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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, June 14, 1994

The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 1758. An act to revise, codify, and
enact without substantive change certain
general and permanent laws, related to
transportation, as subtitles II, III, and V-X
of title 49, United States Code, “Transpor-
tation'', and to make other technical im-
provements in the Code.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 1066. An act to restore Federal services
to the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians;
and

S. 1587. An act to revise and streamline the
acquisition laws of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 11, 1994,
and June 10, 1994, the Chair will now
recognize Members from lists submit-
ted by the majority and minority lead-
ers for morning hour debates. The
Chair will alternate recognition be-
tween the parties, with each party lim-
ited to not exceed 30 minutes, and each
Member, other than the majority and
minority leaders, limited to 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

R —

THE THREAT FROM NORTH KOREA

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, in
this country we have politicized the
Bosnia issue, we have politicized Soma-
lia, we have politicized the Haiti issue.
But, Mr. Speaker, let us not politicize
the North Korean issue. Here is an op-
portunity where the Congress and the
President can act in concert along with
the international community.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday North Korea
moved a step closer to disastrous con-
frontation with the rest of the world by
announcing its withdrawal from the

International Atomic Energy Agency
and by banning IAEA inspectors from
its territory. Although they have not
yet carried out their threat, this is a
very, very serious provocation that
could fatally compromise the adminis-
tration’s efforts to resolve the nuclear
dispute peacefully.

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton administra-
tion has tried to keep diplomacy alive
with our Asian allies, but we must not
flinch. We should proceed now with a
plan to ask the U.N. Security Council
to enact a series of phased sanctions.

Mr. Speaker, as the world moves to-
ward sanctions, it cannot afford to
abandon diplomacy. In this connection
we have to act in concert with Japan.
We have to act in concert with South
Korea. And we have to ask our friends
in China to help. The President has
gone out on a limb and said that he
wants to extend MFN to China in light
of China’s miserable human rights
record. He has gambled and said that
he is ready to proceed with that rela-
tionship. Now it is up to China to show
that it is a responsible member of the
international community and work
with the West in order to help Asia and
to moderate North Korea's behavior.

Mr. Speaker, North Korea has been
lying. They have been playing games
with, not just the IAEA, but with their
allies in Asia, with the United Nations,
and with the United States, all of
whom have acted in good faith. Mr.
Speaker, even though Pyongyang con-
tinues to assert that its nuclear pro-
gram is peaceful and that the whole
crisis can be resolved by the direct
talks with the United States, the Unit-
ed States should be careful to engage
in an effort that does not include our
allies in Asia. It is very important that
we proceed with negotiations, but
these negotiations should be multilat-
eral, They should involve our Japanese
friends. They should involve South
Korea. And I think the Congress is
going to be watching to see what Chi-
na’'s role is on this issue.

But, Mr. Speaker, the reason that I
have taken the floor this morning is to
say, “Let's not politicize the North
Korea issue. U.S. vital interests are at
stake. The lives of American troops are
at stake. The stability of Asia is at
stake. The future of Japan and South
Korea is at stake. The relationship the
outside world has with China is at
stake. North Korea has sent a provo-
cation, and we must not blink, but at
the same time we should pursue every
diplomatic and other initiative to en-
sure that we don't end up in a con-

flagration in that part of the world. We
don’t have vital interests as strong in
Bosnia, or Haiti, or Somalia. But there
is no question that we do in North
Korea.”

Mr. Speaker, North Korea is courting
confrontation. While we must not
blink, it is critically important that
the Congress in a bipartisan fashion
support the good, sensible policy that
the administration is following.

Mr. Speaker, this morning our Nation and
our allies face a very real threat from North
Korea. As we all know, North Korea recently
announced that it planned to withdraw from
the International Atomic Energy Agency, the
IAEA. The Pyongyang government also an-
nounced that it was banning IAEA inspectors
from its territory.

This move is a very dangerous one that
moves North Korea a step closer to a dan-
gerous confrontation with the rest of the world.
Our dispute with North Korea is very deep and
longstanding. North Korea appears to be sys-
tematically working to develop and sell both
nuclear weapons and missiles that carry those
nuclear warheads.

| don't believe that we, as a nation, are
overreacting. In fact, | believe that North Ko-
rea's actions over the last 10 years dem-
onstrate the seriousness of this issue. These
are the facts. North Korea is building larger
nuclear reactors and plutonium separators that
have only military capabilities. If all goes as
they plan, North Korea will most likely have
the ability to produce enough plutonium to
build 10 bombs a year by the turn of the cen-
tury.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton is currently
involved in a diplomatic effort to resolve this
dispute with North Korea peacefully. Obvi-
ously, the stakes are very high and the recent
actions by North Korea make that effort much
more difficult. Nonetheless, he is on the right
track. In a nonpartisan, well-concocted effort,
President Clinton is attempting to resolve the
conflict diplomatically. He is leading the world
and, last week, the |IAEA announced that it
would suspend most international technical as-
sistance to Pyongyang. China did not oppose
that move and now we must continue to en-
courage the U.N. Security Council to impose
sancfions on North Korea. In addition, Presi-
dent Clinton has dispatched former President
Jimmy Carter to South and North Korea.
President Carter will meet with Kim Il-song,
North Korea's leader, to lay out what the North
has to gain from participating in the |IAEA and
abandoning its nuclear program.

Mr. Speaker, without a diplomatic solution,
North Korea poses a grave threat to South
Korea, Asia, the Middle East, Europe, and the
United States. President Clinton’s efforts are
on target and will, hopefully, bear fruit.
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THE NORTH KOREAN SITUATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY). Under the
Speaker's announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. McCoL-
LuM] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to note that we are ap-
proaching an auspicious anniversary,
one that is taking on a terrifying rel-
evance. On June 25, 1950, 60,000 troops
from North Korea crossed the 38th par-
allel, invaded South Korea and began
the Korean war. It was a war that in-
volved over 20 nations and cost mil-
lions of lives, including almost 34,000
Americans killed. Some have called the
Korean war of 1950-53 the forgotten
war, but Madam Speaker, the memo-
ries are now beginning to recur.

We face on the Korean Peninsula the
most ominous developments. The un-
stable dictator Kim Il-sung, the very
man who launched the 1950 conflict, is
passing the baton to this equally un-
stable son. Against this backdrop,
North Korea is developing nuclear
weapons, and indeed, as a Republican
terrorism task force report that I am
submitting to the record will show,
may already have several weapons and
the means to deliver them.

In addition to all of this, the
Pyongyang regime is playing a diplo-
matic cat and mouse game. First North
Korea signs the nuclear nonprolifera-
tion treaty, then it threatens to with-
draw from that very same treaty. First
Pyongyang agrees to allow its nuclear
facilities to be inspected, then it
threatens to expel the inspectors al-
ready in North Korea and indeed it
goes so far as to quit the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

Madam Speaker, this is the most
dangerous game, and it pains me to say
that the danger has increased because
of the actions of this Government and
this administration. We have, as
Churchill said, decided to be indecisive
and to be resolute in our irresolution.
First, we proclaimed that we would not
allow North Korea to become a nuclear
state, then we declared that we would
permit the north to have a few weap-
ons. We make threats and then back
down with compromises and soothing
words. And this follows a foreign policy
pattern of vacillation and confusion by
the Clinton administration all around
the world. How can we expect the
North Koreans to believe the President
when he does talk tough?

Madam Speaker, American men,
30,000 strong, of the United States 2d
infantry division, are sitting on the
most precarious border in the world,
and President Clinton vacillates and
dithers, confusing our friends and en-
couraging our foes. My colleagues, this
is not foreign policy, it is confusion
and it must come to an end before it
gets us into an unnecessary war.
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At the present time, the North Ko-
rean Armed Forces are on their highest
war footing in 20 years. The Pyongyang
regime has threatened that if we im-
pose economic sanctions there will be
war, and that Seoul, South Korea's
Capital, will be turned into a sea of
fire. Against this, the President has
taken few concrete steps, and predict-
ably, our allies, without our leadership,
have been left in total and utter confu-
sion. They are, and not without reason,
unsure of our leadership and con-
sequently the whole of Northwest Asia
is in crisis.

The President and the American peo-
ple must review the facts. We have mu-
tual security treaties with Japan and
South Korea, as binding as those we
have with our NATO allies. If either
state is attacked, it must be consid-
ered, by this government, as an attack
upon the United States. Madam Speak-
er, the President and public must
know, this is not an option, we are
committed.

Thus, we must insist that our allies
adopt a course of action that is consist-
ent with both their security needs and
our treaty obligations. South Korea
must be assured of our support and end
its own diplomatic dance. The Seoul
regime has tried appeasement and then
a resolute stand. Now South Korea
must be assured of our support and
then encouraged to take a firm posi-
tion. the concessions to North Korea
must end and the Pyongyang regime
warned that its threats will not go un-
answered.

We must also turn to our allies in
Japan. We must tell them that the
time for diplomatic sweet talk is over
and that no amount of pacifism will
protect them should North Korea gain
a credible nuclear force. To that end,
they must join with us in tough eco-
nomic sanctions against the North and
bring full diplomatic pressure to bear
on the People's Republic of China to
follow suit.

I must also digress, at this moment,
to make one more point.

We face at this moment with our
friends in Japan a great irony. As the
Japanese Constitution now stands, the
Japanese military, unless directly at-
tacked, cannot support the United
States in any action other than peace-
keeping. This is absurd. Thus it is time
for Japan to amend her Constitution,
which was our handiwork, to allow her
to join with us in defending the secu-
rity of the Far East. I am mindful that
this cannot be done overnight, that the
pacifism of the Japanese people is
deeply rooted in the memories of Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki, and I am mindful
of the security implications of what I
suggest.

Nonetheless, it is time the other na-
tions of the Far East realize that
Japan is a great power and that she
must play a role in the world equal to
her economic might. We must assure
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them that a rearmed Japan—a nation
that already is the sixth largest mili-
tary spender in the world—is no threat
to their security. What is more, it is
time that the Japanese people recog-
nize that while we in the United States
will always be their friend, it is their
first obligation, and not ours, to defend
their own country, or at least to stand
beside us while we help defend them.

In any case, that is for the future, for
the moment we must deal with the cri-
sis at hand. thus, we must begin to de-
ploy stronger forces to South Korea. In
the Persian Gulf war it took us nearly
6 months to deploy our forces. If North
Korea should attack, particularly if
she has nuclear weapons, we may not
get that breathing space. Thus, we
must move quickly to bolster our
forces and organize our supply net-
works both so that our deterrent is
credible and so that lives may be saved
if it should come to war. Indeed, I
would go so far as to say that we must
prepare the American people for the
possible use of tactical nuclear weap-
ons by U.S. forces, though, of course, 1
hope it does not come to that.

We must then warn North Korea that
if she attacks, her forces will be de-
feated and her regime will not be al-
lowed to survive. From that point on
we must begin to demand that North
Korea accept the regimen of the Nu-
clear NonProliferation Treaty or face
the consequences of a slowly stran-
gulating economy and ever tougher
sanctions.

Madam Speaker, I quoted Winston
Churchill once and I should like to do
so again. That Great British statesman
once said, “We shall see how the coun-
sels of prudence and restraints may be-
come the prime agents of mortal dan-
ger; how the middle course adopted
from desires for safety and a quiet life
may be found to lead right to the bull’s
eye of disaster.” It is time that our al-
lies, and most of all our President, re-
member that terrible lesson, paid for
with the blood of thousands of Ameri-
cans, and begin, at last, to recognize
the reality of the danger facing us in
northwest Asia.

Now I must add the footnote that we
would not be in this terrible position if
the Democrat leadership in Congress
had not killed the Strategic Defense
Initiatives of Presidents Reagan and
Bush. With SDI we would have been
able to shoot down nuclear missiles
launched anywhere in the world, but
we have no SDI and must look down
the barrel of direct nuclear confronta-
tion.

NORTH KOREA'S NEW BALLISTIC MISSILES

A close examination of the North Korean
involvement in the ballistic missile develop-
ment program in Iran, as well as the record
of the joint missile development effort be-
tween the DPRK and the PRC, provides
strong evidence that North Korean ballistic
missile technology is far more advanced than
the recent reports suggest. The following
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paper will briefly outline the latest develop-
ments regarding North Korea's missile pro-
gram, placing an emphasis on the Chinese-
North Korean connection,

The current DPRK ballistic missile pro-
gram has four distinct operational compo-
nents (not counting the brief Sino-North Ko-
rean development of the DF-61 in 1975-76):

1. Reverse engineering and modest modi-
fication of the basic Soviet R-1TE (SCUD-
B)—the NK-SCUD-B and NK-SCUD-C.

2. Major up-grading and improvement of
the basic Soviet design principles and tech-
nologies in medium-range SSMs—the
NoDong-1, NoDong-1 up-grade, and NoDong-
2

3. A new generation of two-stage inter-
mediate range ballistic missiles largely
based on integration of relatively advanced,
though fully proven, Chinese technology—
the TaepoDong-1 and TaepoDong-2, and;

4. A new generation of multiple-stage long
range ballistic missiles based on the latest
Russian and Chinese technologies—the
NoDong-X.

MISSILE DESIGNS

The NoDong family of SSMs represent a
very straightforward form of engineering
technology. The NoDong-1 itself is a direct
outgrowth of basic NK-SCUD-C technology
and has a range of 1,000 km with an 800-1,000
kg warhead. Additionally, the NoDong-1 was
modified, mainly for use by Iran, to reach a
1,300 km range and to be equipped with a nu-
clear warhead.

The NoDong-2 is the product of a several-
phased development of the NoDong-1. The
current NoDong-2 is the result of subsequent
refinements of the basic model designed in
order to strengthen the missile-cone and in-
crease the payload. Consequently, the
NoDong-2 has a range of over 1,500 km with
a B00-1,000 kg warhead, reaching up to 2,000
km with a smaller warhead of 500-800 kg.

By contrast, the TaepoDong family of
SSMs are the first of a new generation of
two-stage SSMs that rely heavily on the in-
tegration of relatively advanced Chinese
technology. The most significant compo-
nents of this weapon are mainly pumps for
the clustered rocket engines and stage sepa-
ration technology. That said, the TaepoDong
SSMs nevertheless include largely test prov-
en components of previous SSMs, both Chi-
nese and North Korean.

The TaepoDong-1 has a range of over 2,000
km with a 1,000 kg warhead. According to
JANE's, it is a combination of a NoDong-1
[first stage] and a NK-SCUD-B/NK-SCUD-C
[second  stage]. In comparison, the
TaepoDong-2 has a range of over 3,500 km,
and can carry a 1,000 kg warhead. According
to JANE's, the TaepoDong-2 is a 32m long
SSM, and is a composite derivative of the
PRC's DF-3/CS5-2 missile and the NoDong-1,
but with a rounded nosecone. Given this
technology, the TaepoDong-2 with a small
warhead of around 500 kg, can attain ranges
of up to 9,600 km, which puts it in the class
of an ICBM.

Indeed, the TaepoDong family of SSMs are
actually far more sophisticated and lethal
than is generally understood. This stems
from the fact that the TaepoDong is a by-
product of the Iranian ballistic missile devel-
opment program which has been run jointly
with North Korea and the People’s Republic
of China since 1990 and is based in the city of
Isfahan. In fact, based on comparative analy-
sis and judging from its overall dimensions
and estimated performance, the TaepoDong-—
1 appears to be a North Korean version of the
Iranian Tondar-68.

