker, I want to discuss
some other areas of the world and say
something for all of the veterans out
there, and I am surprised at how many
follow the proceedings of this Chamber.
I had Adm. John Duncan Bulkeley,
Medal of Honor winner, come up to me
in the Colleville-Sur-Mer Cemetery. As
I said last week, 172 acres of United
States territory in perpetuity as a gift
to us from France, and well the French
should give us this soil since 9,386
Americans are buried there, including
an American son of a President who
died in World War 1.

Admiral Bulkeley and most of his
family, as did veteran after veteran,
told me they watch these special orders
and thanked me for being one of only a
handful of Members, sometimes one of
one, if I do say so myself, who remem-
bers this period and brings it to the
House floor, brings it to the benefit of
people who visit in our galleries or read
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or listen
electronically, I hope it is over 1 mil-
lion tonight.

Madam Speaker, [ want to tell Amer-
icans about some history and some of
the things, sort of a color commentary
as though it were a sport event, that
was missed by the three networks and
CNN.

When I saw Admiral Bulkeley in the
reception tent area behind that beau-
tiful memorial to American youth who
liberated France for the second time in
a quarter of a century, I shook his
hand. He was in full uniform, although
he retired in 1988. August 31, 1988, was
the retirement of Admiral Bulkeley
after 58 years of service, if one includes
his Annapolis time.
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He graduated in June, the class of
1934, Just 2 days from now is the 60th
anniversary of his graduation from An-
napolis.

There was a terrible rumor, Madam
Speaker, going around the Pentagon,
brought to me by three young Naval of-
ficers, that Admiral Bulkeley had been
selected as a Medal of Honor winner to
throw the wreath off the U.S.S. George
Washington at dawn, beginning the D-
day commemorative events. The Presi-
dent was supposed to be there, and then
the President was to go to Pointe du
Huc with the rangers, then to Utah
Beach, where the congressional delega-
tion led by SonNY MONTGOMERY, our
distinguished colleague and retired two
star, was gathered. SAM GIBBONS, hero
paratrooper of the 101st Airborne was
reliving his own wonderful moments
with his men and the British and Cana-
dians and the 82d Airborne veterans.

Then the Presidential delegation
would move up to Utah Beach, on the
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beach, and then up to Colleville Ceme-
tery where they would be joined by the
congressional delegation. But it was to
start with Adm. John Bulkeley throw-
ing a wreath into the English Channel.

These young officers from the Penta-
gon came to me and said they had re-
ceived word that Hillary Rodham Clin-
ton would be taking that honor from
Admiral Bulkeley and that she would
be throwing the wreath into the Eng-
lish Channel.

I was not there. We were on land. So
I asked Admiral Bulkeley about it. I
said tell me that Hillary did not take
that wreath from you.

He smiled a wry smile, still with all
the respect uniformed people have in
the great tradition of our country for
Commanders in Chief and First Ladies,
and he said, ‘‘No, Congressman, I
shared that honor with the President."
And that night, on French television, I
saw William Jefferson Clinton holding
on to the wreath with Adm. John Dun-
can Bulkeley, Medal of Honor winner.
A triple draft dodger and a Medal of
Honor winner, both together, throwing
the wreath into the English Channel.

Now, if the name John Bulkeley
doesn’t strike a resonant cord in your
knowledge of history, young or older
Americans, be advised he won his
Medal of Honor for saving Gen. Douglas
MacArthur and taking him off the is-
land of Corregidor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BYRNE). I remind the gentleman he
should not refer to the President using
pejorative terms.

Mr. DORNAN. Using what?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pejo-
rative terms.

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker,
‘‘draft dodger' is not a pejorative
term. It is historical fact.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is out
of order, sir.

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, I ap-
peal to the Chair or to the Par-
liamentarian. Someone who has dodged
the draft is a draft dodger. It is a his-
torical application of a title that is not
pejorative, especially if someone was
proud of it and bragged of it.

I will not say it again, Madam Speak-
er. It is not a pejorative term. It is a
fact. A historical fact. but, I will not
say it again.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Tne gen-
tleman may proceed in order.

Mr. DORNAN. Now, let me tell you
what Admiral Bulkeley did before he
rescued General MacArthur from Cor-
regidor and won the Medal of Honor
and what he did afterward. First, I will
tell you what he did afterward. He
fought all through the South Pacific,
on dozens of patrols, PT boat patrols.
In the Air Force we would call these
missions. He had dozens of combat mis-
sions.

Remember that John F. Kennedy,
young mid-20's lieutenant, through no
fault of his own, although that is con-
tested, but I would say through no
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fault of his own, in the darkness, dark
running the Navy calls it, in the Slot,
down the middle of the Solomon Is-
lands, near Kolombangara Island, on
his first mission, had his boat cut in
half by a Japanese destroyer. Of the 13
men on his PT boat 109, two were
killed. John F. Kennedy received the
Navy Cross for rescuing one of his crew
members, who was semiconscious,
dragging him through the water to an
island by his life preserver cord. That
was a life saving mission, certainly
worthy of a Navy commendation, but it
had nothing to do with combat. It was
not like going after the enemy or sink-
ing a ship.

That was President Kennedy's first
mission. His back was hurt so badly, he
only had two or three more patrols
along the coast, firing at a unseen
enemy, and then had to be sent home
because of his back pains.

Here was Admiral Bulkeley, also a
lieutenant with hundreds of combat pa-
trols. He was then chosen, to be the
commander of all the PT boats in the
Mediterranean for the Sicily invasion
on July 10, 1943, and then for the naval
invasions of Salerno, and then later
Anzio, and then was picked to com-
mand 67 PT boats in the English Chan-
nel.

This is why he was asked as a Medal
of Honor winner to throw the wreath
into the English Channel on the morn-
ing of the 50th anniversary of D-day.
Sixty-seven PT boats under his com-
mand. And what was their job? To keep
the German PT boats, they called them
E boats, from doing what they did in
the last few days of April, when they
killed hundreds of American men on
transports, sank several ships that
were training for the invasion off the
beaches of England. German torpedo
boats got into our practicing for D-day
and killed, some reports say 649. I have
seen other reports that they killed al-
most 1,000, drowning hundreds of young
Americans who had been training in
England for 2 years. And this oper-
ation, Tiger it was called, Operation
Tiger, training for Operation Overlord,
it was kept secret not only for the en-
tire war, but then seemed to be lost
after the war. And only until recent
times, five decades later, are we ac-
knowledging what the German E boats
did, killing hundreds of Americans.

Someone asked Admiral Bulkeley at
Colleville Cemetery, what was the
principle duty of the PT boats under
you, other than to keep the Germans
from unfiltrating our landing craft and
tearing up the invasion forces?

He said his boats were to block the
Germans from coming from the west
coast of the Cotentin Peninsula, the
Cherbourg Peninsula, from coming
around the top to try and block us
from going near Cherbourg.