The Tondar-68 is based on Chinese and
North Korean technology, and is of two ver-
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sions: The first with a range of 1,200-1,500
km, is capable of reaching Israel from
launchers inside Iran. The second, with a
range of some 2,000 km, is for wider theater
use. The Tondar-68 is a two-stage weapon
based on a Chinese M-11 ballistic missile in-
stalled on top of an Iran-700 missile, the lat-
ter itself being a derivative of the North Ko-
rean NoDong-1

In March 1991, Iran undertook two test
launchings of the Tondar-68 system over the
Semnan desert. In the first test launch the
missile flew over 700 km, and in the second
over 1,000 km. These two tests are believed,
respectively, to have been launches of proto-
types of both the basic system (Iran-700), as
well as the complete multiple-stage weap-
on—a Tondar-68 made of the Iran-700 and the
M-11.

Subsequently, in 1992, the PRC provided
Iran technology for the development of an
intermediate-range ballistic missile, includ-
ing the production of an Iranian version of
the M-11 in Isfahan. Later, in January, 1994,
a high level North Korean military delega-
tion visiting Iran reaffirmed the DPRK's
commitment to provide Iran with the latest
missile technologies.

THE CHINESE CONNECTION

The integration of the Chinese M-11 weap-
on into the TaepoDong family of SSMs is of
crucial significance. The M-11, classified as
the DF-11 in the Chinese arsenal, is a new
ballistic missile introduced into operational
service in the late 1980s. Originally developed
for tactical nuclear warheads in the mid-
1980s, the M-11 was fitted with both High Ex-
plosive and Chemical warheads soon after its
initial introduction in order to make it mar-
ketable for export. The first model of the M-
11, with a 135 km range, was introduced in
1988 and was soon modified into a “SCUD
substitute' with a range of 290-320 kms and
a 500-800 kg warhead.

The M-11 is a single stage SSM fueled with
solid propellant, 9 meters long with a 1
meter diameter and a rounded-up top cone
rather than a cylinder and cone as found
with the SCUD. This modified cone provides
improved aerodynamics and ballistic quali-
ties. Additionally, the original model M-11
has terminal guidance, including an inertial
mid-course guidance system, which insures
vastly improved accuracy. The integration of
modern Global Positioning System (GPS)
technology known to have been purchased by
the DPRK and the PRC and installed in the
NoDong-1, should not be ruled out.

Further, as it is solid fueled, the M-11 re-
lies on fully mobile Transporter Erector
Launcher [TEL] vehicles, specifically the
Russian MAZ-543 TEL vehicle, and can be re-
loaded and readied for launching in about 45
minues by a crew of less than 10 troops. The
PRC itself is also using the M-11 as the upper
stage in its development of a theater ballis-
tic missile called the M-11. Fully mobile, the
M-11 is a “‘stretched M-11"" with two stages
of solid fuel.

The installation of the M-11 as the upper
stage of the TaepoDong family of SSMs dras-
tically changes the capabilities of the
TaepoDong without altering its external ap-
pearance of dimensions. This is significant
because solid fuel missiles, like the M-11, are
easy to handle as upper stage components
since they are relatively simple to store, do
not require fueling, and are relatively insen-
sitive to separation by explosive-bolts.

Furthermore, by using the M-11 rather
than the NoDong-1 for its upper stage, the
TaepoDong gains dramatically increased ac-
curacy and range. (It is noteworthy that, ac-
cording to JANE's, the TaepoDong-2's upper
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stage is a NoDong-1 with a rounded
nosecone, a characteristic also of the M-11.)

Further, the TaepoDong-1 is made of an M-
11 missile installed on top of a booster-deriv-
ative of the NoDong-1. With this configura-
tion, the TaepoDong-1's range of over 2,000
km with a 1,000 kg warhead remains un-
changed, but the accuracy improves mark-
edly. Similarly, the TaepoDong-2 is an M-11
installed on top of a booster-derivative of the
DF-3/C88-2. Again, the basic range of over
3,600 km with a 1,000 kg warhead remains un-
changed. As discussed above, with the
TaepoDong-2's DF-3-based booster, the
TaepoDong-2 can reach a range of 9,600 km.

SOME HISTORY

In assessing the likelihood of the availabil-
ity of such advanced Chinese strategic tech-
nologies to North Korea, it should be empha-
sized that both countries have been cooper-
ating in missile production and development
since the early 1970s. Moreover, the DPRK
and the PRC now closely cooperate on the
development of new missiles as a result of a
series of agreements reached in 1988 (and Oc-
tober 1991) for the joint development of a
new generation of weapons.

Indeed, in 1988, the first delegation of 90
North Korean ballistic missile experts was
dispatched, pursuant to the aforementioned
agreement, to the PRC to work on these
joint missile projects. Most important
among these projects was the development of
a MRV-equipped Medium Range Ballistic
Missile (MRBM), optimized for nuclear war-
heads, with a range of 800 km. A prototype of
this MRBM was successfully test launched in
Yinchuan, China, in the Fall of 1991.

Furthermore, in 1989-90, the DPRK dis-
patched some 230 additional military experts
from its ground forces, navy and air force to
the Dalian base, on the Liaodong peninsula,
for study and cooperation in the develop-
ment of various advanced missile tech-
nologies, mainly ship-to-ship missiles, var-
ious surface-to-surface missiles (ballistic and
cruise), and surface-to-air missiles. Later, in
October 1991, during Kin I1-Song’'s visit to
China, the DPRK and the PRC reiterated
their commitment to the joint development
of a ballistic missile technology uniquely ap-
plicable for nuclear warheads, especially
MRVs and MIRVs.

A major component of the 1991 agreement
was Pyongyang's decision to shop for ad-
vance missile technologies to up-grade bal-
listic missiles in the USSR/CIS and share
them with the PRC. Further, in the late-
1980s, USSR-DPRK cooperation arrange-
ments were expanded to include advanced
SS5Ms. Consequently, in June 1991, the USSR
transferred at least 10 KY-3s [SCUD-Cs] to
North Korea for use as samples in the re-
verse engineering research that is crucial to
facilitating the production of advanced mod-
els of ballistic missiles.

Unlike the basic R-17 [SCUD-B], the KY-3
has a longer range, solid fuel, and most im-
portantly, a completely new guidance sys-
tem with “pinpoint accuracy' that can be
adapted to all types of SCUDs and their de-
rivatives. The availability of these tech-
nologies significantly enhances the sci-
entific-technological basis of the ballistic
missile industry of both North Korea and
China. Indeed, the KY-3 technologies are
ideal for integration into the M-11-type bal-
listic missiles and would wvastly improve
their performance.

Thus, at present, with the Sino-Korean
MRBM as an upper stage, the PRC is devel-
oping a mobile intercontinental ballistic
missile capable of striking at the continen-
tal US. This ICBM relies heavily on Soviet
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technology, mainly that of the rail-based
58-24 and the vehicle-based S5-25 ICBMs. Al-
though the original range of the Soviet
ICBMs is around 10,000 kms, the Chinese
ICBM may have a shorter range and be capa-
ble of carrying 8-10 MRVs. (It should also be
added that the October 1993 testing at the
Lop Nor test site involved a warhead, esti-
mated at 70-90 kt, for the MRV.)

The North Korean version of this Chinese
strategic missile, the NoDong-X, is a vast
technological improvement over the NoDong
and TaepoDong SSMs. Indeed, in its develop-
ment, the DPRK also utilized the latest Rus-
sian technology obtained from numerous
Russian engineers and technicians working
in North Korea. Consequently, through min-
iaturization of the warhead and adaptation
of solid fuel, the NoDong-X, in its initial
form, may be capable of achieving a range of
over 6,000 km. This would allow it to hit
parts of the continental US. Indeed, the Rus-
sian assessment is that the NoDong-X is “‘a
long-range assault weapon.” ROK's Deputy
Prime Minister Yi Yong-Tok also called the
NoDong-X ‘‘a strategic weapon.”

Considering the intensity of the develop-
ment work in the PRC and the DPRK, the
NoDong-X may be operational by 1996-97.

Thus, any assessment of the TaepoDong
family of SSMs must be based on the premise
that the upper stage is a derivative of the M-
11. It therefore appears quite likely that
North Korea possesses a weapon with far
greater accuracy and reliability than any-
thing previously available to it.
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RECOGNITION OF MEN'S HEALTH
WEEK AND CHILD SUPPORT EN-
FORCEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recog-
nized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
let me first quickly answer the gentle-
man's statement.

I chair Research and Development in
the Committee on Armed Services. I
want to tell the gentleman that nobody
killed SDI. We are still funding it. It
has not gotten as far as we had hoped
it would because we just have not had
the breakthroughs in laser tech-
nologies and other such things. But it
is absolutely wrong to say that it is
not being funded and funded in a very
healthy, robust manner, which some
people think is much too robust in this
day and age. It is just that we cannot
push science where science is not ready
to go.

Madam Speaker, that is not what I
came to the well to talk about. I came
to the well to talk about my role as
cochair of the Congressional Caucus on
Women's Issues, and what we want to
talk about this week going into Fa-
ther’'s Day.

First of all, we are very pleased that
this week is known as Men's Health
Week. It is very, very critical. Usually
the caucus is in here talking about
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Women’'s Health Week, so this is some-
thing a little different. But whether we
look at adult women or adult men,
there is something we all have in com-
mon. Even the toughest, meanest of us
all kind of turn to putty when some-
body says, ‘‘It is time to go get your
physical.” Yet I hope at every dinner
table in America this Father’s Day,
they are all looking at each other say-
ing, “Did you get your physical?” Be-
cause we are seeing many, too many
people my age with this gray hair in
their fifties coming down with breast
cancer or prostate cancer or colon can-
cer or whatever, and those lives would
have been saved had they gone to get
their physical. So let us have part of
Father’s Day being beefing each other
up to all march in to the doctor’s office
together. The poll I have always want-
ed them to run is to see whether adults
my age are more fearful of dentists or
doctors.

It probably will not make much dif-
ference. I think we are equally fearful
of all of them, and to those who say
they are terribly afraid to fund these
preventive services in health care bills
because we will all be down there every
day getting prostate checks or mam-
mograms or whatever, they do not un-
derstand human nature. It is not about
paying, it is about the fact that we
really do not want to go. We ought to
be funding it in health care, we ought
to be encouraging prevention in every
way, but it takes more than just fund-
ing and covering. We have to keep nag-
ging to make sure that our loved ones
get there.

Madam Speaker, I hope everyone in
this country really takes Men’s Health
Week very seriously. As they talk
about the men in their family that
they really respect and revere, make
sure they are healthy and they stay
with us, because we really see many,
too many men in this country dying
much too early and much of it did not
have to happen. I think that is impor-
tant.

Madam Speaker, the other thing the
caucus is doing this week is that we
have put in our Child Support Enforce-
ment Act. It is the toughest, meanest
thing we have seen yet. Yes, the Presi-
dent is doing welfare reform today and
that is very important, but this is wel-
fare prevention. There is over $34 bil-
lion a year in child support orders that
are not paid in this country. That is
criminal. That is totally unfair to the
parents who are paying for their kids,
because what they are doing is not
only paying for their kids but paying
for other people’s kids who decided
they did not want to accept the respon-
sibility, thank you very much.

It is not just men; women do this,
too. Many people have learned how to
use State lines to play economic hide
and seek from the families they are
trying to get away from and from the
family responsibility they are trying to
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get away from. We changed this in
other areas; we are going to work very
hard to change it here.

Madam Speaker, I encourage every-
one, all the responsible fathers and all
the responsible mothers and parents in
the country to get behind this legisla-
tion and once and for all say parenting
is a very serious responsibility and
that people should not be allowed to
duck it and just throw it off on the
American taxpayer, because children
need both of those parents. That is why
we celebrate Father's Day and that is
why we really want to get this legisla-
tion done.

Let us all celebrate Men's Health
Week and let us get the Child Support
Enforcement Act passed, and I think
we will be a long way toward solving a
lot of problems that American families
have been dealing with.

TIME FOR A CHANGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, the gentleman from Wy-
oming [Mr. THOMAS] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to talk about
change, to talk about change here in
the Congress. It is time that we change
the way Congress does business.
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I am a supporter of that. We need
procedural changes that will bring
about changes in results. Nearly every-
one here goes home and talks to their
constituents about the debt, talks to
their constituents about the deficit. We
talk about too much regulation and
too much control. And, yet, in order to
bring about some changes, we have to
make some procedural changes here
and come back, and they are not will-
ing to do that. They are not willing to
do that.

Our constituents and voters, for a
good reason, talk about the things that
happen here that ought to be changed.
They talk about the results that are
not the kind of results that you and I
want: Too much taxes; too much gov-
ernment; too much regulation.

But we do not bring about the
changes to that, because, indeed, there
need to be some structural changes in
order to do it. You cannot expect dif-
ferent results by continuing to do the
same thing. And we have an oppor-
tunity to do that.

I guess my point is, we talk and talk
and talk about it, but it is right here.
We can do it. It is on the floor. The
bills are here to make the changes.

I am talking about changes that
make the Congress serve under the
same laws that apply to everyone else.
I am talking about term limits. I am
talking about balanced budgets. I am
talking about budgetary reforms, pro-
cedural reforms that will allow the re-
sults to be different.
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Let us talk a little bit about limiting
the terms of Members. A number of
States have taken the initiative to do
this. Of course, it is not going to come
from the Congress. The Congress will
never endorse that issue, until forced
by the States and by the voters. And I
will admit, it is not an easy issue. In-
tellectunally, I was opposed to that
issue for a long time. I thought that is
not the right thing to do. Why should
we limit the voting privileges of you
and I as voters, when we have in the
House every 2 years a chance to do
that? But having been here a while, I
have noticed that doesn't happen. It is
a peculiar type of thing.

A high percentage of the Members of
the House have been here a relatively
short time, but some have been here
forever. And we see the arrogance of
longevity. We see it last week. We see
it next week. We see people have been
here so long and been in control of this
House for 40 years, and have been led to
believe that the rules do not apply to
them. And I know of no other way to
do it than to have a nationwide term
limitation. I think it has merit and
that we can do that. We can move for-
ward on that.

Line item veto. Almost everyone in
this place would agree with line item
veto. They talk about line item veto.
President Clinton talked about line
item veto in his campaign. He came
here, and the leadership of the House
and Senate said, oh, no, we are not
going to do that. We will come up with
sort of a wimpy little thing that says
you can override it by a majority vote.
That is not a line item wveto. Veto
means two-thirds. We could have a line
item veto right away, if we wanted to
do that.

Talk about deficit reduction. There
are bills here that would say that if
you reduce spending in one category,
instead of shifting it to another cat-
egory, that it would reduce the deficit.
It would be dedicated to deficit and
debt reduction. What is wrong with
that? President Clinton talked about
all the cuts in his budget last year. The
fact is, it was a $30 billion increase. It
wasn't cuts at all. It was transfers of
spending from one category to another.
If you are going to cut, we ought to
dedicate that to deficit reduction.