1 asked the admiral if the Germans
tested him? And he gets this wry smile
and say's, ‘*'Oh, yes, they did."”
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That is a naval battle that I have
asked the Library of Congress to re-
search for me and that I do not have
yet.

Now, let us go back from the Nor-
mandy combat waters, the waters off
Italy, off Sicily in 1943, let's go back to
the dark days of December 1941, shortly
after Pearl Harbor, and months before
all of the intervening combat patrols
leading up to rescuing, by direct order,
of Gen. Douglas MacArthur who want-
ed to be captured with his men or die
with his men on Corregidor.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt gave a di-
rect order, you will leave. He ordered
him to leave by submarine. MacArthur
somehow or other felt using our silent
service was leaving in some sort of ig-
nominious way.

I would argue that with the great
general. But he wanted to go out with
flags flying. So he ran past Japanese
cruisers, all the way from Corregidor
to Mindanao, with a great Lieutenant
Kelly in one PT boat, and soon to be
Admiral but Lt. John Bulkeley in the
PT boat that rescued MacArthur.

By the way, there is a great movie,
now colorized, that I recommend young
people, and not so young people. It is
called '‘They Were Expendable,” a clas-
sic John Ford film, where John Wayne
plays Lieutenant Kelly, and Robert
Montgomery, the distinguished actor
and friend of President Eisenhower,
plays Admiral Bulkeley. ‘“They Were
Expendable.” And, believe me, every-
body was expendable on the Bataan Pe-
ninsula and Corregidor, while we built
up our forces to roll back the imperial
warloads of Japan, the Fascists of
Italy, and the Nazis of Adolf Hitler.

Now, here is a great book, a quick
read, a small book, written by a fine
author, William Brewer, entitled
“Devil Boats.” It is about PT boats.
Kennedy only gets a page in here be-
cause he lost his boat on the first mis-
sion.

But here is “‘Devil Boats, the PT War
Against Japan.” This doesn't cover
Bulkeley in the Mediterranean or the
English Channel. Listen to this from
chapter 23, the opening, entitled, “*The
wild man of the Philippines.”
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If you have seen that film clip again,
maybe in 1996, of Clinton and Bulkeley
holding the wreath to throw it in the
English Channel, think of this descrip-
tion of Bulkeley and compare him to
the man that we read about at Oxford
in 1969 and 1970, demonstrating against
his country in a foreign land.

When Lt. John Bulkeley reported to
his Corrigedor headquarters, still des-
ignated grandly as the 16th naval dis-
trict on January 18, he was handed a
tersely written order by Capt. Herbert
Ray, Admiral Rockwell’s chief of staff.

‘*Army reports four enemy ships in or
lying off Port Beneca," that is a Ba-
taan port that we had lost earlier,
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“‘force may include one destroyer, one
large transport. Send two boats, attack
between dawn and dusk.”

Returning to the U.S. base, this
would be Bulkeley's base, at Sisiman
Cove, Bulkeley began preparing for the
night’s mission. By now, his daring
courage, seemingly unlimited supply of
nervous energy, and his swashbuckling
exploits had gained him a widely
known nickname, ““Wild Man of the
Philippines.'" And chapters 1 and 2 talk
about these exploits with six PT boats
at first, then five and then four and
then salvaging parts to keep a couple
afloat.

A - striking physical appearance
strengthened that label, wild man of
the Philippines. He looked like a cross
between a bloodthirsty buccaneer and a
shipwrecked survivor just rescued from
months spent marooned on a desolate
island. His shirt and trousers were
soiled, wrinkled, torn. As I discussed
with the admiral, covered with oil. He
wore a long black unruly beard, and his
green eyes were bloodshot and red-
rimmed from endless nights without
any sleep while out patrolling the
coast of Bataan.

On each hit he carried a menacing
pistol and he clenched a tommy gun in
a manner that caused others to believe
he was itching to locate a Japanese to
use it on. Bulkeley indeed was a wild
man.

For that night's raid, Bulkeley se-
lected PT-31. Keep in mind that Ken-
nedy's 109 came off the assembly line
thus numbered, and he has got 31. And
PT-34 was temporarily captained by an
ensign, a second lieutenant, Ens. Ron
Chandler, who would be pinch hitting
for Lit. Bob Kelly who was hospitalized
briefly in a Corrigedor tunnel with a
serious infection. Again, Bob Kelly is
the one that John Wayne played. And
they were expendable. Kelly kept com-
ing back and back, sick or not, to keep
going into combat. You can imagine
the PT boats that Bulkeley com-
manded, the 67 of them off Normandy
for the D-day invasion were all num-
bered in the 700 and 800 series. That is
how many we produced in 2 years with
our industrial muscle, which is really
what won the war. All praise Rosie the
Riveter. i

This story goes on to tell how they
go up the coast, capturing Japanese
barges. What they left out in that brief
description was that he had the toes of
his shoes cut off so he would not get
jungle rot in his feet, no socks. His
trouser were cut off at the knees like
Bermuda shorts. The shirt had the
sleeves ripped off. One officer con-
fronted him and said, ‘‘Lieutenant
Bulkeley, are you and I in the same
Navy?' But he had just come back
from killing personally a whole barge
of Japanese soldiers, climbed up in the
oil slick among the bodies of the dead
Japanese naval marines and picked up
a bunch of papers covered with oil and
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soaked in water, and brought them
back. They were examined at the head-
quarters at Bataan, and they were top
secret documents outlining a kind of
reverse MacArthur Inchon landing
from the Korean war. The Japanese
were apparently going to make a big
right hook around us on the west coast
of Bataan, cut off all our forces and
caused the collapse of Bataan even
sooner than it happened. And we were
able to thwart that Japanese right
hook invasion plan, thanks to this in-
credible officer.

Then he goes on to win the Medal of
Honor, taking MacArthur and his fam-
ily, Mrs. MacArthur, the children, off
the island of Corrigedor. That was
March 11. Bataan fell with its infamous
death march, including the commander
years later of the National Guard, the
ROTC at the University of Arkansas,
still alive and with us, Col. Eugene
Holmes. He got into the controversy in
February of 1992 with Clinton, can-
didate Clinton, and then in September
wrote the letter that America still does
not know about because it was ignored
by ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN, the Wall
Street Journal, everybody ignored the
letter written by Colonel Holmes, one
of the Bataan Death March survivors, a
dozen or more men died in his arms in
prison camp at Camp O'Donnell. He
wrote the letter about why he did not
think Clinton was qualified to be Presi-
dent of the United States. It was ig-
nored by the media, September of 1992.

That Bataan Death March was after
the fall of Bataan on April 9, and then
the fall of Corrigedor on May 6. But in-
between my former friend, the great
living legend that just died a few
months back, Jimmy Doolittle, raided
five major Japanese industrial cities
on the 18th, 9 days after Bataan fell, 3
weeks after Corrigedor. That year of
1942 was an incredible year.

Now, about today, 50 years ago. I love
the focus on D-day because it stimu-
lates historical interest in young peo-
ple. But I resent, along with veterans,
that D-day has so much romantic im-
pact attached to it. Because it was the
greatest invasion in the history of civ-
ilization and it can never be repeated,
given the massive Kkilling power of
stand-off weapons today. It was an 80-
day battle so there is something to
commemorate for today.

More Americans died this week than
the week of the landings because the
Germans were getting their act to-
gether. The 21st Panzer Division was on
the attack.

One of the Orange County news-
papers—people sometimes say to me,
where do you get this memory? Hey, it
is in the paper every day in the Orange
County Register. It is an AP service.
you ought to write to your papers and
ask them to put this little column in
that says ‘“Today In History."

You will read that today is the anni-
versary of the Watergate break-in, the
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anniversary of Bunker Hill, the anni-
versary of the Supreme Court ending
school prayer. June 17 is one of those
days that attracted a lot of history
over the years.

The article, the way they title it in
the Orange County Register, is “Today
In History.”

I just grabbed a couple of them for
this week because they feature World
War II, 50 years ago today.

I misplaced the 11th, 12th, and 13th,
but I pretty well know what happened
on those days.

Listen to this. Two days ago, 50 years
ago, two U.S. Marine divisions, it does
not say what they are but I know it
was the 2nd and the 4th, landed on
Saipan. Saipan was to be a B-29 base to
bring the imperial warlords of Japan to
their knees. Before that Tojo had been
fired, but he was replaced by, known
only to deep historians, other killer
warlords. But we landed on Saipan.

When we were through taking
Saipan, more people had died on that
Japanese island than had died among
the less than 2,500 remarkable low KIA
of Americans and Brits and Canadians
and French commandos on the beaches
of Normandy by midnight at D-day.
This carved out secure footholds on the
highland of Saipan, one of the Mariana
Islands, despite being put ashore fur-
ther apart than they planned. Two days
later, today, the two Marine divisions
joined up. And then we put in a Na-
tional Guard Division, the 27th. The
Army joins the Marines, as they did in
Guadalcanal and later on in the bloody
Pelaleu. What was happening in New
Guinea, where Admiral Bulkeley had
spent so many months in combat mis-
sions with his PT boat commanders,
the real swashbucklers who, before
Kennedy, got there and for a year after
he left, fought before the island hop-
ping started all along the north coast
of New Guinea and the Admiralty Is-
lands. It was an unbelievable campaign
against Japanese naval forces trying to
supply all of their enclaves across the
north coast of New Guinea, totally un-
known to American adults, let alone to
American young people.

On Baik Island, bloody Baik like
bloody Boona on the northern coast of
New Guinea, the American soldiers re-
pelled a ferocious Japanese attack.
There is that word again. Ferocious
German attacks against BOB MICHEL's
9th Division. Ferocious attack on the
north coast of New Guinea repelled.
And today the Americans took, 2 days
later, the high ground above all the
western caves just like the caves on
Saipan, the caves on Iwo Jima. They
found caves in New Guinea to dig
themselves in.

0O 1550
That was not discussed on the college
campuses of America.
I can remember as a ten-year-old kid
that B-29 bomber in a big fold-out from
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Life magazine. It looked like some-
thing from outer space, this most gi-
gantic bomber in the history of the
world. Two days ago, 50 years ago, B-29
bombers flew their first mission in 1944,
out of secret bases in China, what FDR
would have called Shangri Las. Today,
the Germans continued their buzz
bomb offensive.

The V-1, V for vengeance which
today we would call a cruise missile,
flew its first mission the day after Nor-
mandy. Hitler did not even use them on
the Normandy coast. He was after hit-
ting school children and women and old
people’s homes and churches in Eng-
land.

He launched it on June 7. On June 15,
8 days later, 144 V-1 vengeance weapons
were launched, and today, 50 years ago,
one hit outside a school, killing six
across the English channel. So all this
week and the end of last week was big
V-1, vengeance weapon week.

By the way, Hitler ranted at Von
Runsted and Rommel, calling their
men cowards. He also brought up “I'm
going to win this war with the venge-
ance weapons,” because his scientists
were lying to him about how soon they
could get the V-2, the ballistic missile,
on line, to send against Great Britain.
The V-2 had no precision, it just hit
whatever was under it when it came
down. And in the case of a buzz bomb,
the V-1 cruise missile, when the engine
stops, a pulse jet, whenever the fuel
runs out, down it goes, hitting any
helpless women and children under-
neath.

Madam Speaker, that was the 15th.
Here is the 16th, yesterday. American
paratroopers fought their way across
the Douve River and pushed into San
Sauveur-le-Vicomte. I guess that
means St. Savior. British forces cap-
tured Spoleto in Italy. That is coming
up the eastern coast of the Adriatic
across from Yugoslavia. The British
10th Corps was replaced today by the
Polish 2nd Corps, free Polish, fighting
with us in Italy, while the Russians are
letting them die later on in the year as
they wait outside of Warsaw to have all
the Warsaw resistance fighters slaugh-
tered.

We well remember in this Chamber,
and I participate, the slaughter of Eu-
ropean Jewry by Adolph Hitler. But
keep in mind, Hitler killed as many
Polish Christians as he did of Europe's
Jews, of which 2 million or 3 million
were Polish—decent, loyal Polish Jew-
ish citizens.

In the Pacific, U.S. commanders de-
layed a landing on Guam until they
dealt with approaching Japanese war-
ships. Guess who was there in the Mari-
anas to hit the Japanese forces?
Former President George Bush, who,
only 20 years of age, was flying his
Grumman Avenger off the U.S.8. San
Jacinto. By the way, that is the name of
the Aegis cruiser that was in the Eng-
lish Channel last week when Clinton’s
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staff arranged those little rocks on the
beach. They lined them up with the
U.8.8. San Jacinto, named after George
Bush’'s carrier, so Clinton could build
them into a little cross. Rush
Limbaugh caught him looking up to
see if the camera was checking him
out, all of that posturing, and there is
the San Jacinto off the coast. Unbeliev-
able.

Marines yesterday linked their
beachheads on Saipan, the Guard divi-
sion came in today. Meanwhile, the Na-
tionalist Chinese troops are doing well
in Kamaing, Burma. Meanwhile, the
Japanese forces, in the last successful
offenses in the Pacific, attack
Changsha, China.

Now today, Madam Speaker, the
17th; continuing action on Saipan, con-
tinuing action at Biak, continuing ac-
tion by all of the Allied forces in
Burma. And today, with BOE MICHEL'sS
9th Division in the lead, we cut off the
German forces on the Cherbourg Penin-
sula.

Madam Speaker, the other day I
brought this little Bible out on the
floor because this was given to me in
the cemetery at Colleville, a tiny little
red leatherette Bible that is a replica
of a 1941 edition. I want this to be in
the middle of my special order today.