The balanced budget amendment.
Some call it a gimmick. The fact is
that we have not had a balanced budget
for years and years and years in this
House. The fact is we do not do it with-
out a balanced budget amendment. The
fact is you do need the discipline of a
balanced budget amendment, to say
here is the amount of money we have,
here is revenue, and you have to bal-
ance revenue with income. We do it in
my State of Wyoming. Of course, it is
painful from time to time. But what it
does is it calls us to take account of
benefits versus costs. And if it is worth
having, if it is worth paying for, you
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have it. If it isn’t, you don’t. You can-
not simply max out your credit card,
as we have been doing in the past.

We need structural changes, we need
procedural changes. They can be done.
They can be done, if the majority will
stop opposing the changes in the proce-
dure that will bring about changes in
the results.

WORLD WAR II COINS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR],
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, just a
few days ago the world was focused on
the coast of Northern Europe as we
watched the reenactment of cere-
monies that honored those who fought
in our Nation's defense with several
other allied nations and preserved the
freedoms that we enjoy today as citi-
zens of the United States.

Here in Washington, the World War II
Memorial that has been authorized by
Congress will be built here and will
give us a timeless remembrance of that
allied victory.

This memorial is intended to be built
with proceeds obtained from the sale of
three World War II commemorative
coins that have been minted by our
U.S. Mint and are on sale through the
Mint through June 30 of this year.

The coins’ designs were selected
through a national competition, and
all five winning artists are veterans of
our Armed Forces, including two who
served our country during World War
II.

Each coin symbolizes an important
story of the allied victory. The gold $5
coin depicts an American serviceman
with his rifle raised, celebrating vic-
tory, with the reverse featuring a V for
victory and then with that spelled out
in Morse Code. The gold coin, which
can be purchased separately, is the
most expensive.

The silver dollar coin, which is my
favorite and probably I think costs
around $11 if it is purchased individ-
ually, commemorates the Battle of
Normandy, which we watched cele-
brated last week, and it features an
American soldier advancing on the
Normandy Beach, with a quote from
General Eisenhower on the reverse
side, along with the Atlantic Campaign
button. And it reads, *‘I have full con-
fidence in your courage, devotion to
duty, and skill in battle. We will accept
nothing less than full victory."

This is simply a beautiful coin, and
on the front of the coin it has the en-
tire World War II commemorative pe-
riod that we are honoring in our coun-
try, 1991 through 1995, and it also has
for a lot of our D-day veterans that are
interested, the date June 6, 1944. That
is emblazoned across the top of the
coin.
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The third coin is a clad half dollar
coin, and it depicts the various
branches of the service, all five of
them, and on the front it has the indi-
vidual branches. You can see the var-
ious members of the Armed Forces here
that have their own uniforms on, and it
has a V for victory in the background.

Again, it commemorates the 1991
through 1995 period, and it says ‘‘In
God we trust.” Then the back of the
coin, and this is of particular interest
to our Pacific war veterans who may
have felt that the country had not no-
ticed that they participated in World
War II, but of course those commemo-
rative ceremonies will be held over the
next year, the back of the coin indi-
cates the Pacific Campaign, and it por-
trays an American soldier moving up
on one of the islands in the Pacific
with landing craft, a ship, and a fighter
plane appearing in the background.

One of my own uncles fought in that
campaign, and this is a beautiful coin,
and certainly affordable to any family
in America.

So I would encourage all Americans
to do something of value, to remember
the Americans who served overseas and
on the home front and preserved the
freedoms that we enjoy here today that
give us the right to speak out here in
the well of this Chamber on many top-
ics of interest to the American people.

The Mint will be selling these coins,
again, through June 30 of this year, and
for further information, citizens can
just call the U.S. Mint here in Wash-
ington. It has an 800 toll free number,
1-800-533-8888. That is 1-800-533-8888.
You can obtain additional information.
These are only on sale through the end
of the month. All proceeds from the
sale of these coins will go to fund a
World War II Memorial here in our Na-
tion’s Capital.

Under the legislation we passed,
some of those funds have already been
taken over to Europe because these
coins have been sold over the past year,
and they have gone to build a peace
garden in Normandy in back of the Mu-
seum of Peace in Caen, which is very
close to the Utah Beach and Omaha
Beach areas where we saw the Presi-
dent of our country and many Members
of Congress and thousands of Ameri-
can's veterans travel a week ago.

So for those Americans who have al-
ready purchased their commemorative
coins, that peace garden has been built.
It is already being visited by thousands
and thousands of people from around
the world, and we are just waiting for
the day when the World War II Memo-
rial can be built here in our Nation’s
capital along the Mall.

RETROACTIVE TAXES
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY). Under the
Speaker’'s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
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gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD] is recognized during morning
business for 3 minutes.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker,
sports fans, concerned taxpayers of
America, the ball is back in our court.
Yesterday the Supreme Court threw
the ball on retroactive taxes squarely
back into the court of Congress.

The Court, while barely affirming the
authority of Congress to pass retro-
active taxes, said clearly, and I am
quoting now, ““The wisdom of such leg-
islation remains within the exclusive
province of the legislative and execu-
tive branches.”

Are retroactive taxes wise? That is
the question the Congress must now
answer. Are retroactive taxes fair?
That is the question that Congress
must now answer. Are they good eco-
nomics? Of course not.

Are they fair? Of course not.

Taxpayers simply cannot plan their
household finances, if the rules can be
changed after the game starts. Small
business owners who create 85 percent
of the jobs cannot make business plans
if Congress passes taxes after the
games starts?

Retroactive taxes are clearly unfair,
unwise, and bad economics.

Madam Speaker, as I see it, we now
have two choices: One, we could view
the decision, and I am sure some will,
as a green light to raise retroactive
taxes retroactively whenever the
money gets tight. Of course, the way
Congress spends money, that means all
the time. That is a frightening pros-
pect around here. So I think the better
alternative is to take steps to ensure
that Congress never again raises taxes
retroactively.

That is why I introduced House Reso-
lution 247, to amend the House rules to
prevent this body from ever again pass-
ing retroactive taxes.

In light of the Carlton decision yes-
terday, it is now more important than
ever for all Members to join 160 of our
colleagues already on both sides of the
aisle who already support this bill that
I have introduced which would outlaw
future application of retroactive taxes.

But to get the ball into play, we
must sign Discharge Petition No. 11.

Madam Speaker, it is now up to us to
protect the American taxpayers. It is
now up to us to say no to retroactive
taxes ever again. The voters and the
taxpayers of America are watching all
of us. They are watching to see if we
will sign Discharge Petition No. 11 as
we do not fumble the ball on retro-
active taxes.

COL. CHARLES BECKWITH
REMEMBERED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’'s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. HUTTO] is
recognized during morning business for
3 minutes.
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Mr. HUTTO. Madam Speaker, yester-
day, June 13, Col. Charles Beckwith
died at home in Austin, TX. Many will
not remember Colonel Beckwith for his
30 years of dedicated Army service or
for the many successes, most of which
the public will never know of, as a
commander of the Army's elite anti-
terrorist Delta Force. Many will only
remember Colonel Beckwith as the
commander of the ill-fated mission to
rescue 52 American hostages from Iran
in 1980.

It is true the mission code-named
‘““Eagle Claw,' or as some will remem-
ber, “Desert One,"” was not one of the
Army’s or our Special Forces finer
hours. However, Madam Speaker, there
was a very significant victory achieved
by Colonel Beckwith and the other val-
iant members of the rescue effort.

The failure of this mission was, in
my view, preordained. Some of the offi-
cial conclusions investigators estab-
lished as causes for the failure was that
the Army, Air Force, Marine personnel
participating in the operation had not
trained together prior to the actual
mission and that the operation lacked
a clear chain of command.

The failures experienced at Desert
One was a wake-up call for the Amer-
ican public and, indeed, for Congress.
Led by the efforts of the late Rep-
resentative Dan Daniel of Virginia, and
many other interested Members of Con-
gress, the entire structure of Special
Operations has been changed. Com-
mand and control, funding, and other
necessary adjustments have been ac-
complished. The whole approach to
joint operations has been changed due
to the establishment of the U.S. Spe-
cial Operations Command through the
Goldwater-Nichols Act.

Colonel Beckwith's victory at Desert
One was to dramatically illustrate to
the American public that changes were
needed. Those needed changes have
been made and the successes of our
Special Operations Forces since that
time are a tribute to Colonel Beckwith.

I join with all my colleagues in offer-
ing our condolences to Colonel
Beckwith's wife Katherine and his en-
tire family. Colonel Beckwith was
truly a great American and soldier. We
shall miss him.

OSHA REFORM—H.R. 1280

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. EWING] is
recognized during morning business for
5 minutes.

Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, I want
to take this time today to discuss the
OSHA reform legislation that is pro-
ceeding through this Congress. I would
start out by stating the premise that I
believe labor and management agree
that work place safety is of paramount
importance. Unfortunately, that is
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about the extent of where agreement
exists on the OSHA reform legislation.

I think we are on the wrong track
with the legislation that is moving
through Congress. It is known as the
Proposed Comprehensive Occupational
Safety and Health Act, COSHA, H.R.
1280.

While creating lots of mew regula-
tions and rules, I think it will do very
little to improve work place safety.

The Employment Policy Foundation
estimates that the Ford-Kennedy
OSHA proposal will cost the private
sector $63 billion. Members, the private
sector is you and I.

The impact on small business and
family farms of COSHA will cost small
business and farmers approximately $40
billion per year.

The bill establishes broad new
argicultural safety and health stand-
ards. The bill will result, I believe, in
de facto union organization of farm
workers throughout this country, be-
cause it mandates safety and health
committees be formed.

The bill will require that farm em-
ployees be provided lifetime medical
monitoring and health evalunation for
their work force.

Members, it is has been the policy of
many administrations to have cheap
and reasonable food for the American
people. We cannot add enormous costs
in the billions of dollars on agriculture
and expect to continue to have a rea-
sonable, cheap food policy. It is more
legislative interference, I am afraid,
the bottom line of all this legislation is
more legislative interference in labor-
management relations.

I really resent when Members come
to Congress, such as the sponsors or
the promoters of this legislation do, to
get through legislation what they can-
not get at the bargaining table.

My colleagues, I would just talk a lit-
tle bit about the excessive regulation
in government. Probably nothing infu-
riates the American people more. Re-
cently, though, as far as environmental
issues, we had a 6-year-old Robyn
Lerman of Highland Park, IL. This
young lady had to go to the dentist to
have a couple of teeth extracted. She
was terrified at the prospect of this,
but was reassured that the tooth fairy
would visit her and she could put these
teeth under her pillow and that made
her feel better.

Well, she went to the dentist and the
teeth were taken out. And she sur-
vived, of course. But the dentist would
not give her parents the teeth. The
teeth had been classified by OSHA as
on a list of potentially biologically
hazardous material and were taken
from the family and the young lady
went home without her teeth and with-
out the opportunity to put those under
her pillow for the tooth fairy.
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We can carry regulation, government
bureaucracy, much too far. The OSHA
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reform bill does that. I hope that this
Congress will look closely at it, and
that we will listen to our constituents
and to the business community as we
examine this legislation so that we can
achieve the goal we do agree on: work-
place safety for every American work-
ers, in a way that we can afford, and
one that will not increase government
interference in business and in our
lives.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY). Pursuant to
clause 12, rule I, the Chair declares the
House in recess until 12 noon.

Accordingly (at 11 o'clock and 10
minutes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 12 noon.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
12 noon.

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

Of all the emotions that flood the
human heart, we pray, O gracious God,
that our hearts and minds and souls
will be filled with gratitude and praise
as we think of the mighty acts of Your
spirit. For peace in our lives we offer
thanks; for deeds of justice and acts of
charity, we offer praise; for the gifts of
reconciliation between peoples and for
new understanding between adversar-
ies, we laud Your name. May we be
worthy of all Your gifts to us, O God,
and ever be aware of the needs of oth-
ers. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. JOHN-
STON] if he would kindly come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

STAND UNITED AGAINST NORTH
KOREA

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, now
that North Korea has pushed the Unit-
ed States to the brink of confrontation
by refusing nuclear inspections, it is
critically important that we back the
President and not politicize the North
Korea issue here in the Congress, as we
have Bosnia, Haiti, and Somalia. Amer-
ican vital interests are at stake here,
and we cannot appear divided to Kim
11-Song.

Mr. Speaker, one reason why things
are politicized around here is that no-
body wants to talk about the fact that
the projected deficit is down for 3 years
in a row for the first time since Tru-
man was in the White House; the fact
that our deficit as a percentage of na-
tional income is now the lowest of any
major economy in the world; and the
fact that after the first 16 months of
President Clinton's administration, we
have created more than 3.1 million pri-
vate sector jobs, nearly 1 million more
jobs than those created in the 4 years
of the Bush administration.

FLAG DAY, JUNE 14, 1994

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

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today
is Flag Day. It also is the 180th anni-
versary of the Star Spangled Banner,
as well as the 15th anniversary of the
Pause for the Pledge. At 7 p.m., by
joint resolution of the Congress, the
entire Nation should pause to pledge
allegiance to the flag. It is an act of pa-
triotism which was begun in Maryland
by one person, Louis Koerber, chair-
man of the National Flag Day Founda-
tion. Supported by the Congress, it en-
courages all Americans to think of
what that Star Spangled Banner has
meant to generations of persons, from
every nation and every walk of life,
who recognize the freedoms the Stars
and Stripes represent.

Maryland's long history of propri-
etary interest in the Stars and Stripes
include Mary Pickersgill's needlework,
which gave us the flag which flew over
Fort McHenry and inspired Francis
Scott Key to write about the flag’s still
“gleaming in the dawn’s early light,”
while on a boat out in Chesapeake Bay
during the War of 1812.

The  history includes Barbara
Fritchie's iuieroic stance, protecting the
flag from southern troops at Frederick
during the Civil War. Our flag is called
Old Glory, as a symbol of our sov-
ereignty.

It is an honor to pledge allegiance to
this flag tonight, to rededicate our-
selves to the glory that is America.

HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, this
Congress is very close to passing one of
the most significant pieces of legisla-
tion in our history—health care re-
form. The American people are de-
manding action on this issue. But, even
in the face of overwhelming public sen-
timent, there are some members of the
Republican party who cling to the old
traditions of gridlock and politics as
usual.

Opponents of health care reform will
try to tell the American people that
health care reform is dangerous. And,
if it sounds like a familiar theme, it
should.

1t is the exact same argument Repub-
licans used to try to torpedo the Presi-
dent’'s budget package. They said the
budget agreement was dangerous too,
and that it would hurt our economy.
But, now that the dust has settled, we
can see clearly through their over-
blown political rhetoric to the truth.
The budget package has created jobs,
lowered the deficit and boosted
consumer confidence: What is dan-
gerous is the use of overblown rhetoric
and parliamentary procedure to thwart
the public will. It hurts our people and
our country and it is time to set par-
tisan rhetoric aside and work together
to pass health care reform. That is
what the public wants.

BROKEN PROMISES AND UNAC-
CEPTABLE LEGISLATION BY
DEMOCRATS

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, there they
go again. The President of the United
States has come to the American peo-
ple with a legacy of unfounded prom-
ises, broken promises, unacceptable
legislation on health care, mythical
legislation on welfare reform. The
President and his party cannot get
anything done because they cannot get
together with the American people.