On the cover in gold it says ‘“‘New
Testament.”” That would be politically
incorrect today. This was printed with
our tax dollars for the 50th anniversary
of D-day. It says “Commemorative Edi-
tion, Normandy Invasion, 50th Anni-
versary."

You open it up, the first page says,
“From the 1941 edition.” On page 3 it
says, ‘‘This commemorative New Tes-
tament is a joint production of the
Pocket Testament League and the
American Bible Society.”” Here I was,
reading this in Normandy at the ceme-
tery, ‘‘the White House, Washington,
DC," over Franklin Delano Roosevelt's
signature, 10% months before Pearl
Harbor, 1941, January 25th.

Franklin Roosevelt writes to the
Armed Forces, to everybody:

As Commander in Chief, I take pleasure in
commending the reading of the Bible to all
who serve in the Armed Forces of the United
States. Throughout the centuries, men of
many faiths and diverse origins have found
in this sacred book words of wisdom, coun-
sel, and inspiration. The Bible is a fountain
of strength, and now as always, an aid in at-
taining the highest aspirations of the human
soul.

If Roosevelt were writing this letter
today, or any of us, we would not use
the generic “‘man,” we would say ‘“men
and women of many faiths.” We would
include the Old Testament, to be prop-
erly sensitive to our Jewish brothers
and sisters. Could we even do it at all
if this were not a commemorative edi-
tion? Probably not. I think somebody
went out on a limb in the D-day Com-
memorative Commission to do that.

Madam Speaker, I was rushed in a
short special order the other night
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about breaking away from the congres-
sional delegation by myself, on D-day,
after all the formal celebrations were
over. Clinton had our buses blocked. He
and Mrs. Clinton were shaking hands,
working the crowd with all the GIs
there, giving all the networks the op-
portunity to say the GIs fawned over
him.

No, any young man wants to write
home to his folks that he shook the
hand of the Commander in Chief. It is
totally different than what the veter-
ans were telling me, and the people on
active duty, when they recognized me
and got me off to the side. They
thought some of the ceremonies were
highly excessive and focused more on
image-building than it was on the vet-
erans that were there. That will be ar-
gued for a long time, I guess.

However, I went out into the ceme-
tery to try and find the graves of the 33
sets of brothers. Thank God, there were
no Sullivan brothers, but 33 sets of
brothers in the cemetery. I only found
one set.

I'm going back with some of my
grown children some day with a map to
find all 33, and the colonel father and
lieutenant son who both died in the Eu-
ropean campaign and are buried in the
Colleville cemetery. But I did find the
principal graves that I was looking for,
those of the sons of a President whose
fascinating face was the last to be put
up on Mount Rushmore, Teddy Roo-
sevelt. He was elected at age 45, the
second youngest man ever elected, but
sworn in the first time because of
McKinley's assassination when he was
a year younger than Kennedy, 3 years
younger than Clinton.

Teddy Roosevelt came to the White
House in his forties with quite a fam-
ily: a grown daughter from his first
marriage who lived a long life here in
Washington, DC, always outspoken,
who died in 1980. I actually had a
chance to shake her hand at a function
when I came here as a freshman Con-
gressman in 1977. Also there were one
of his four sons and his daughter from
his second wife. His first wife died vir-
tually during their honeymoon period.
His second daughter lived a good long
life, she died in 1977, 3 years before her
older half sister, and one of his sons,
Archie, who holds two Silver Crosses
from combat in New Guinea, in World
War II. He lived to the ripe old age of
86. Alice Roosevelt lived until 96, and
Ethel lived until 86, and Archie to 85
and a half.
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But the two Roosevelt brothers
whose graves I visited at Colleville are
a fascinating story that should be
taught in the schools of our Nation all
during the last 11 months of commemo-
rating the war in Europe. And we have
got a bloody battle ahead of us, the
50th anniversary of the Battle of the
Bulge, the Battle of Bastogne where
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German S8 troops executed 109 Ameri-
cans, where 10 or more miraculously
played dead and crawled off into the
woods, most of them wounded, to give
testimony so that we could hang by the
neck the SS officers that we caught.
Most of them escaped. There will be
plenty of ceremonies in the cold month
in December, and I hope to be there
whether or not I survive the November
8 election.

But I said on this House floor what
Teddy Roosevelt said. He had been out
of the White House then, in 1918, for 10
years, still a young man, 59, 2 years
younger than I am. He died within a
year. The death of this son broke his
heart, his youngest son, the brother of
the sixth, Quentin, who died at age 20.
And I learned at his grave the day of
his death was remarkable. He died on
Bastille Day, the most famous day in
French history, July 14, the day that
the three lonely prisoners in the Bas-
tille were released beginning the
French Revolution, which unfortu-
nately turned into the French reign of
terror and the atheist slaughter of cler-
gymen and women, and killed more
priests than they did cut off the heads
of royalty. But Quentin Roosevelt died
in his fighter plane, in the sister squad-
ron to the 94th aerosquadron which we
discussed today during a commemora-
tive for the incredible writer, adven-
turer and son of Iowa, James Norman
Hall, the co-writer of Mutiny on the
Bounty and Pitcairn Island, who flew
with Rickenbacker in the 95th, and this
is the sister squadron of the 94th.
Twenty-four-old Quentin Roosevelt,
youngest son of the former President,
dies on Bastille Day, 1918, 20 years of
age, shot down in aerial combat. When
six-star General of the Army, John Jo-
seph ‘“Blackjack’ Pershing, my fa-
ther's supercommander, found out
about it, he himself got in contact with
Roosevelt and told him that his son,
Quentin, had given his life for his coun-
try and for the liberation of northern
France. Roosevelt, according to three-
star general, great historian, and
scholar Vernon Dick Walters, former
Ambassador to Germany under Presi-
dent Reagan, looked down when he
heard of Quentin's death and said,
‘““When you’'ve raised your sons to be
eagles, you cannot expect them to act
like doves."”

He had four other sons. Let us see
how his other sons did in the service of
their country.

The oldest son, Teddy, who served in
World War I, received the Medal of
Honor for his actions on Utah Beach on
D-day and died of a heart attack in the
chow line with his men, still in the
Battle of Normandy raging 36 days
after D-day. Here is Theodore Roo-
sevelt, Jr., 10 years older than Quentin,
who died 26 years before. The oldest
brother died on July 12, 2 days short of
his kid brother, 26 years later, trying
to liberate the very same country. It is
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just a half a day's drive to the trenches
where Quentin died is the area in Nor-
mandy where Teddy Roosevelt died.
Here is part of Teddy Roosevelt's
Medal of Honor award.

Brigadier General Roosevelt asked
twice verbally, that he be allowed to
accompany the leading assault craft in
the Normandy invasion. It was denied.
Then Brigadier General Roosevelt's
written request for the mission was ap-
proved. He landed with the first wave
of forces assaulting the enemy-held
beaches. He repeatedly led groups off
the beach, over the sea wall, and estab-
lished them inland. His valor, courage,
and presence in the very front of the
attack, and his complete unconcern at
being under heavy fire, 56 years of age,
Madam Speaker, inspired his troops to
the height of enthusiasm and self-sac-
rifice. Although the enemy had the
beach under constant direct fire, Briga-
dier General Roosevelt moved from lo-
cality to locality, rallying the men
around him.

It is not here, but he is the one who
said with his officers and his staff,
‘‘Let the war begin here," meaning the
war for the liberation of Europe from
Nazi tyranny. He personally led them
against the enemy. Under his seasoned,
precise, calm, and unfaltering leader-
ship the assault troops reduced the
beach strong points and rapidly moved
inland with minimum casualties. Brig-
adier General Theodore Roosevelt, Jr.
contributed substantially to the suc-
cessful establishment of the beachhead
in France.

**When you raise your sons to be ea-
gles, you cannot expect them to act
like doves.”

Next brother, Kermit, born 2 years
and 1 month after Teddy, Jr. The three
were born at Oyster Bay. The two
youngest by his second wife, the two
youngest were born here in Washing-
ton, DC. That is where Quentin was
born. Kermit died on active duty in the
combat area of Alaska, the forgotten
war, June 4, 1943, a year and 2 days be-
fore his older brother received the
Medal of Honor. Kermit, the second of
the Roosevelt four sons to die, dies in
uniform in a combat theater in Alaska.
I do not know the circumstances.

The next one was Ethel. I told you
she lived to be 86 and died in Oyster
Bay where she was born.

Next son, No. 3 of the boys, Archibald
Bullock Roosevelt, born April 9, Ba-
taan Day, 1894, and served in World
War I. He was 24 years of age when his
20-year-old brother died in his aircraft,
shot down over the French trenches.
And here is what Archie did. Terribly
wounded in World War I, his arm and
leg shattered. He mnevertheless, in
World War II, begged to be put back on
active duty. His war wounds were so se-
vere after World War I that they did
not heal enough to get back on active
duty in World War II until 10 years
after World War I, the late 1920’s. He
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goes back into combat in World War II
and wins the Silver Star. As far as this
Member of Congress is concerned, a
Silver Star is a Distinguished Service
Cross or a Medal of Honor without
enough people witnessing it or without
generally dying to get it. He wins a Sil-
ver Star, and then stays in combat in
New, Guinea, gets wounded, severely
again, and wins a second star. Archie
was quite a person around the town of
his birth, Washington, DC, where he, I
repeat, died at 85%, a great fighter
against communism when it was not
popular. And he died October 23, 1979 in
Hobe Sound, FL, a real credit to the
legend.

So there are four sons, all of them
raised to be eagles, Medal of Honor,
Silver Stars, two of them, three of
them dying in combat areas, one of
them shot down, the other dying with
his men, D-day plus 36.

What a family. And today we read
about people stealing bathrobes and
towels off the U.8.8. George Washing-
ton.

A little fact sheet was handed to me
the first day we arrived in Europe for
the memorials for 50 years ago, and I
think young people in America should
understand that World War II was not
this romantic, lovely war where every-
body charged off to be part of it, to
fight Hitler and Tojo and Mussolini.
Only 38.8 percent of the people in World
War II volunteered, 38.8, less than 39
percent.

What I used to tell the young kids in
Vietnam when I went over there eight
times as a correspondent, my heart
going out to them because of the dem-
onstrations in the streets and in Lon-
don, I used to tell them, “You are all
volunteers. You let yourself be drafted,
didn't you? You volunteered. You held
your head up. You are honorable.
Couldn’t you just have said you were a
homosexual and beat it? Couldn’'t you
have had some teeth pulled out, the
way some people did, or couldn’'t you
have shot yourself in the foot? Couldn’t
you have gone to Canada to hide out,
or gone to Sweden?"

Come on. I remember being with Ma-
rines around the fire in DaNang that
had just come back from combat in a
small village. This is May 1966. And I
said, ‘“You're all volunteers.' And they
said, ‘“We're Marines. Anyway, we are
all volunteers here.”
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Later on we drafted Marines. A lot of
Marines did not like that. When you
tell the Army guys you are all volun-
teers, one of them, I remember one
day, looked up and said, you know,
‘“This reporter is right. We are volun-
teers. We don’t have to be here.” And
they fought just as honorably to keep
the soil of South Vietnam free as did
the young men just a year or two older
than I am fought to keep the soil of
Korea free, as did my colleague, CHAR-
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LIE RANGEL, who is trying to free his
country of the curse of narcotics with
all the vigor that he fought as an in-
fantryman in Korea.

I would walk up to people. I would
tell this to my fellow colleagues with
me, most of them World War II veter-
ans, and they agreed. But I said to a
couple of younger guys who were very
promilitary, but did not serve, “Ex-
plain to me, if you will, why Vietnam
is different from South Korea or from
France that the Roosevelt boys both
died 26 years apart trying to liberate.”
The French would not let us overfly
France when we were trying to stop the
terrorism of blowing up and murdering
people including a U.S. lieutenant colo-
nel in the streets of Paris, the Israeli
Ambassador to Paris being shot down
in the street like dogs, the LaBelle
disco blown up April 5, 1986 in West
Germany Kkilling a Turkish girl, two
U.S. Army sergeants, and the only
magazine that put them on the cover
was People magazine. Nobody remem-
bered the second man killed, Jimmy
Goins, because he died 2 months and 2
days later in a German-United States
hospital with both legs cut off and died
because of the water in his lungs, with
his Philippine-American wife and his
son at his bedside.

To stop that terror, Ronald Reagan
launched our F-111's out of Upper
Heyford in England, one of our bases
that has been there since the Second
World War until the last few months
when it shut down. The French would
not let us overfly their territory, so
the French do not always come
through as perfect allies.

But we think it is noble to stand
there and praise the World War II gen-
eration while still keeping this cloud
over the noble cause of trying to keep
South Vietnam from its killing fields
and people executed for knowing us or
working with us, or 600,000 people
drowned, raped, and torn apart by
sharks in the South China Seas. People
still try to say, as Clinton said to Peter
Jennings' face during the D-day cele-
brations in one of his interviews,
“Vietnam was wrong.” It was not any
more wrong than being in France.

The young veterans of that war, who
are not so young now, will never have
their dignity and honor restored until
people begin to understand what Presi-
dent Reagan meant when he said,
‘*Vietnam was a noble cause,” fought
improperly and screwed up by politi-
cians in this city, its people just as
worthy of freedom as the southern half
of the Korean Peninsula where we are
ginning up to what it looks like is an-
other bloodletting to stop the tyranny
of Kim Il-song.