Now the Democrats, with their con-
trol of the White House, their control
of the House sufficient to pass any bill
they wanted, plus an extra 40 votes,
their control of the Senate, with abil-
ity to pass any bill they wanted, plus 6
extra votes, are screaming and holler-
ing about Republican guardians of
gridlock.

Mr. Speaker, when we watch our be-
loved Dallas Cowboys once again come
to Washington and beat the Redskins,
people in this town will look at the
Cowboys defense and talk about the
guardians of gridlock. But, Mr. Speak-
er, what America will see is fine Chris-
tian young men doing the Lord's work
against a wicked force in an evil city.

Democrats need to understand, they
cannot come to the American people
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with broken promises, false promises,
and failed ability, and blame it on the
Republican minority. They got to go to
work.
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CHINA

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
China enjoys a $20 billion trade surplus
with America, second only to Japan.
Year after year, Congress gives carte
blanche, red carpet, most favored na-
tion trade status to China, average
wage 17 cents an hour.

But right now the question is, where
is China?

In a moment of need, will China sup-
port Uncle Sam or will China support
another Communist dictatorship in
North Korea that not only has nuclear
weapons but may be willing to sell
them to our enemies. And to make it
even worse, North Korea looks right in
our face and says, shove your sanc-
tions, Uncle Sam, up your Chinese
trade deficit, because we are not going
to budge.

I think it is time, my colleagues, to
look at our trade policies that not only
are killing American jobs but may be
financing the next world war. Think
about it.

ALL THE KING’S MEN

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

Mr. EVERETT. Madam Speaker, like
Humpty-Dumpty, all the President's
men have been trying to put our wel-
fare system back together again. Not
change as we know it, but put it back
together again.

But, Madam Speaker, all the king’s
men could not make our welfare sys-
tem work well. The President needs to
do what he promised and to replace our
welfare system with something that
works for all Americans. We need to
stop tinkering and start working to
end welfare as we know it.

The people should ask themselves if
the Clinton plan meets these stand-
ards:

Would it save the American tax-
payers money? Would it get people off
of the government dole and onto real
jobs? Will it shrink the size of govern-
ment? Will it encourage people to take
responsibility for themselves?

Madam Speaker, if the President's
plan does not meet these criteria, it is
not welfare reform. Certainly, it is not
ending welfare as we know it.

D-DAY

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

Mr. ROWLAND. Madam Speaker, 50
years and 1 week ago yesterday, the
greatest sea-launched invasion in the
history of the world took place on the
beaches of Normandy. Many young
men, some only 18 or 19 years of age,
from the United States of America,
Britain, Canada, and other allied coun-
tries, stormed the beaches and dropped
from the skies, and many thousands
lost their lives.

One week ago yesterday, many of
those who survived that horror re-
turned to observe the 50th anniversary
of that event.

I had the opportunity to be there and
I was greatly honored to be in the pres-
ence of those who were a part of that
magnificent victory.

I was pleased that many of the lead-
ers of the free nations that were part of
it were there to acknowledge the sac-
rifice that had been made by those who
gave their lives and those who still
live.

I especially appreciate our President
Bill Clinton, and the words he spoke,
which brought a sustained standing
ovation from those veterans present at
the American National Cemetery at
Colleville-Sur-Mer.

As one who fought in Europe after D-
day, I believe his words touched the
hearts of those brave and dedicated
men.

THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE PLAN

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) >

Ms. DUNN. Madam Speaker, today
the President will unveil his welfare
reform plan. If it is anything like his
health care plan, we can all expect to
be on welfare by the end of the cen-
tury. I urge my colleagues and the
American people to look closely at the
President’s welfare plan with some of
these questions in mind.

Will it save the taxpayers money?
Will it end the cycle of dependency?
Will it stop giving handouts and begin
giving a hand up? Will it solve the
problem of teen-age illegitimacy? Will
it cut down on bureaucracy or will it
create more bureaucrats?

Madam Speaker, these are the ques-
tions we all must ask of the President’s
plan. When the President promised to
end welfare as we know it, he acknowl-
edged the essential failure of our Na-
tion's welfare system. Now is the time
for him to live up to his promise.

Tinkering is not enough. We need to
find a new way. I am very troubled
that the President's plan is simply
more of the same way.

e ——————
THE CLINTON WELFARE REFORM
PROPOSALS

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

Mr. EWING. Madam Speaker, this
afternoon President Clinton will unveil
his welfare reform proposals. I am anx-
ious to see his legislation and hope the
congressional leadership will proceed
with hearings this summer.

Congress should look carefully at the
President’s welfare reform plan, and be
sure it meets some basic, common
sense objectives.

First, welfare reform should result in
less Government bureaucracy, not
more. Social welfare programs should
not simply redistribute wealth, that
has been tried for many years and has
failed miserably. We do not need new
expensive spending ideas to help people
in poverty, just some good old fash-
ioned common sense on how to beat
poverty.

Second, welfare reform should pro-
vide incentives for those who are out of
work to find work. A 2-year limit on
welfare recipients is absolutely essen-
tial. There should be no loopholes
which allow recipients to stay on wel-
fare for generations.

Finally, welfare reform should re-
store the confidence of the taxpayers
who are financing this system. The
American people are demanding it. The
taxpayers should believe that their
money is being spent wisely and should
not be asked to pay higher taxes to fi-
nance more welfare as we know it.

JOBS

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

Mr. HASTERT. Madam Speaker,
jobs. That is the reason that common-
sense people oppose employer man-
dates.

The President's health care reform
plan will kill millions of jobs, close
thousands of small businesses and raise
the costs of hiring new employees. The
President has made the employer man-
date the cornerstone of his entire
health care plan. But that cornerstone
cannot withstand the weight of reason
and the pressure of reality.

Any reasonable person knows that
sacrificing a million jobs in any health
reform process is not worth the effort.
And in reality, the President’s em-
ployer mandate will kill a million jobs.

Madam Speaker, to reform our
health care system, we need a stronger
cornerstone than employer mandates.
We need to fix the problems that
plague our current system without
killing jobs and hurting quality. That
is why the common sense approach is
to oppose employer mandates.

S —————
WELFARE REFORM

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HOKE. Madam Speaker, saying
the right thing but doing the wrong
thing. That just about sums up the Bill
Clinton Presidency.

Today the President will unveil his
welfare reform plan. He is going to give
a terrific speech about how we need to
end welfare as we know it. But then in
a couple of weeks he is going to intro-
duce a bill which will preserve welfare
as we know it.

This is not unusual for Bill Clinton.
Remember when he talked so tough on
crime and then supported quotas for
the death penalty. How about when he
promised us that middle-class tax cut
and then gave us a middle-class tax
hike. Just another example of saying
the right thing but doing the wrong
thing.

Madam Speaker, it is very effective
to say what the people want to hear. It
makes for great applause lines and pop-
ular speeches. But the great Presidents
actually meant what they said, and we
could count on them to do the right
thing all of the time.

So far, Bill Clinton has fallen far
short of that standard.

LET ME COUNT THE WAYS

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Madam Speaker, em-
ployer mandates: Why do Republicans
loathe these? Let me count the ways.

We loathe these with depth and
breadth and height. To protect the jobs
they will kill, we are willing to fight.

We loathe these with foreboding and
fear. It is a huge payroll tax, that
much is clear.

We loathe these because the small
businesses they will close. And that
will only be the start of our economic
woes.

We loathe these for those who won't
be hired. And the economic slump for
which we soon will all be mired.

We loathe these for reasons few can
doubt. We know we're better off going
a different route.

Let me say to the President as we
proceed to the health care debate: If
you want Republican support, take out
your employer mandate.
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URGING A PROMPT CONSENSUS ON
CRIME LEGISLATION IN CON-
FERENCE

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

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to urge our col-
leagues in both Chambers to seek a
prompt consensus in the ongoing con-
ference committee dealing with the
crime bill. The crime bill is not a
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magic solution that will eradicate
crime from our streets.

Nevertheless, we must pass this land-
mark legislation and let our fellow
Americans know that we, along with
the President, care deeply about the
crime wave ravaging our communities,
and that we are providing much needed
tools and resources that are needed in
this crusade against crime.

Just a week ago my district, Puerto
Rico, lost a great public servant in a
senseless act of violence. Jose Jaime
Pierluisi, a 28-year-old model citizen,
succumbed to the bullets of an assassin
during a carjacking. Jose, known by
countless friends and relatives as
“Pilu,” was an exemplary role model
to America’'s youth. A member of a
family of public servants, his father is
a former Secretary of Housing in Puer-
to Rico, and his brother, Pedro, is cur-
rently Secretary of Justice in Puerto
Rico.

Pilu, an affable young man, serious
in his work and always willing to assist
in commendable causes, had dedicated
himself to forge a better Puerto Rico.
In his latest role as the Governor’s
Economic Adviser, he sought to create
better jobs and education opportunities
for his fellow citizens.

Pilu, we render tribute to you in this
Chamber. On behalf of your 3.6 million
brothers and sisters in Puerto Rico, we
thank you for your service and dedica-
tion.

—————

THE REAL CONSEQUENCES OF
VOTES CAST ON THE HOUSE
FLOOR

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

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker pro
tempore, the fact is that the votes we
cast here often do have consequences.
Last week the Democratic leadership
lined their people up to vote against
the Goss amendment to the defense ap-
propriations bill, an amendment that
was designed to keep us from commit-
ting troops to Haiti.

Madam Speaker, now we find out
that in the Commerce-State-Justice
appropriation bill, there is $256 million
for peacekeeping activities in Haiti.
What do peacekeeping activities in
Haiti mean? That means a commit-
ment of U.S. troops to that island.

Madam Speaker, we are on the verge
of having a vote we cast the other day
give a signal to this administration
that they can put troops into Haiti and
then have that confirmed with $25 mil-
lion of moneys that will be voted on by
this Congress to sustain those troops in
Haiti. This is a disaster as a policy and
it is a true sign that the votes that we
cast in this Congress have con-
sequences, real consequences.
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IMPORTANCE OF SCREENING AND
EARLY DETECTION OF PROS-
TATE CANCER

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

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I
join a number of my colleagues today
in urging men over the age of 40 to
schedule regular screening for prostate
cancer. In 1993, an estimated 35,000 men
died from prostate cancer, and the dis-
ease will affect 1 out of 10 men by the
time they reach age 85. However, with
early detection, the survival rates im-
prove significantly; in the past 30
years, they have increased from 50 to 78
percent. It is critical that we get the
message out that regular screening can
save lives. This has been the mission of
US-TOO, an organization working for
increased funding for prostate cancer
research and prevention efforts.

Father’s Day is Sunday, June 19, and
this week also has been designated
““Men’'s Health Week.” Let us take this
occasion to support our fathers, sons,
brothers, and friends in seeking regular
prostate cancer screening. Early detec-
tion will save lives; we need to invest
more in public education and research
funding for this disease.

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT
ON MISSILE DEFENSE

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

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I
would like to commend to my col-
leagues’ attention an article in this
week's Defense News concerning a crit-
ical missile defense test in 1984 that
some Members of Congress have al-
leged was faked by the Department of
Defense.

I bring this up this morning because
in view of what we saw in the gulf war
and the situation we are facing today
in Korea, you would think every Mem-
ber of this body would want to move
forward aggressively in missile defense
research, testing, and deployment.
However, allegations of this faked test
have been cited on the House floor as a
major reason why we have cut funding
for these programs.

Today's report states that the GAO's
investigation completely supports the
Pentagon. There was no cheating by
DOD on these critical tests. Instead,
the tests proved that missile defense
can work; that is, SDI.

We are cutting defense too much too
quickly, and in recent years, we have
cut vital research into missile defense
technology by too much. During the re-
cent D-day commemoration, it was
often said that our greatest respon-
sibility is to hand down a safer world
to our children. I strongly agree. One
way we can do that is through making
missile defense a reality.
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NEW TAXES AREN'T THE ANSWER

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speak-
er, we have all heard the heart-wrench-
ing stories from our constituents about
the problems with our present health
care delivery system, but I have yet to
hear from a majority of people from
my district or across America who
want to pay more in taxes.

On both sides of Capitol Hill, the
Democrat leadership is at it again—
asking hard working Americans to dig
even deeper into their pockets for yet
another big Government proposal.

And when I say deep, numbers up-
ward of $190 billion cannot help but
strike fear into the hearts of the Amer-
ican public.

The people who elected us do not
want unfunded mandates. They do not
want new taxes. And they certainly do
not favor increasing Government bu-
reaucracy for a system that would be
costly, untested, and unretractable.

Our friends and neighbors on Main
Street, U.S.A., want a common sense
approach that not only fixes those
parts of our health care delivery sector
that are broken, but also saves the best
of our present system.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple want health care reform, and I
wholeheartedly agree, but I refuse to
place yet another burden on their
backs, just to relieve another. This is
non-negotiable with the American peo-
ple. The American public is taxed too
much not too little. I know it, and the
Members of this House know it.

WELFARE REFORM PROGRAM
WILL CONTINUE TO ENSLAVE
ANOTHER GENERATION

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, today,
the administration is announcing its
welfare reform proposal. If Members
are holding their breath that it will
end welfare as we know it, they should
not hold their breath. If they are hop-
ing it will cut spending on welfare,
think again. If they are hoping it will
create more jobs in the private sector,
they are about to be disappointed.

Here is what it does, Madam Speaker.
It spends billions more for Government
programs. It proposes to take welfare
recipients, and, I might add, a small
percent, and it takes them off of one
Government program and it puts them
on another Government program. The
Clinton welfare reform program is an-
other Government-based program to
continue the enslavement of another
generation.

Why not create real full-time jobs in
the private sector? Why not promote
investment, capital expansion, and real
opportunity? Why continue to extin-
guish the American dream with more
Government-based solutions, with
more make-work jobs, with more shell
games for the taxpayers' hard-earned
dollars?
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Only when we look at realistic solu-
tions will we really end welfare as we,
unfortunately, know it.

REMEMBERING JOHN H. BRADLEY
ON FLAG DAY

Mr. ROTH. Madam Speaker, today is
Flag Day, a very important day for all
of us. Last Saturday, the largest Flag
Day parade in America was conducted
in Appleton, WI.

It is only appropriate that that city,
Appleton, WI, dedicated the Flag Day
to John Bradley. John Bradley was the
last of the six servicemen who placed
the flag on Mt. Suribachi after the Bat-
tle of Iwo Jima. Mr. Bradley in that
photo was unforgettable, along with
the other five, because of the Pulitzer
Prize winning photo of 1945.

Mr. Bradley was a 21-year-old phar-
macist’s mate, second class. Mr. Brad-
ley is one of the real heroes of our
country. Mr. Bradley was greatly loved
and respected in his hometown of Ap-
pleton, WI, and he was greatly loved
and respected in Antigo, WI, where he
lived and worked.

Consequently, with what has taken
place on January 11, the Bradley fam-
ily and the people of northeast Wiscon-
sin and the American people lost a
great patriot, However, as Admiral
Nimitz said at that time, for those men
and women in uniform, ‘“‘uncommon
valor was a common virtue."