Listen to these facts on World War II,
and some of them I was not aware of:
Of the almost 18 million men examined
for induction, 835.B percent were re-
jected; 6,420,000 young American males
were rejected as physically or mentally
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unfit. I will give you the exact figure:
17,955,000, almost 18 million, and we re-
jected almost 6% million, and there
were plenty of draftdodgers in World
War II. I could name five actors just
like that who dodged the draft while
Tyrone Power and Clark Gable and
Jimmy Stewart went off and took 4
years out of their careers, or David
Niven, an English citizen, who went
over and took 6 years out of his Sam
Goldwyn contract to fight as a British
officer in his forces, and I know all the
guys that stepped up and took their
parts, because my uncle was Jack
Haley, the Tin Man in “The Wizard of
0z."

I was living in Beverly Hills, and we
all talked around the table about who
was overseas, like Glenn Ford, where
the movie director John Ford, who did,
and they were overseas, and they were
expendable, overseas making films for
the Navy. George Stevens was going
across Europe in combat danger, mak-
ing a color film for the U.S. Army and
the U.S. Air Force. Clark Gable flying
combat missions.

We still get all gaga that Edward R.
Murrow went on one combat mission
on a British Lancaster bomber. Yes, he
took his life in his hands. That is pret-
ty good. I did that 14 times.

How about guys like Clark Gable who
were going on mission after mission or
Jimmy Stewart, who flew a full combat
career as a young colonel with 35 mis-
sions in B-24 Liberators. No, there were
plenty of draftdodgers in World War II.

The average duration of service was
33 months; 73 percent went overseas.
That means that more than one out of
four never went overseas. Some of
them were in combat in the Caribbean
against German U-boats. No, that is
considered overseas, if you went to
Trinidad and flew out of Trinidad. That
is statewide service for more than one
out of four. Average months overseas:
16.2. Marines in Vietnam: 13 months.
Army: 12 months. Combat surviv-
ability: 8.6 were killed in action out of
1,000. That is if you went into combat.
Pretty good for U.S. forces. We treas-
ured our men, unlike the Soviets where
they probably had 50-percent casual-
ties, because they just squandered
their lives en masse. We talk about
Japanese banzai charges, mass human-
wave death against our machineguns.
The Russians were even worse than the
Japanese in squandering life to achieve
victory.

Three died from other causes, acci-
dents, being overseas in dangerous
areas; 17.7 received nonmortal combat
wounds.

To you young Americans, listen to
what they got paid to drive Hitler to
suicide: BoB MICHEL got 71 dollars and
change, T1 dollars and 33 pennies. That
is what he got as an enlisted man for
fighting his way across Europe. Offi-
cers: Did anybody see that PBS special,
“A Fighter Pilot’s Story” the other
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night? More than two-thirds of his
squadron were killed, some of them
right in front of his face. One guy with
his canopy shot up so he could not bail
out. He turns right to that young, not
so young now, fighter pilot, telling the
story, looks over at the Thunderbolt
wing to wing, and his young friend
looks up at him and salutes, pow, right
into the trees microseconds later. What
did he get paid for doing that? He was
paid $203.50. That is average pay. A sec-
ond lieutenant would make a lot less
than that flying Thunderbolts across
Europe. No glory up in the clouds try-
ing to shoot down Germans, in the
weeds, day after day, until suddenly
you look out, and suddenly you do not
want to make any new friends. Quite a
2-hour documentary on PBS.

When you look at what it cost in the
treasure of our hard-working people
back here, nobody except Germany
comes even close, to build gas cham-
bers and kill and start a war that kills
55 million people, and while the Japa-
nese started it, they weighed in, the
Italians in Ethiopia, but it cost Ger-
many $212 billion, and it cost them 10
million lives, 3% million men in their
army.

What would Germany be like today if
they had not squandered the youth of
their nation in two wars a quarter of a
century apart?

But the United States spent almost
$300 billion. In today’'s dollars this
would be trillions, trillions. The
U.S.8.R. spent $93 compared to our $288
billion, and we were sending tons of
lend-lease to them; France only half of
Germany.

By the way, France, 52 years ago
today, 54 years ago today, June 17, sued
for surrender. Hitler thought it was
terrible that they did that. But he did
not tell them that over the BBC. He
knew why they had surrendered. Ger-
mans were in Paris 2 days ago, 54 years
ago. They surrendered because when
you drive around Normandy and look
at the war memorials and these beau-
tiful little Normandy towns, you say,
‘‘Is that from the battle for Normandy
in World War II?" And then you look
and you see a different style, a more
ornate angel or figure of Christ on the
statue, and then you realize that the
World War II numbers are 4, 5, 10, 12 at
the most. The names by the dozens on
these statues are from World War 1.

In the British first Battle of the
Somme, the casualties in the first day
were 57,000, 30,000 killed in action. That
is three times the Battle of Antietam
up here in Maryland. The slaughter in
World War I was so massive you won-
der how could they replay this in Eu-
rope a quarter of a century later. A
quarter of a century? The war ended
November 1918, and if you take away
Ethiopia in the middle 1930's, and
Japan in 1935 attacking China, if you
use the bombing of Warsaw September
1, 1939, 21 years, short 2 months of 21
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years, they are starting this killing all
over again.

So a second Roosevelt brother joins
his kid brother, Quentin, who died at
20, and we had 33 sets of brothers and a
father and son, a father who fought in
World War I as a lieutenant, dies with
his son on different battlefields, I be-
lieve, in World War II.

Incredible, when you read the statis-
tics of this great crusade.

I had a Member from Mississippi, and
I do not think he did it meanly, he re-
ferred to me as a peacetime fighter
pilot the other day on the floor talking
about D-day, and went over, and I said,
*“GENE, where did you get that expres-
sion? Did you read my bio? It is in my
bio.” He said, ““No, I heard you say it
on the floor once.” I explained to him
why I have to say peacetime fighter
pilot. Because that is a category that I
am proud of.

Tony Coelho, who left this place in
disgrace, thought by saying I was a
fighter pilot it meant I was claiming I
fought.
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But, no, no, it meant like bomber
pilot, cargo pilot, it meant fighter
pilot. So now I have to put in my bio,
because idiots do not know anything
about the military, that I was a peace-
time fighter pilot. But then I reminded
my young friend from Mississippi that
being a peacetime fighter pilot was
pretty good in the 1950°’s because the
Commander in Chief was worthy of the
title. His name was Dwight David Ei-
senhower. He had worn 5 stars on his
shoulder. He had run, as a 2-star, the
invasion of Operation Torch in North
Africa, the invasion of Sicily in 1943, he
planned the invasions into Italy and
was given this incredible responsibility
in his 50's. He was born in 1889,

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. CoLLINS of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) 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 Mr. DREIER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GINGRICH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. WALKER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr.
today.

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

Mr. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, today.

——

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. EMERSON, immediately following
Mr. GINGRICH, at the end of his special
order today.

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

Mr. HOBSON.

Ms. SNOWE.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. HYDE.

Mr. KING.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. KLUG.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

Mr. FAWELL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. CARR.

Mr. KILDEE in two instances.

Mrs. SCHROEDER.

Mr. SKELTON in two instances.

Mr. FORD of Michigan.

Mr. HOYER.

Mr. COYNE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.

Mr. TORRICELLI in two instances.

Mr. BRYANT.

Mr. MENENDEZ.

Mr. EDWARDS of California.

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

Mr. DIXON.

Mr. SCHUMER.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut in two in-
stances.

Mr. CARDIN.

RICHARDSON, for 5 minutes,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 22 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Tuesday, June
21, 1994, at 10:30 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3390. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Education, Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services, transmitting a
notice of final regulations—Rehabilitation
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Long-Term Training pursuant to 20 U.S.C.
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

3391. A letter from the Federal Co-Chair-
man, Appalachian Regional Commission,
transmitting the semiannual report on the
activities of the inspector general for the pe-
riod October 1, 1993, through March 31, 1994,
pursuant to Public Law 95-452, section 5(b)
(102 Stat. 2526); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

3392. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the
semiannual report of the inspector general
for the period October 1, 1993, through March
31, 1994, pursuant to Public Law 95-452, sec-
tion 5(b) (96 Stat. 750, 102 Stat. 2526); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

3393. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting the semiannual report on the
activities of the inspector general of the
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation for
the period October 1, 1993, through March 31,
1994, pursuant to Public Law 95-452, section
5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

3394. A letter from the Administrator,
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the semiannual report of the inspector
general for the period October 1, 1993,
through March 31, 1994, pursuant to Public
Law 95-452, section 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

3395. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Compliance, Department of the
Interior, transmitting notification of pro-
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 133%(b); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

3396. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Compliance, Department of the
Interior, transmitting notification of pro-
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

3397. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to provide for the exchange
of lands within Gates of the Arctic National
Park and Preserve, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on National Resources.

3398. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a comprehensive report
on the Clean Coal Technology Program enti-
tled, “Four Rivers Energy Modernization
Project,” pursuant to the Public Law 102-254;
jointly, to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, Energy and Commerce, and Science,
Space, and Technology.

——

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. GIBBONS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 3937. A bill entitled: ‘‘The Ex-
port Administration Act of 1994"; with
amendments (Rept. 103-531, Pt. 3). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DELLUMS: Committee on Armed
Services. H.R. 3937. A bill entitled: *“The Ex-
port Administration Act of 1994"; with
amendments (Rept. 103-531, Pt. 4). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DELLUMS: Committee on Armed
Services. H.R. 2238. A bill to amend laws re-
lating to Federal procurement, to authorize
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functions and activities under the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. 103-545, Pt. 2). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. OBEY: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R. 4568. A bill making supplemental appro-
priations for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1994, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 103-550). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. YATES: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R. 4602. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1995, and for other purposes (Rept.
103-551). Referred to the Committee of the
While House on the State of the Union.

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE-
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of Rule X the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

The Committees on the Judiciary and Pub-
lic Works and Transportation discharged
from further consideration of H.R. 3937; H.R.
3937 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. CLAY:

H.R. 4595. A bill to designate the building
located at 4021 Laclede in St. Louis, MO, for
the period of time during which it houses op-
erations of the U.S. Postal Service, as the
“*Marian Oldham Post Office’”; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 4596. A bill to designate the building
located at 2200 North Highway 67 in
Florissant, MO, for the period of time during
which it houses operations of the U.S. Postal
Service, as the ‘"John L. Lawler, Jr. Post Of-
fice'; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. FAWELL (for himself, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. PETRI, Mr. GUNDER-
SON, Mr. BALLENGER, Ms. MOLINARI,
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
HOEK. TRA, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MILLER
of Florida, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. HEFLEY,
Mr. CANADY, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. Han-
COCK, Mr. LEwis of Florida, Mr. PoRr-
TER, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio):

H.R. 4597. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mrs. FOWLER (for herself, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. Goss, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
Mr. HuTTO, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr,
MCcHUGH, and Mr. PICKETT):

H.R. 4598. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to make technical corrections to
maps relating to the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 4599. A bill to authorize the lease of
certain property transferred to the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; jointly,
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to the Committees on Natural Resources and
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SPRATT:

H.R. 4600. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 to provide for the expedited consider-
ation of certain proposed rescissions of budg-
et authority; jointly, to the Committees on
Government Operations and Rules.

By Mr. YATES:

H.R. 4602. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1995, and for other purposes.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself
and Mr. STUMP):

H.J. Res. 378. Joint resolution commemo-
rating June 22, 1994, as the 50th anniversary
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of
1944; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr.
King, Mr. Lazio, Mr. LEVY, Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
MOLINARI, Mr. TORRES, Mr. PAXON,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. FisH, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. HOUGHTON, Ms.
LOWEY, and Mr. SCHUMER):

H.J. Res. 379. Joint resolution to provide
for a settlement of the railroad labor-man-
agement disputes between the Long Island
Rail Road Co. and certain of its employees
represented by the United Transportation
Union; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. JEFFERSON:

H.J. Res. 380. Joint resolution to designate
the year 1995 as ‘‘Jazz Centennial Year'; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine,
Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. APPLE-
GATE, Mr. BaccHUS of Florida, Mr.
BAESLER, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin,
Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. BARLOW,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BIsHOP, Mr.
BLACKWELL, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BORSKI,
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BROOKS, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
BRYANT, Mrs. BYRNE, Ms. CANTWELL,
Mr. CARR, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CHAPMAN,
Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. COLEMAN, Ms. COLLINS
of Michigan, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois,
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. COOPER, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr.
CoYNE, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DE LA
GARZA, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEUTSCH,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. DIcK-
EY, Mr. DicKks, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
DooLEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS of
Texas, Mr. EDWARDS of California,
Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona,
Ms. EsHoo, Mr. EvVANs, Mr. EwWING,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
FINGERHUT, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FocGLI-
ETTA, Mr. Forp of Michigan, Mr.
ForD of Tennessee, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. FRANKS of Con-
necticut, Mr. FROST, Ms. FURSE, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
GLICKMAN, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HALL of Ohio,
Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr.
HASTINGS, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HILLIARD,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. JEFFER-
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SON, Mr. JoHNSON of Georgia, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KASICH,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. KING, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
KLEIN, Mr. KLINK, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr.
KREIDLER, Mr. LARocco, Mr. LAN-
CASTER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. Lazio, Mr,
LEHMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEVY, Mr.
LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms.
LoNG, Ms. LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
MANN, Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
MaTsul, Mr. MAzzoLl, Mr. McCLOS-
KEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHALE,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
MFUME, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
MINETA, Mr. MINGE, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii, Mr. MOAKLEY, Ms. MOLINARI,
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PASTOR,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey,
Mr, PAYNE of Virginia, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. PICKLE, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. PRICE
of North Carolina, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. REED, Mr.
REYNOLDS, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. ROE-
MER, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. ROSE,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr,
SABO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
SANGMEISTER, Mr. SAWYER, Ms.
SCHENK, Mr, SCHUMER, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. ScoTT, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHARP,
Mr. SHEPHERD, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
SLATTERY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
SMITH of Iowa, Mr. STARK, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr, SWETT, Mr, SWIFT, Mr.
SYNAR, Mr, TEJEDA, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. THORNTON, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
TORRES, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr, TOWNS,
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TUCKER, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. ViIs-
CLOSKY, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. WASHING-
TON, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. WATERS, Mr.
WaTT, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WISE, Ms.
WoOLSEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
YATES, and Mr. ZIMMER):

H. Res. 457. Resolution expressing the
Sense of the House of Representatives that
June 21, 1994, be designated as “Freedom
Summer Remembrance Day' and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on Post
Office and Civil Service and the Judiciary.

e

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. BROOKS introduced a bill (H.R. 4601)
to authorize the Secretary of Transportation
to issue a certificate of documentation with
appropriate endorsement for employment in
the coastwise trade for the vessel Cygne
Sauvage; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

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

H.R. 84: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 1080: Mr. PAXON.