AMERICA'S RETREAT FROM ITS
COMMITMENT TO THE PRIN-
CIPLE OF FREEDOM

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak-
er, with the cold war over, one would
have expected America to emerge as an
even more aggressive champion of
human rights and democracy. Instead,
in recent days we have seen a retreat
from America's commitment to free-
dom as a fundamental principle.

Madam Speaker, this administration
not only supports most-favored-nation
status for Communist China, in spite of
massive human rights violations and
cultural genocide in Tibet, but the ad-
ministration also has decoupled, to-
tally decoupled, the discussion of trade
and human rights with this monstrous
violator or of human liberty. It was the
most destructive setback for human
liberty in decades.

Madam Speaker, this administration
has rushed ahead to lift the embargo,
the economic embargo on Vietnam,
without demanding any democratic re-
form or any new respect for human
rights.
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Now word comes that President Li of
the Republic of China returning back
to the Republic of China from a diplo-
matic mission in Latin America asked
to spend the evening in Hawaii instead
of just having to refuel for a few mo-
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ments. He was denied permission to do
so. It is an insult to democracy. He de-
serves an apology. The American peo-
ple deserve better leadership.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4506, EN-
ERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1995

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 449
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

H. REs. 449

Resolved, That during consideration in the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union of the bill (H.R. 4506) making
appropriations for energy and water develop-
ment for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1995, and for other purposes, all points of
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 or 6 or rule XXI
are waived. The amendment printed in sec-
tion 2 of this resolution may be offered only
by Representative Bevill of Alabama or his
designee, may amend portions of the bill not
yet read for amendment, and shall not be
subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole.

SEC. 2. The amendment that may be of-
fered only by Representative Bevill of Ala-
bama or his designee is as follows:

Page 21, line 24, strike ‘‘$3,164,369,000"" and
insert *'$3,201,369,000"".

Page 23, line 10, strike *‘$1,879,204,000"" and
insert *‘$1,842,204,000"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
DELAURO). The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker,
for purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
449 is an open rule waiving points of
order against provisions of the bill,
H.R. 4506, the Energy and Water Devel-
opment Appropriations for Fiscal Year
1993. Since general appropriations bills
are privileged under the rules of the
House, the rule does not provide for
any special guidelines for the consider-
ation of the bill. Provisions related to
time for general debate are not in-
cluded in the rule. Customarily,
Madam Speaker, general debate time is
limited by a unanimous-consent re-
quest by the chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee prior to the
consideration of the bill.

The rule waives clause 2 of rule XXI
against all provisions of H.R. 4506.
Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits unau-
thorized appropriations or legislative
provisions in general appropriations
bills. The waiver is necessary because
the annual authorizing legislation for
many of the bill’s agencies and pro-
grams is not in place. In addition, it is _
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necessary because of provisions in the
bill affecting the Corps of Engineers
and Bureau of Reclamation’s impor-
tant work affecting their ongoing re-
sponsibilities for water resources. The
rule also waives clause 6 of rule XXI
prohibiting reappropriations in a gen-
eral appropriation bill against all pro-
visions in the bill. This is necessary to
allow the transfer of prior year unspent
funds.

Finally, Madam Speaker, this rule
provides that the Bevill amendment
printed in section 2 of the rule may
amend portions of the bill not yet read
for amendment, if offered by Rep-
resentative BEVILL or his designee. The
Bevill amendment is not subject to a
demand for a division of the question.
This is an amendment which reflects
the administration’s amended budget
request for the Department of Energy’s
national security programs and allows
the transfer of funds between accounts
within the Atomic Energy Defense Ac-
tivities. It will not affect the total
budget authority or outlays in the bill.

Madam Speaker, this is a carefully
crafted bill which funds many activi-
ties of the Department of Energy and
other agencies which are vital to our
environment and national security.
The bill, along with the Bevill amend-
ment, are critically needed for the En-
ergy Department’'s Mound Plant, in
Miamisburg, OH, which I have the
privilege of representing.

Madam Speaker, under the normal
rules of the House, any amendment
which does not violate any House Rules
could be offered to H.R. 4506. The rule
received unanimous support in the
House Rules Committee, and I urge my
colleagues to adopt it.

Mr. GOSS: Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I am pleased that
this rule allows for an open rule, an
open amendment process whereby any
Member can come to the Chamber
under the normal procedures of the
House and present an amendment to
cut funding levels in this bill. That is a
breath of fresh air and I congratulate
those involved for allowing it to hap-

n.

As a fiscal conservative myself, deep-
ly concerned about the enormous Fed-
eral debt and the track record of this
House to spend beyond our means, I am
encouraged that Members will have a
chance to debate the merits of the indi-
vidual spending proposals in this $20
billion bill. Of course, Members should
be reminded that appropriations bills
are, in fact, privileged, meaning that
they do not even need to go through
the Committee on Rules to come to the
floor and be subject to the open amend-
ment process. That is always an option
open. As the late Chairman Natcher be-
lieved, the standard operating proce-
dure for appropriations bills should be,
in fact, to bypass the Committee on
Rules and take their chances under the
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normal procedure of the House rules
coming to this floor. But lately the ex-
ception has become the rule as the ap-
propriators keep running into little
pesky problems on points of order
which seem to be triggered by repeated
violations of the standing House rules.
If today’'s energy and water appropria-
tions bill had come straight to the
floor, for example, in normal fashion,
it would have been vulnerable to a se-
ries of points of order against unau-
thorized projects and legislating on an
appropriations bill, If Members turn to
the actual report that we have from
pages 133 to 136 for any Members who
are interested, they will see under the
title changes in application of existing
law several areas that needed to be pro-
tected under the points of order. Like-
wise, we do not speak to the unauthor-
ized projects which, of course, are not
listed in the report specifically that
way. That means any Member will
have to go through the whole bill to
figure out those things.

Madam Speaker, the Committee on
Rules has tried to guard against that.
In this case I feel we have got a good
bill and a good rule because I do not
think there is anything particularly se-
rious in there that is going to cause
any Member any trouble, but I urge
them to look if they wish.

Rather than risk any kind of a floor
fight on it, the chairman and the rank-
ing member sought and received waiv-
ers from the Committee on Rules. As I
say, this was a relatively straight-
forward process, it was not conten-
tious. There was not a lot of disagree-
ment. I think we have got a good prod-
uct in this case and again I congratu-
late all those involved for doing the
best job possible, carrying on the dif-
ferent challenges that we all have to
get this legislation to the floor in an
appropriate way.

Madam Speaker, judging by the fre-
quency with which this type of end run
problem of having to waive these
points of order occurs, it is clear that
we have a problem in our legislative
process that needs to be changed. We
seem to spend an awful lot of time
these days waiving rules rather than
complying with them and as we come
up against one example after another
on the need for reform, I urge the ma-
jority leadership, and I really mean
this, to allow changes in the commit-
tee structure and the budget process.
Right now we have got a bunch of rec-
ommendations from the Joint Commit-
tee on the Reform of Congress that are
just sort of laying waiting. I hope they
do not become permanent shelf items.
There is an opportunity to change the
way we do business. I think it would be
a big improvement, and I think that
the trend that I have outlined that as
good as this rule is and as well inten-
tioned and as well crafted as it is as my
friend the gentleman from Ohio has
said, we could have a better process
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and we have some recommendations
that we at least ought to deliberate
about. This is just an opportunity to
remind us of that.

In the meantime, Madam Speaker,
while we do not oppose this rule, I
would like my colleagues to know that
the minority members of the Commit-
tee on Rules did seek to improve it and
ultimately impose greater fiscal dis-
cipline by leaving the unauthorized
provisions in this bill vulnerable to
points of order. Not surprisingly, that
effort failed. As I say, I do not think
any real damage was done except per-
haps to the principle. We can only hope
that eventually the majority too will
tire of the cumbersome and inefficient
way of doing business we have with the
waiving of points of order. Then at last
reform may finally come, and I think it
is time that it did. An awful lot of en-
ergy has been put into the guestion of
reform and we have not seen anything
come out yet in the way of result.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I
have no requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BEVILL. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 4506, the bill now under consider-
ation, making appropriations for en-
ergy and water development for 1995,
and that I be permitted to include ex-
traneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
DELAURO). Is there objection to the re-
guest of the gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE FED-
ERAL PREVAILING RATE ADVI-
SORY COMMITTEE—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 5347(e) of
title 5 of the United States Code, I
transmit herewith the 1993 annual re-
port of the Federal Prevailing Rate Ad-
visory Committee.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1995

Mr. BEVILL. Madam Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 4506) making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses, and pending that motion,
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that general debate be limited to
not to exceed 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
and myself.

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

Thee was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BE-
VILL].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair designates the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] as Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. MONTGOMERY] to assume the chair
temporarily.
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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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4506)
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for
other purposes, with Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Chairman pro tempore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the bill was
considered as having been read the first
time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement, the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MyYERS] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL].

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

Mr. Chairman, we bring to you today
for your favorable consideration the
bill H.R. 4506 making appropriations
for energy and water development for
the fiscal year 1995. I am joined in this
effort by my colleagues on the Energy
and Water Development Subcommittee
who have worked long and hard to
bring this legislation to the floor. Let
me express my special appreciation to
our ranking minority member, the gen-
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tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]. As
in years past, he and I have worked to-
gether with the subcommittee without
any trace of partisanship to fashion a
bill that meets the present and future
needs of our entire country. I also want
to express my appreciation and thanks
to the members of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FAzI0], the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
CHAPMAN], the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON], the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. PASTOR], the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK], the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
GALLO], and the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS]. I want to also
thank Chairman OBEY, a member of the
subcommittee, and Mr. MCcCDADE for
their assistance. All of these members
worked very hard in a bipartisan man-
ner to bring this bill to the House floor
for your consideration.

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, I want
to point out to Members of the House
that this bill is within the section
602(b) allocation for both new budget
authority and outlays. It is right at the
602(b) allocation for outlays, and
$17,378,000 below the 602(b) allocation
for budget authority. I caution Mem-
bers that any amendments offered to
increase appropriations for any pro-
grams in this bill will put it over our
allocation amount as we are right at
our ceiling for outlays.

Mr. Chairman, the committee be-
lieves that this is the best bill that
could be developed within the severe
budget constraints that we faced. The
bill before the committee today would
provide $20,355,622,000 to the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Department of
the Interior, the Department of En-
ergy, and nine independent agencies
and commissions. This amount is
$157,128,000 lower than the President’s
budget and $1,333,725,000 lower than the
fiscal year 1994 appropriation.

I would like to note that the total
amount recommended in the bill is
$20,625,5610,000 in budget authority.
However, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has scored the bill at a total
amount of $20,355,622,000 due to various
adjustments needed to compensate for
$169,888,000 of excess revenues and
other adjustments credited to accounts
in this bill. The $20,355,622,000 is less
than the subcommittee’s 602(b) alloca-
tion for budget authority.

TITLES 1 AND II—WATER RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Chairman, the committee is com-
mitted to a policy of development of
the vital navigation, flood control,
shore protection, water supply, irriga-
tion, environmental restoration, and
hydroelectric projects that are nec-
essary to the well-being and economic
growth of the entire Nation. No part of
this country is immune from the prob-
lems of water—too little or too much—
and all States of the Union must join
together cooperatively to foster a truly
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national water policy which responds
to the unique needs of each State and
region.

Title I includes $3,452,434,000 for the
Corps of Engineers which provides for
528 water resource projects in the plan-
ning or construction phases. This is
$524,696,000 less than last year's appro-
priation.

Title II includes $883,620,000 for the
Department of the Interior and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation which provides for
93 water resources projects in the plan-
ning or construction phases. This is
$16,824,000 less than last year's appro-
priation.

Titles I and II also provide for re-
search and development activities,
other studies which are not project spe-
cific, and projects in the operation and
maintenance category.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

In title III, for the Department of En-
ergy, the recommendation provides a
total of $15,820,065,000. This is
$1,144,775,000 less than last year's ap-
propriation. The recommendations for
energy programs include many changes
in the request which are summarized in
the report. I will mention a few items.

For solar and renewable energy pro-
grams, we are recommending
$402,050,000, an increase of $54,666.000
over last year's funding level.

The magnetic fusion program was
funded at $376,563,000, an increase of
$28,968,000 over last year's funding
level.

For environmental restoration and
cleanup activities at Department of
Energy defense and nondefense facili-
ties, the committee recommendation is
$6,173,579,000, which is $12,074,000 below
the fiscal year 1994 appropriation.

For nuclear energy R&D, the rec-
ommendation is $259,628,000, a decrease
of $81,736,000 from the fiscal year 1994
level. The committee has agreed to the
administration’s request to terminate
the Advanced Liquid Metal Reactor Re-
search Program, but has continued
limited funding of the gas turbine-mod-
ular helium reactor.

For General Science and Research,
the committee recommendation pro-
vides a total of $989,031,000, a decrease
of $626,083,000 from the fiscal year 1994
appropriation. The committee rec-
ommendation provides $44,000,000, the
same as the budget request, to con-
struct an asymmetric B-meson produc-
tion facility—B-Factory, and also pro-
vides additional funding to increase the
use of existing facilities.

The recommendation for defense pro-
grams of $10,301,214,000 is $559,594,000
below the fiscal year 1994 appropriation
and $244,218,000 below the budget re-
quest. The recommended level includes
increased funds for defense waste
cleanup as I noted previously.

At the appropriate time, I will be of-
fering an amendment to this bill. On
June 8, 1994, the President submitted
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an amended budget request for the na-
tional security programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy. The committee has re-
ported H.R. 4506 before the President’s
request was received, but we felt it was
important to consider this request
when the bill was brought before the
House. Working with the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, we reviewed this budg-
et amendment and identified those por-
tions which are critical to meet the
near-term national security require-
ments of the Department.

My amendment would increase the
weapons activities appropriation by
$37,000,000 and decrease the materials
support and other defense programs ap-
propriation by $37,000,000. This will not
affect the total budget authority or
outlays in this bill. This amendment

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

was made in order by the Rules Com-
mittee and has been approved by the
Armed Services Committee. I have in-
cluded a table summarizing the specific

funding adjustments.
TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Title IV of the bill includes

$369,391,000 for nine independent agen-
cies. This is the same as the budget re-
quest, and $63,727,000 below last year’'s
appropriation.

We have provided $187,000,000 for the
Appalachian Regional Commission;
$136,856,000 for the Tennessee Valley
Authority; $17,933,000 for the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board;
$2,664,000 for the Nuclear Waste Tech-
nical Review Board; $1,000,000 for the
Office of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator,
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and $1,938,000 for the three river basin
commissions.

The committee recommendation pro-
vides $540,5601,000 for the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, which is offset by
revenues of $518,501,000, resulting in a
net appropriation of $22,000,000 which is
financed from the Nuclear Waste Fund.

COMMITTEE REPORT

The report accompanying the bill
provides a good explanation of the rec-
ommendations reflected in the bill. I
would encourage the Members to look
through it.

I would like to include a table show-
ing the total funding in the bill by pro-
gram.

This is a good bill. T recommend its
adoption.
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FY 1895 ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 4508)

FY 1885 Bl BHl compared with ewmd
w Estimate Enacled i mate -
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - CVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
= Corpe of Enginsemn - Ol
Ganeral investigations 207,540,000 147,850,000 179,082,000 28,478,000 +31,212,000
Conalruction, 1,400,875,000 956,147,000 1,023,595,000 -377,280,000 +867,448,000
Food control, Fiver and tributaries, Adansas, Binois,

Kemucky, Louislana, Missiesippl, Missour, and Tenneseee .......... 348,875,000 319,818,000 334,138,000 14,737,000 +14,220,000
Operation and malnk \ g d 1,685,680,000 1,608, 164,000 1,648,538,000 42,458,000 +38,351,000
Raguialory progium 82,000,000 108,818,000 101,000,000 +8,000,000 8,018,000
Food control and consial smargencies. 20,000,000 14,978,000 14,878,000 BORIODD - oevicmsiinriismmisian et

Emargency oppropions 70,000,000 R L
General exp 148,800,000 158,255,000 152,800,000 +4,000,000 3,758,000
Ol spil ressarch 360,000 825,000 825,000 Ty so T S S

Total, e |, Depariment of Delenee « Ol ..o e e 3,877,130,000 3,313,874,000 3,452 434,000 <524 608,000 + 138,560,000
TITLE N - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Conteal Uah Project Completion Account
Central Utsh project construcsion. 14,920,000 22,838,000 22,538,000 FTRIRODD  ccecciciasrusmonissans iz,
Flaih, wildilfe, and recrestion mitigalion and coNsenetion................. 4,850,000 11,133,000 11,133,000 R E - T S — SN
Utsh reciemsiion mitigation and conservalion account ... 5,000,000 8,000,000 5,000,000
m ovensight and administration 1,000,000 1,191,000 1,181,000 Rl L E o O —
Total, Contral Liah project compilelion sccount ..........oeceeen. 25,770,000 40,163,000 40,183,000 R E T .
Bursau of Reclamalion
_General =t 13,618,000 12,800,000 14,190,000 +371,000 41,580,000
© Aion progy 484,423,000 360,908,000 432,727,000 +31,808,000 +51,821,000
d 282 808,000 aamm 288,521,000 +3,823,000 42,556,000
W 13,500,000 9,800,000 3,900,000 +8,000,000
on direct loans) (21,000,000 [10.915.011 (23,000,000 {+2,000,000) (+12,085,000
General adminisitative exqenses 34,034,000 54,181,000 SLOMEOD" " cerneciesis et ok 187,000
Colorado Lmnm fund by transfer, pemnanent authorty) H‘r 168,000) l-;.m.m (;.cnm {304,000 b
Certral Valley project restoration fund Tt 45,000,000 42,365,000 45,368,000 SIR00" v NPT
Total, B of Reclamall 874,874,000 781,847,000 843,457,000 31,217,000 +81,810,000
Total, #te K, Department of 1N KIBBMOT ..... c.ccaimimsssmmsmsmmssinen 800,444,000 822,010,000 883,820,000 ~18,824,000 +81,810,000
By ) {+7,188,000) (7,472,000 (7,472,000 [FO0M000)  vvooeomsiosrmrosommssommisssarssocs
TITLE N - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Energy Supply, Ressarch and Development Activities:
Opersiing axponses. 2,812,840,000 2,864 832,000 2,860,527,000 +36,887,000 +4,566,000
Plant and capital squipment 411,070,000 452 343,000 432,843,000 +21,573,000 -19,700,000
Total 3,223,810,000 3,317,275,000 3,302,170,000 +78,200,000 18,105,000
Uranlum Supply and Enrichment Activities:

Op'ﬁ P 246,902,000 72,210,000 72,210,000 ITETERRON | oemeemrrmerrrosssssi pasensoss

Piant capital : nt 100,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 RO | s siemsiras
- Sublotel, 247,062,000 73,210,000 73,210,000 AT cimetesnireraie farorrovssesiion

Gross +70,000,000 9,800,000 9,800,000 R AL T L T ————

Net appropriati 177,082,000 63,310,000 83,310,000 HITRREOOD | censrivionin issiorn
Uranium enfichmant decontermination and decommissioning
266,320,000 301,327,000 301,327,000 HIBMTH00 Las e L —
Genaral Sclence and Ressarch Activitles:
Operating 1,329,783,000 834,670,000 713,570,000 618,215,000 -121,100,000
- Plant and caplal equipment 285,220,000 278,461,000 275,481,000 BB08,000 ......cooernncsacimsrasensres -
Total 1,815,114,000 1,110,131,000 986,031,000 628,083,000 -121,100,000
Nuciess Wasle Disposal Fund 260,000,000 254,800,000 304,800,000 + 44,800,000 + 80,000,000
lsctope production and distribution hund 3,910,000 7,300,000 11,800,000 +7,080,000 +4,300,000
Erviconmental Restoration and Waste Management:
[ function. {5,181,855,000) [3,217,424,000) 5,128,211,000) (-33,644,0004 68,213,000
Non-defense funct (1,/003,798,000) (1,045,368,000) (1,045,308,000) (FASBTO0Y. oo A
Total (8,186,863,000) 18,262,792,000 (8,173,578,000) 12,074,000 +69,213,000)
Atomic Energy Defense Activities
Weapons Acthvities:

Cﬂfl:s L 3,248,868,000 2,838,918,000 2,883,717,000 -384,830,000 -73,100,000

Plart and capital equipment 348,342,000 323,752,000 300,862,000 ~45,880,000 23,100,000
- Total 3,595,198,000 3,/260,068,000 3,184,360,000 -420,828,000 -08,290,000
Delenss Environmental Restoration & Waste Management:

Operating exp 4,552 278,000 4,560,010,000 4,530,547,000 -21,731,000 28,483,000

Plant and capiial equips &26 577,000 857,414,000 57,684,000 -31,613,000 -39,750,000

Total 5,181 855,000 8,217,424,000 5,128,211,000 -53,644,000 -£8,213,000



12866 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE June 14, 1994
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FY 1994 FY 1808 B BW compared wth Bl with
Enacled Estimate Enacted ey
Matsrials SBuppor and Other Defenss Programs:
Operating exp 1,854,248,000 1,742,015,000 1,714,309,000 +80,083,000 27,708,000
Piant and capital equipment 4 309,508,000 185,806,000 184,868,000 -144 614,000 -31,000,000
Total 1,963,755,000 1,837,910,000 14878,204,000 84,551,000 58,708,000
Detonse Nuciear Wasls Diaposal 120,000,000 129,430,000 128,430,000 +8,430,000
Total, Atomic Enengy Defense ACUMBes ..............ccmrrecrmmsssise 10,800,808,000 10,545,432,000 10,301,214,000 550,504,000 -244,218,000
Depertmental Adminisiration:
wm— 36,458,000 380,782,000 400417000 - +8,950,000 +10,828,000
Plant oaphal equipment 7,780,000 6,898,000 8,808,000 AIOUN ' vioimviirremmrrsvitissmiirs
Sublotal 401,238,000 306,887,000 407,312,000 +8,074,000 +10,825,000
ERIESES - 239,208,000 -181,4080,000 -161,490,000 R I e
Net appropriation. 182,029,000 238,197,000 245,822 000 +83,783,000 +10,838,000
Office of the ingpacior Generl 30,362,000 28,486,000 28,406,000 TEEID . oottt
Power Maristing Administrations
Opesation and maintenance, Alaska Power Administration.............. 4,010,000 8,484,000 8,404,000 L F e et S A
Operalion and meintenance, Southeastemn Power
29,742,000 22,431,000 22,431,000 SERELO00 & s isoismrarmboasaicoms: o
Operation and maintenance, Southwestern Powsr
33,587,000 21,318,000 21,318,000 AR TPTRNIN | sorsiparoisitirisssssns
Conelruciion, rehabillialion, operation and mainfenancs, .
‘Westorn Asea Power Adminietration 277,868,000 206,885,000 224,086,000 -53,871,000 ~41 800,000
By transfer, p rd awthority). (7,188,000) (7,472,000} (7 AT2,0004 (+304,000)  .cocecrsieriasasoresmssmissmnen e
Total, Power Marketing Administralions ............c.scismess 348,296,000 318,128,000 274,328,000 ~70,669,000 41,800,000
Federal Energy Regulstory Commission
Salaries and exp 166,375,000 166,173,000 186,173,000 APIRII0 —savinsmissiivacismmiiaiisosiiisarss
P Applied -165,376,000 -168,173,000 -188,173,000 Ly gt S LR S
Total, tithe il, Department of ENSRY ... .ccecsmsmssressssssrses 18,964, 840,000 18,177,363,000 15,820,088,000 -1,144,775,000 -357 296,000
By for) (7,168,000} (7,472,000) (7. A72,0009 ($304,000)  —ocermecsssesrsssmsircsrron
TITLE [V - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Appalachian Regional Co 248,000,000 187,000,000 187,000,000 BIDOBIO0 | | coisrmsraiarrivesmsorcrmyamssess
Dsefenss Nuciesr Facilitiss Safety Board 18,580,000 17,833,000 17,833,000 FHIATIRID | | mrovmiesismrmrsien R
Delaware Fiver Basin Commission:
and 333,000 342,000 343,000 e el et sbuniens
Contribution 1o Delewere Fiver Basin Commission ... 488,000 478,000 478,000 gt Lt PR e s O
Total 821,000 821,000 821,000
intersiate Commission on the Potomac River Basin:
Contribution io intersiale Commission on the
Folomac River Basin, 498,000 511,000 511,000 I o sstmerrrmastenias .
Nuciesr Regulaiory Commission:
Sadaries and exp 542,800,000 540,501,000 540,501,000 BN i i
Revenues 520,800,000 518,501, 518,501,000 T L —
Subtolal 22,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000
Offics of Inepecior General 4,800,000 5,080,000 5,080,000 0000 coinriiaii— e
4,800,000 8,080,000 5,080,000 BIOO00 rcsrrsassssameriasegsssarsonresrers
Subtotal.
Total 22,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000
Susquehanna River Basin Commission:
Saleries and sxpenses 308,000 318,000 318,000 SRR e nanai b et i sess,
Contribution 1o Susquehanna River Basin Commission .............. 208,000 288,000 268,000 =100 eormrmripsiorobrereriires Sl
Totad 808,000 808,000 808,000
Tennesses Vailey Authorty: T Valley Authorty
140,473,000 138,856,000 136,806,000 ABITO0D: it i,
Nuciear Waste Technical Review Board 2,180,000 2,064,000 804,000 it
Office of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Total, title IV, Independent BQENGCIES...............cu mmsimsmics 433,118,000 360,381,000 369,391,000 N e Do N e OO
Scorekeeping adjustments -588,185,000 -169,888,000 -160,888,000 FBTO00 o ensiissansnins
Grand total:

e o e AT ——— 21,000,347,000 20,512,750,000 20,365,822,000 -1,333,725,000 -157,128,000
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Weapons Stockpile Support

Additional stockpile support activities at the

Kansas City Plant, Missouri $31,000,000 $31,000,000

Assure safety and environmental compliance

during shutdown of the Mound Plant, Ohio

($28,000,000 total with $13,000,000 reallocated

from within the program) 15,000,000 15,000,000

Additional stockpile activities at the

Y-12 Plant, Tennessee 30,000,000 30,000,000 !

Assure safety and environmental compliance

during shutdown of the Pinellas Plant, Florida 12,000,000 12,000,000

Capital equipment to implement nonnuclear

reconfiguration at Sandia National Laboratory,

New Mexico 3,000,000 3,000,000

Replace Aviation Facility, Albuquerque, !

New Mexico 2,000,000 0

Total, Stockpile Support 93,000,000 91,000,000 |
Use of Prior Year Balances (54,000,000) (54,000,000)

Fissile Materials Control and Disposition

National Resource Center for Plutonium,

Amarillo, Texas 9,000,000 9,000,000
Materials Support

Disassembly Basin Upgrades, Savannah River,

South Carolina 13,000,000 0

Capital Equipment (13,000,000) 0

Use of Prior Year Balances (48,000,000) (46,000,000) I
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Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, first I want to thank our
chairman, the gentlemen from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL], for the kind re-
marks that he made about the work of
this committee, and I also want to
thank the staff who worked so hard,
who do the best job we could with the
limited resources we had.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BEVILL] has said, and he
did an excellent job in presenting what
is in the bill, it is a good bill, but it is
a far cry from being an excellent bill.

I never thought, Mr. Chairman, that
I would come to the floor and complain
about a bill being too little and too
short of adequate funding. As most of
my colleagues have heard through the
years, I have been trying to freeze all
the appropriations at the previous
year's level, but this bill goes way
below the freeze.

Every appropriations bill is certainly
important to our country, but this one
particularly, years ago when the chair-
man and I first came to the committee,
was called the all-American bill be-
cause it touches every community.
These are investments in our future. If
our children and grandchildren are to
have an adequate source of electric en-
ergy for the future, if we are to have
the ports that are capable of shipping
our exports to foreign countries, giving
jobs to Americans in the future, if we
are to have the inland waterways
which are now 25,000 miles, are going to
be adequate and taken care of mainte-
nance-wise, that came through this
committee’s work.

This year we had a difficult job, as
the chairman has already stated. First,
the President’s budget was inadequate
to fund some of the programs, particu-
larly in energy research for the future,
and then, when our 602(b) allocation,
coming through from the Committee
on Appropriations; once again it was a
far cry from what is needed to ade-
quately fund the research that is need-
ed so badly if we are to have the energy
resources for our future. The chairman
has discussed these shortcomings, but
the bill is $1.7 billion, a billion 750 mil-
lion, below on budget authority from
last year, a big cut.

Mr. Chairman, some of the cuts that
have been made have already been de-
scribed here; in general there was in re-
search and advanced physics. We were 5
percent below last year. It was the
other cuts that have been made here;
the administration requested a 14-per-
cent decrease in the medium-energy
physics. We were able to restore some
of this research, but, Mr. Chairman,
really not enough to do an adequate
job, and I want to speak to those who
for the last several years voted to do
away with the SSC, to eliminate that
investment.
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As my colleagues know this commit-
tee did not support eliminating the
SSC, but the cry on the House floor
here for years was, if we do not have
that investment, the SSC, there will be
money available for other research.
Well, that has not happened. We take
the research dollars out of the SSC,
and we have cut other programs, too,
so this year killing the SSC certainly
did not provide extra money for the re-
search that should be made.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I will sup-
port this committee's work this year. I
compliment our colleagues for doing a
difficult job. But I am somewhat sorry
that we did not adequately fund some
of the programs that are so badly need-
ed. It is a penny-wise-and-pound-fool-
ish year. We just did not invest money
in future research, particularly for the
needed energy that our country is
going to need for the future. We just
did the best job we could with the lim-
ited resources. But this bill, if I de-
scribed it, is a good bill, but it suffers
from anemia. It is kind of weak.

So, Mr. Chairman, reluctantly I do
support this bill, but I wish we could
have done better.

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PAs-
TOR], a member of this subcommittee.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this appropriation bill.

As the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
BEVILL], our chairman, and our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MYERS], have told us, this
subcommittee, first of all, had to deal
with reducing this bill by $1.3 billion
from last year. As my colleagues heard,
the subcommittee has dozens of vol-
umes of testimony from people who are
concerned about the future of America.
Moneys from this bill help appropriate
the Department of Energy, and to my
colleagues, Mr. Chairman, I want to
tell them that we are doing some good
things in this appropriation.