H.R. 1737: Mr. WISE and Mr. MURPHY.

H.R. 2019: Mr. SLATTERY.

H.R. 2488: Mr. BECERRA.
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2731: Mr. DREIER.

2826: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. FARR.

3173: Mr. PAXON.

3179: Mr. TAUZIN.

3293: Mr, MOORHEAD and Mr. MCINNIS.

H.R. 3636: Mr. YATES and Mr. QUILLEN,

H.R. 3762: Ms. MOLINARI.

H.R. 3862: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. LEWwWIS of
Kentucky, Mr. THoMas of Wyoming, Ms.
DUNN, Mr. CoX, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and
Mr. FIELDS of Texas.

H.R. 3875: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
MICHEL, and Mr. PENNY.

H.R. 3897: Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr.
GEJDENSON, and Mr, STRICKLAND.

H.R. 3939: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. DAR-
DEN.

H.R. 3949: Mr. FROST, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
PAXON, Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. Cox, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. YounNGg of
Alaska, Mr. THoMPSON, and Mr. PETE GEREN
of Texas.

H.R. 4057: Mr. CRANE, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. GUNDERSON,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. KLUG, Mr. FROST,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. LeEwis of Florida, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. DREIER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, and
Mr. CARDIN.

H.R. 4074: Mr. NADLER, Mr. HAMILTON, Mrs.
KENNELLY, Mr. TALENT, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
PORTER, and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 4081: Mr. APPLEGATE.

H.R. 4115: Mr. TowNs and Mr. SWETT.

H.R. 4142: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mrs. MALONEY and Mr, LEVIN.

H.R. 4148: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Ms. SCHENK and
Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 4195: Mr. OWENS and Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota.

H.R. 4198: Mr. GINGRICH.

H.R. 4350: Mr. BALLENGER.

H.R. 4370: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. YATES.

H.R. 4371: Mr. SHAW and Mr. TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 4386: Mr. SHAW, Mr. CRAMER, Mr,
FINGERHUT, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. LEwis of Flor-
ida, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. PICKETT, Mr.
FARR, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. CARR, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr.

DEAL, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. RICHARDSON,
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. LEwIS of California, Mr.
LAUGHLIN, Mr. MINGE, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. BARLOW, and Mr. WILLIAMS,

H.R. 4399: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine and Ms.
VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 4404: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
MILLER of California, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 4468: Ms. DANNER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
EHLERS, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Ms. FURSE,
and Mr. MURPHY.

H.R. 4497: Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4498; Mr. Scorr, Mr. STOKES, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. STARK, Ms. ESH00,
Mr. THOMPSON, and Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 4514: Mr. TORRES.

H.J. Res. 171: Mr. SPENCE.

H.J. Res. 332: Mr. FINGERHUT and Mr.
SCHAEFER.

H.J. Res. 343: Mr. LAFALCE and Mr. BAc-
cHUs of Florida.

H. Con, Res. 3: Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. LEWIS of Califor-
nia, Mr. BOUCHER, and Mr. GOODLATTE.

H. Con. Res. 202: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr.
BILBRAY.

H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. PALLONE and Mr.
GUTIERREZ.

H. Res. 247: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.



June 17, 1994

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 11 by Mr. RAMSTAD on House
Resolution 247: Scott L. Klug, Ken Calvert,
Dean A. Gallo, and Floyd Spence.

Petition 12 by Mr. TRAFICANT on H.R.
3261: Dan Glickman, Thomas J. Ridge, Scott
Meclnnis, and Peter Koekstra.

Petition 15 by Mr. BILIRAKIS on House
Resolution 382: Philip M. Crane, Floyd
Spence, and Craig Thomas.

Petition 16 by Mr. ZELIFF on House Reso-
lution 407: Sam Coppersmith, David Minge,
David Mann, Collin C. Peterson, Jane Har-
man, Charles W. Stenholm, Eric Fingerhut,
Nathan Deal, Don Johnson, Jay Inslee, Mar-
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jorie Margolies-Mezvinsky, Tim Holden,
Glen Browder, Peter A. DeFazio, Lynn
Schenk, Karen L. Thurman, Dave McCurdy,
James H. Bilbray, Maria Cantwell, William
F. Clinger, Jr., Martin T. Meehan, Sherrod
Brown, Bud Shuster, Pete Geren, and Tim
Roemer.

Petition 17 by Mr. SHAW on House Resolu-
tion 386: Gary A. Franks.

Petition 18 by Mr. HASTERT on House
Resolution 402: Jim Kolbe, Michael Bilirakis,
Dana Rohrabacher, Fred Upton, Harris W.
Fawell, Amo Houghton, Peter Blute, Sonny
Callahan, Terry Everett, Ralph M. Hall,
Floyd Spence, James A Hayes, James A.
Barcia, W.J. (Billy) Tauzin, John J. Duncan,
Jr., and Michael Huffington.

Petition 19 by Mr. EWING on House Reso-
lution 415: Jim Nussle, Jennifer Dunn, Wil-
liam M. Thomas, Barbara F. Vucanovich,
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Scott McInnis, Wayne Allard, Henry J. Hyde,
Stephen Horn, Wally Herger, Michael Bili-
rakis, Philip M. Crane, Paul E. Gillmor,
Dana Rohrabacher, David L. Hobson, Mi-
chael D. Crapo, Christopher Shays, Deborah
Pryce, Jim Kolbe, James M. Inhofe, Craig
Thomas, J. Dennis Hastert, and Randy
“Duke” Cunningham.

Petition 21 by Mr. HANSEN on House Res-
olution 405; Bill Paxon, Martin R. Hoke, Rob-
ert E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., James A. Traficant,
Jr., Ronald K. Machtley, Tom Lewis, Jack
Kingston, Tim Valentine, John L. Mica,
John L. Duncan, Jr., Gary A. Franks, Rick
Lazio, William F. Goodling, L.F. Payne, Bill
Archer, Karen L. Thurman, Earl Hutto,
Ralph M. Hall, Christopher H. Smith, and
Edward R. Royce.
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