One of the things that this sub-
committee has done is appropriate
moneys for initiatives in renewable
fuels, which means additional money
for the conversion of solar energy into
power, a conversion of thermal energy
into power, and also taking wind, that
energy, and transforming that into
power. This is in the hopes that the in-
vestment in renewable fuels will take
us away from the dependence that we
have on fossil fuels.

Mr. Chairman, this committee is also
very much concerned with some of the
waste that we have throughout this
Nation, and so this bill does a lot to
begin addressing the problem of nu-
clear waste and other waste that we
have throughout this country and find-
ing means to clean up our environ-
ment.

We also are investing a little, a little
more, but very little, in basic research
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through the Department of Energy. We
are now asking that the national labs
work with community colleges and the
private sector so that we can begin
converting that technology that was
based on defense to that technology
that deals with nondefense.

We are also dealing with the Corps of
Engineers. This bill is dealing with how
we stabilize river banks, what do we do
to ensure that communities who have
had the problem of flooding in the past
resolve that problem so that they will
no longer feel the threat or the danger
of flooding.

We also are funding the Bureau of
Reclamation to ensure that we have
the energy and the water systems that
many areas of our country so des-
perately need.

O 1300

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It
is a good bill because it took a reduc-
tion of $1.3 billion and began setting
priorities through the testimony of
various Members, State officials, and
people who have an interest in the fu-
ture of America. I would ask my col-
leagues to support this bill because it
is a bill that aims to ensure a better fu-
ture.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER].

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this legisla-
tion. This Member would also like to
direct commendations to the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
BEVILL], the chairman of the Energy
and Water Development Subcommit-
tee, and the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MYERS], the ranking
member of the subcommittee, and all
the subcommittee members, for their
exceptional work in bringing this bill
to the floor.

It is obvious that extremely tight
budgetary constraints have made the
chairman and the ranking members’
task more difficult by forcing this sub-
committee to recommend a T-percent
reduction in spending for the Depart-
ment of Energy, a 13-percent reduction
for the Army Corps, and a 4-percent re-
duction for the Bureau of Reclamation.
Therefore, in light of these budgetary
constraints, this Member would like to
express his appreciation to the sub-
committee and formally recognize that
the energy and water development ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1995 in-
cludes funding for several related water
projects that are important to Ne-
braska.

Importantly, the bill provides fund-
ing for two Missouri River projects
which are designed to remedy problems
of erosion, loss of fish and wildlife
habitat, and sedimentation. First, the
bill provides $10.1 million for the Mis-
souri River mitigation project for a
four-State area. This funding is needed
to restore fish and wildlife habitat lost
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due to the federally sponsored channel-
ization and stabilization projects of the
Pick-Sloan era. The islands, wetlands,
and flat floodplains needed to support
the wildlife and waterfowl that once
lived along the river are largely gone.
An estimated 475,000 acres of habitat in
Iowa, Nebraska, Missouri, and Kansas
have been lost. Today’s fishery re-
sources are estimated to be only one-
fifth of those which existed in
predevelopment days.

Second, the bill provides $100,000 for
operation and maintenance and $100,000
for construction of the Missouri Na-
tional Recreation River Project. This
project addresses a serious problem in
protecting the river banks from the ex-
traordinary and excessive erosion rates
caused by the sporadic and varying re-
leases from the Gavins Point Dam.
These erosion rates are a result of pre-
vious work on the river by the Federal
Government.

In addition, the bill provides funding
for flood-related projects of tremen-
dous importance to residents of Ne-
braska's First Congressional District.
Mr. Chairman, last year’'s flooding tem-
porarily closed Interstate 80 and seri-
ously threatened the Lincoln munici-
pal water system which is located
along the Platte River near Ashland,
NE. Therefore, this Member is ex-
tremely pleased the committee agreed
to provide funding for the Lower Platte
River and tributaries flood control
study. This study should help to formu-
late and develop feasible solutions
which will alleviate future flood prob-
lems along the Lower Platte River and
tributaries. Additionally, the bill pro-
vides continued funding for a flood-
plain study of the Antelope Creek
which runs through the heart of Ne-
braska’s capital city, Lincoln, and it
enables the completion of a flood con-
trol study of the Burt Water Drainage
District in Burt and Washington Coun-
ties.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this Member
recognizes that the bill also provides
operation and maintenance funding for
the Missouri River Water Control Man-
ual as well as funding for Army Corps
and Bureau of Reclamation projects in
Nebraska's other two congressional
districts at the following sites.

Again Mr. Chairman, this Member
commends the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL], the chair-
man of the subcommittee, and the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MYERS], the ranking member of
the subcommittee for their continued
support of these projects which are im-
portant to Nebraska and the First Con-
gressional District, as well as to the
people living in the Missouri River
basin.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK], a very distin-
guished member of this subcommittee.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman very much
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for yielding time to me, and I rise in
support of the fiscal year 1995 appro-
priation bill for energy and water de-
velopment.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to
the Members of the House that this
particular bill is certainly worthy of
the support of the Members and worthy
of their vote. The subcommittee chair-
man, the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. BEVILL] and our ranking member,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MYERS], have worked together, and we
work as a unit in this committee, not
on partisan levels, but we work to-
gether as Members working for the
good of the American public.

Mr. Chairman, the subcommmittee had
a difficult time bringing forward this
bill, but it is a good bill that deserves
the support of the Members. It is about
$1.74 billion under the fiscal year 1994
appropriation.

This bill is good for the environment.
Funds are provided for environmental
restoration activities throughout each
section of the bill and throughout the
Nation.

The development of vital transpor-
tation infrastructure is continued
through funding for port development
and improvements in the inland water-
way system. The fact of the matter is
that the United States operates in a
global economy and without an effi-
cient transportation system, our work-
ers and companies will not be able to
compete.

Efforts to address the complex prob-
lems of flood control are continued.
Some may look upon this as an inap-
propriate activity for the Federal Gov-
ernment, but when one part of our Na-
tion suffers the rest is negatively im-
pacted. Let us not forget the negative
impacts of the mid-western floods on
the unemployment rate and other eco-
nomic activity. Those floods shut down
a vital inland waterway transportation
artery for weeks. Ships had to wait at
ports for cargo with the resulting in-
crease in charges.

This bill continues the efforts to in-
crease research in solar and renewable
energy technologies. This legislation
addresses the energy needs of the next
century. If we do not do it today, we
will have destroyed the economic fu-
ture of our grandchildren.

Your subcommittee has increased the
funds for the Nuclear Waste Disposal
Fund by $44 million over last year’s ap-
propriation. This is commonly called
the Yucca Mountain project. About 75
percent of the States have civilian nu-
clear power plants which are storing,
on site, spent nuclear fuel. The buildup
is approaching a crisis stage. This pro-
gram has received much attention from
your subcommittee and we seek to
move it as quickly as possible, but I
want to caution that it will be some
years before this facility is ready as-
suming that all the site characteriza-
tion efforts do not discover insur-
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mountable problems. The boring ma-
chine is on site and the test tunnel is
designed so that it can be used as part
of the permanent facility if the site
characterization studies prove positive.

The magnetic fusion program is con-
tinued. There have been breakthroughs
in this program over the past year.
This Nation cannot afford to turn its
back upon the advancement of science.

In the budget resolution conference
report, Congress decided to reducing
spending $13 billion below the Presi-
dent’s requested level. This resulted in
some difficult choices being made.

This bill deserves the Members’ sup-
port. It is a good bill.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. GALLO], a long-time, hard-
working member of this subcommittee.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4506 making
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for fiscal year 1995. As a
member of this subcommittee, I would
like to thank Chairman BEVILL and
ranking member JOHN MYERS for their
leadership. I would also like to thank
the subcommittee and minority staff
for their expertise and knowledge on
these important issues.

Again this year we had a difficult
task balancing our Nation's energy and
water needs due to the fact of the tight
budget restraints. Even though this is
not a perfect bill, it is one that will
continue to move this country toward
energy independence and help to pro-
vide the technology base that the Unit-
ed States has enjoyed in the past.

This bill is $1.3 billion below last
year’s appropriation and is $157 million
below the President's request.

With this bill, we have made a sig-
nificant long-term commitment to the
development of new energy sources for
our future needs. Oftentimes we find it
very difficult to look to the future for
our energy needs. However, we must
make the commitment now. We must
provide the economic opportunities
today. Without this investment we are
dooming our future generations to a
lower standard of living.

I believe this bill takes that nec-
essary step. Within this bill we have
funded programs that will make this
country less dependent on foreign
sources of energy. We have funded sci-
entific research that will give us the
capability to take this country into
the 21st century. We have also funded
cleanup programs that will continue to
address the environmental concerns
surrounding our defense programs
waste.

I am also pleased that the committee
fully funded the fusion energy program
and the renewable energy research pro-
gram. The investment in these tech-
nologies will allow our country to be-
come the leader in this field.

In addition, this bill provides funding
for a number of critical flood control
projects throughout the United States.
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The projects contained in this bill
will help to prevent property damage
and loss of life. But even more impor-
tant, this report includes projects that
will prevent floods from occurring. The
proper planning done by the Army
Corps of Engineers has proven to be
very effective. The Army Corps is to be
commended for their dedication and
hard work.

Preparing for our future needs is
never easy, but H.R. 4506 provides the
insight and programs that will make it
a little easier. I urge the adoption of
this important bill.
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Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 4506,
making appropriations for Energy and
Water Development for fiscal year 1995.

I thank the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment, Mr. BEVILL, and the chairman
of the full Committee on Appropria-
tions, Mr. OBEY, for their leadership
and hard work in moving this bill to
the floor.

This bill provides funds for critical
flood control and navigation projects
in Contra Costa County and the San
Francisco Bay Area of California. I ap-
preciate the committee's continued
support for these projects. I also appre-
ciate the continued support for the
long-term management strategy to re-
solve dredging problems in San Fran-
cisco Bay.

I also thank the chairman and the
committee for responding positively to
my request that you not provide West-
ern Area Power Administration fund-
ing of the Navajo transmission project.

H.R. 4506 and the accompanying com-
mittee report also raise several issues
which I will address in my capacity as
chairman of the Committee on Natural
Resources.

First, H.R. 4506 will fund important
individual projects and program activi-
ties of the Bureau of Reclamation. The
principles of the administration’s Re-
inventing Government initiative are
demonstrated for the first time in this
bill, which incorporates many signifi-
cant reforms to the Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s programs.

As chairman of the Committee on
Natural Resources, I will continue to
support those aspects of the Bureau of
Reclamation Program that reflect an
accelerated transition from a water re-
sources development agency to a con-
temporary water resources manage-
ment and protection agency. I specifi-
cally note that H.R. 4506 properly re-
flects reductions in funding for certain
construction activities and the re-
evaluation of the loan program. The
new initiatives in water conservation
and reuse, environmental restoration,
and water supply needs included in
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H.R. 4506 indicate a sound new direc-

tion for the Bureau's programs.

Second, H.R. 4506 includes significant
funding to implement various pro-
grams authorized by Public Law 102-
575, the Reclamation Projects Author-
ization and Adjustment Act of 1992,
This law affects dozens of Bureau of
Reclamation projects and establishes
many new policies for managing water
resources in the Western United
States. At the same time, the law pre-
sents many challenges and opportuni-
ties for our committees, for the Bureau
of Reclamation, and for cities, environ-
mentalists, and water users throughout
the West. I will enthusiastically con-
tinue to support funding for programs
authorized by Public Law 102-575. How-
ever, I must make clear my determina-
tion that all matters pertaining to im-
plementation of this complex law be
considered in consultation with the au-
thorizing committee.

In particular, title 34 of the law, the
Central Valley Project Improvement
Act, includes many innovative meas-
ures to conserve water and restore fish
and wildlife habitat that has been ad-
versely affected by the development of
water and power projects in California.
Water marketing, changes in project
operations and water allocations, in-
centives for conservation, and specific
goals for fish and wildlife restoration
are all included in this title. I wish to
assure the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations and the Subcommit-
tee on Energy and Water Development
that they will have my full cooperation
as implementation of this important
law continues and particularly in the
event further legislative authority is
needed.

Third, with regard to the repayment
of costs of cleaning up Kesterson Res-
ervoir and conducting the San Joaquin
Valley Drainage Study Program, I ad-
vised this committee of my concerns in
a letter dated March 28, 1994. I include
for the RECORD a copy of this letter at
this point.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES,
Washington, DC, March 28, 1994.

Re FY 1895 Budget Request for Bureau of
Reclamation.

Hon. ToM BEVILL,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During testimony be-
fore your subcommittee earlier this month,
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation
Daniel P. Beard referred to a soon-to-be-re-
leased study by the Department of the Inte-
rior. This congressionally mandated study
reviews the substantial costs associated with
extensive studies and mitigation efforts de-
signed to address severe environmental and
wildlife damage at Kesterson Reservoir in
California.

As you know, former Secretary of the Inte-
rior Donald Hodel acted in 1985 to close
Kesterson Reservoir as a dumping ground for
contaminated irrigation wastewater from
the Westlands Water District following re-
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ports of bird malformations and other seri-
ous problems related to intake of selenium
from the drainage water. The Department
then initiated a program of studies to docu-
ment drainage contamination problems in
the San Joaquin Valley and throughout the
Western United States, where additional ex-
amples of selenium contamination have been
recorded.

The issue of the Kesterson contamination
and mitigation has been the subject of exten-
sive hearings and investigations by the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources and its sub-
committees. We have been awaiting comple-
tion of the drainage study in order to deter-
mine whether any legislation need be consid-
ered by the Committee of jurisdiction. Since
the study has not yvet been released, we are
not prepared to make any determination as
to the need for additional legislation at this
time.

The questions of the drainage program, in-
cluding its repayment, are components of
complex and ongoing investigations and
studies by this Committee, and may not be
considered in the absence of other related
matters. Although it is my understanding
that some efforts may be made to address
the repayment obligations of Central Valley
Project contractors in your forthcoming ap-
propriations bill, such action would be inap-
propriate and premature. The disposition of
any funding and financing recommendations
associated with the cleanup of Kesterson
Reservoir and the irrigation drainage study
programs in California and elsewhere is
wholly within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

As always, I look forward to working coop-
eratively with you and the members of your
subcommittee to assure that timely and
comprehensive attention is paid to this sub-
ject. In the meantime, I request that you op-
pose any attempt to include in the FY 1995
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions bill any provision that conflicts with
the legislative jurisdiction under the pur-
view of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, including the Kesterson repayment
matter.

Thank you for your kind attention to this
matter.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE MILLER,
Chairman.

My colleagues will recall that signifi-
cant costs have been incurred for the
cleanup of Kesterson Reservoir, a se-
ries of ponds in the San Joaguin Valley
that were built to contain subsurface
irrigation drainage water collected
from farms in the Bureau of Reclama-
tion's San Luis Unit, part of the
Central Valley Project. The Kesterson
facility was closed in March 1985 by
then-Secretary of the Interior Donald
Hodel because the drainage water was
so contaminated with selenium and
other chemicals that many migratory
birds using the Kesterson ponds were
being killed in violation of the Migra-
tory Bird Treaty Act. Other birds were
hatched with grotesque deformities
caused by selenium poisoning. Congress
has appropriated tens of millions of
dollars to clean up this mess on behalf
of the project beneficiaries in the
Westlands Water District, and we have
also funded extensive multidisciplinary
and multiagency studies to how to re-
duce or eliminate irrigation drainage
contamination.
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There is no legislative language in
H.R. 4506 that would amend current law
regarding repayment responsibilities
for cleaning up Kesterson Reservoir
and conducting the San Joaquin Valley
Drainage Study Program. I am grateful
to the committee for agreeing to my
request that this legislative matter be
left to the authorizing committee. The
report accompanying H.R. 4506, how-
ever—House Report 103-533, refers to a
forthcoming report from the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and contains the
following statement regarding the sub-
ject of Kesterson and drainage study
repayment:

It was and is the intent of the Committee
that the [forthcoming Interior Department]
report be used as a resource to assist in the
fair and just apportionment of Kesterson and
other drainage related costs and not serve as
a method of delaying indefinitely repayment
obligations.

I am concerned that this statement
in the committee report might incor-
rectly and inappropriately be inter-
preted as an indication that the Sec-
retary of the Interior has not received
any guidance from Congress regarding
repayment of these costs. I am also
concerned that the language incor-
rectly implies Congress is somehow re-
quired to pass a new law, amend an ex-
isting law, or take some other action
in response to a report submitted by
the administration. This, of course, is
not the case.

The following facts are offered so
that the record clearly shows the cur-
rent situation and the applicability of
current law to the repayment of these
cost:

The costs of cleaning up Kesterson
and conducting drainage studies now
exceeds $110 million;

The solicitor of the Department of
the Interior has determined that under
the Reclamation Projects Act of 1939
and other Reclamation laws, the water
users are responsible for most of the re-
payment costs, and the inspector gen-
eral has agreed,;

Because of the emergency nature of
the Kerterson cleanup, repayment was
not pursued as an issue until 1990, al-
though it was discussed years earlier at
hearings of the Committee on Natural
Resources and the Committee on Ap-
propriations;

Since fiscal year 1991, House Appro-
priations Committee report language
has directed the Department specifi-
cally not to collect payments from
water users pending completion of a re-
port on how Kesterson and drainage
costs and repayment are allocated.
Four years later, that report still has
not been submitted to Congress for re-
view, although it is now in its final re-
view stages and should be sent to the
Hill very soon.

In summary, the Central Valley
Project and San Luis Unit water users
are accountable by current law for the
money that has been spent on
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Kesterson cleanup and the San Joaquin
Valley Drainage Program.

The authorizing committees and the
full House and Senate and the Presi-
dent will have an opportunity to re-
view information on cleanup costs and
decide whether changes to current law
are appropriate. However, as of October
1, 1994, the Secretary of the Interior is
obligated to begin collecting payments
from users liable for repayment under
current law. Since the study has not
yet been released, we are not prepared
to make any determination as the need
for addition legislation at this time.

The committee report accompanying
H.R. 4506 also raises the subject of
water spreading as it pertains to the
Columbia Basin Project in the State of
Washington. The report language ap-
parently is an attempt to exempt cer-
tain nonirrigable lands in the Columbia
Basin Project from the definition of
‘‘water spreading’’ if certain conditions
are met.

It is well-known that class 6 lands
and rights-of-way are being irrigated in
the Columbia Basin Project, and prob-
ably in many other Bureau projects
throughout the West although these
lands are not eligible to receive water
from the Bureau. Whether the term
“‘water spreading' is applied to these
lands or not is immaterial because the
use of project water on such lands is il-
legal for the simple reason that the
lands have not been classified as irriga-
ble by the Bureau, as is required by
law. The illegal irrigation of these
lands means that these lands are prob-
ably not being counted toward project
repayment and perhaps not even being
included in calculations of operation
and maintenance expenses or acreage
limitations, as required by reclamation
law. The illegally irrigated lands may
also be using project water that might
otherwise be used for a variety of pur-
poses including instream fishery pur-
poses. Reclamation Reform Act en-
forcement issues are also of concern
with regard to the illegal uses of water
on Bureau project lands. I wish to as-
sure my colleagues that all informa-
tion relevant to a prompt resolution of
the water spreading issues and other
matters pertaining to the illegal uses
of project water will be considered by
the Committee on Natural Resources
at an oversight hearing next month. In
the meantime, however, these practices
are not legal and nothing in this bill
can alter existing law that makes their
irrigation illegal.

The scope of this problem will not be
known, even to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, for quite some time. It is my in-
tention to work closely with my col-
leagues whose constituents are served
by Bureau of Reclamation irrigation
facilities to understand fully the scope
of this problem and to devise appro-
priate remedies. I also will encourage
the Bureau of Reclamation to act ag-
gressively in determining the scope of
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the water spreading problem, and to
take appropriate steps, including land
reclassifications, as may be needed to
resolve the water spreading problems.
The work of the Bureau's water spread-
ing task force in the Pacific Northwest
will be especially important as these
investigations proceed.

I have several additional observa-
tions regarding this Columbia Basin
Project report language:

This is committee report language, it
is not legislative language. As such,
the language is not enforceable, and it
has no meaning in reclamation law;

The term ‘‘water spreading’ is not
yvet formally defined in reclamation
law. A working definition of the term
is under consideration by the Bureau of
Reclamation’s water spreading task
force, a cooperative effort in the Pa-
cific Northwest involving the Bureau,
Indian Tribes, States, water users, and
environmental interests. The report of
that task force will be released later
this year, and will be useful to the
Committee on Natural Resources in
formulating congressional policies to
address water spreading problems.

The Committee on Natural Resources
is very much aware of the water
spreading problem, and has scheduled
an oversight hearing for July 19, 1994,
to receive testimony from affected or-
ganizations and individuals. Any and
all issues associated with water spread-
ing and other illegal uses of water on
Bureau of Reclamation projects will be
considered by the committee at this
hearing.

Again, I thank Chairman OBEY and
Chairman BEVILL for their contribu-
tions to this bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 4506.

Mr, MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS], a member of the
subcommittee that spent many hours
receiving testimony.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member for this time.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this bill, and I rise in strong support of
the energy and water development ap-
propriations bill. I want to thank the
chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL],
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS], for
the very hard work that they and their
staffs have put into this bill over the
past several months in listening to the
testimony and then allocating a very
limited budget.

Clearly, Mr. Chairman, this is the
most austere allocation for this sub-
committee in memory. Yet the sub-
committee listened intently to the in-
terests of hundreds of local and State
officials, and, of course, many col-
leagues here from this body, who were
concerned about local projects to pro-
vide flood protection, improve water-
ways for commercial transportation,
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and who were concerned with energy
research that will keep our country
competitive in the future, or for the
very vital defense activities for which
this subcommittee has enormous re-
sponsibility.

This subcommittee protects these in-
terests, and, consequently, those of our
country, Mr. Chairman, as they de-
velop this bill each year. The collective
experience of the chairman and rank-
ing member and the other members of
the subcommittee is one of the great
assets, in my opinion, of this House.

This bill deserves the support of the
Members for many reasons. I will men-
tion very quickly a few. First, the bill
is fiscally responsible.

As the gentleman from New Jersey '

[Mr. GALLO] mentioned, we are $157
million below the amount as proposed
by the President, and $1.3 billion less
than last year. That is $1.3 billion.

Second, the bill continues programs
that we cannot do without, the Army
Corps of Engineers programs, and par-
ticularly the flood contrel programs,
which protect businesses and commu-
nities throughout the Nation. I am
very pleased this bill provides for badly
needed flood protection work in several
eastern Kentucky communities.
Taming the rivers in my region of the
country is a major undertaking, and I
am most grateful to the leadership of
this subcommittee for supporting these
efforts.

The bill provides for essential energy
resource programs, promoting our abil-
ity to provide for long-term energy se-
curity. Both the civilian and defense
sides of vital nuclear energy programs
are contained in the bill, promoting
both military and energy security.

Finally, I want to commend the
panel for including funds which will
continue work of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, Mr. Chairman, an
agency that helps needy areas in my
district and throughout the Appalach-
jan States of our country. ARC pro-
vides seed funds for basic infrastruc-
ture, educational projects, or any num-
ber of initiatives designed to give our
poorest communities a chance to grow,
a chance to develop, a chance to com-
pete equally with those more privi-
leged parts of the country.

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not meet
every goal, as our panel would have
preferred, but it has been developed re-
spongibly, and, I might add, conserv-
atively, and it deserves the solid sup-
port of all the Members of this body.

I urge the adoption of the bill, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. BEVILL, Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, | want to

rise today to offer an amendment which would

address a very serious, even life-threatening
situation in San Angelo, TX, which is in my
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district as well as my colleague LAMAR SMITH.
Twin Buttes Dam, which is a Bureau of Rec-
lamation project, was built in the early 1960’s.
Due to poor design and construction of the
dam, it seeps water. Although the Bureau has
attempted to correct the problem, the seepage
has grown worse over the years to the point
where last December the water level of the
reservoir was lowered well below conservation
level to prevent a breach of the dam.

In fact, Twin Buttes Dam is rated the least
safe dam subject to failure in the Bureau's in-
ventory. As you can imagine, repairing Twin
Buttes Dam is vitally important for several rea-
sons, not the least of which is the fact that the
lives and homes of the 40,000 people who live
below the dam are endangered. Also, Twin
Buttes Reservoir is the water source for
90,000 residents of San Angelo and the sur-
rounding area. For these reasons, the dam
must be fixed as quickly as possible. Further-
more, because it was faulty construction on
the part of a Federal Government project, the
expense of the repairs should also be the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government.

I will not offer my amendment today be-
cause it will be held nongermane—correctly—
as authorizing-type language to an appropria-
tion bill. However, due to the life-and-death
nature of this matter, | felt compelled to bring
this to the attention of my colleagues so that
this situation can be remedied as quickly as
possible. We are asking the authorizing com-
mittee, which is the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and its chairman, my friend GEORGE
MILLER to look at the rationale for action. | look
forward to the continued input of these mem-
bers as we seek to resolve this critical prob-
lem.

| do understand that my amendment would
correctly be ruled nongermane to this appro-
priations bill because it is of an authorizing na-
ture. | appreciate Chairman BeviLL and the
committee for allowing me an opportunity to
raise before this body the dangerous situation
which exists in my district. My hope is that the
other body and that Chairman BEeviLL and
Chairman MILLER will then take a compas-
sionate position toward this cause in con-
ference.

| am submitting for the RECORD on behalf of
myself and LAMAR SMITH the amendment
along with a brief history of the problems as-
sociated with Twin Buttes Dam, the rec-
ommended remedy, and rationale for why we
believe that it is an equitable solution, and |
appreciate the opportunity to bring this con-
cern before the House of Representatives.

Amendment to H.R. 4506, as reported of-
fered by Mr. STENHOLM of Texas: Page 13,
line 4, strike “Act.” and insert ‘“‘Act: Pro-
vided further, That the costs relating to re-
pairs correcting seepage problems at Twin
Buttes Dam, Texas, shall be nonreimbursable
under Federal reclamation laws (Act of June
17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and Acts supple-
mentary thereto and amendatory thereof).
Such repairs shall include the design and
construction of a positive cut-off trench,
foundation treatment, drainage, and instru-
mentation work.”.
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SAN ANGELO, TX,
February 24, 1994.
Mr. DANIEL BEARD,
Bureau of Reclamation, 1849 C Street NW.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BEARD, attached are summary
positions held by the City of San Angelo re-
garding cost share requirements for any cor-
rective action for Twin Buttes Dam.

I have included a memorandum from the
city attorney which addresses some proce-
dure points as well as legal aspects regarding
the city position that it is not liable for any
cost of correction work at Twin Buttes Dam.

In addition the city also contacted former
U.S. Congressman, Tom Loeffler, who is as-
sociated with Arter & Hadden Law Firm.

Mr. Loeffler, an attorney, was San
Angelo’s congressional representative and
drafted federal legislation that passed in 1984
and 1985 regarding Twin Buttes Reservoir
corrective measures.

Mr. Loeffler also enlisted the services of
Ron Newbury, an associate with his law firm,
to do additional research regarding the legis-
lative intent which exempted San Angelo
from cost sharing of corrective measures at
Twin Buttes then and now. Those conclu-
sions are attached.

I have also included copies of appropriate
laws, congressional committee reports, budg-
etary reports, as well as testimony before ap-
propriate House and Senate committees
which clearly show that is was the intent of
Congress to have the federal government pay
the cost of dam corrective action.

1 appreciate the opportunity to provide
this information which you requested and
welcome the opportunity to discuss this fur-
ther.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN BROWN,
City Manager.

Memorandum

Re: Summary of legal points with regard to
Twin Buttes Dam.

To: Stephen Brown, city manager.

From: Mindy Ward, city attorney.

Date: February 24, 1994.

Please be advised that the following infor-
mation is a summary only and does not ad-
dress all procedures necessary to advance the
City's claim. This is an outline of theories
upon which our position is based.

On April 28, 1859, the United States, acting
through the Secretary of the Interior (Gov-
ernment), and the San Angelo Water Supply
Corporation (Corporation) entered into a
contract for the construction of Twin Buttes
Dam (Dam). The City of San Angelo (City) in
turn contracted with the Corporation for
water, agreeing to pay an amount identical
to the Corporation's obligation to the Gov-
ernment and, as principal beneficiary of the
Dam Project, guaranteeing Corporation’s
performance under the contract. The United
States agreed to construct the Dam while
the Corporation agreed to pay a portion of
the construction costs and to operate and
maintain the Dam upon completion of con-
struction.

When the reservoir filled with water sev-
eral years later, it was discovered that the
Dam leaked. The seepage was attributed to
the improper removal of soil from the res-
ervoir, exposing a porous gravel strata, and
to the government’s failure to build a posi-
tive cut-off trench in the area of the Dam
where the seepage was occurring. The City
had protested these acts and omissions to no
avail. Neither the City nor the Corporation
had any significant control or input into the
design or construction of the Dam.
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The City's legal claims arise under con-
tract and by virtue of the Reclamation Safe-
ty of Dams Act Amendments of 1984. As de-
scribed above, the City is principal bene-
ficiary and guarantor of Corporation’s con-
tract. Government agreed to build the Dam
and by agreeing to undertake the project
impliedly promised to build the Dam such
that it would perform as expected. In fact,
the Dam was not built correctly, and has
never performed as expected. This con-
stitutes a breach of the contract on the part
of the Government, actionable under 28
USCS Section 1491, which provides remedies
for injuries under express or implied con-
tracts with the United States and allows the
U.S. Claims Court to remand appropriate
matters to government officials with direc-
tions that the Court deems proper and just.

It should be noted that there have been at-
tempts to fix this problem but with little
success. In the instance where grouting was
tried, the City paid for some of the correc-
tive work but was forgiven for the rest under
the 1984 legislation which made work on
Twin Buttes Dam nonreimbursable. This is
important because while the Government
has attempted to perform under the contract
by fixing the seepage problem, it has not
fully ‘‘healed the breach'. In this case, it
would seem logical that if a final solution
satisfactory to the City both in cost alloca-
tion and method cannot be agreed upon, a
lawsuit should be initiated under the above-
referenced statute. With appropriate proof, it
is feasible that the U.S. Claims Court could
order the Bureau to remedy the original de-
sign flaw with a positive cut-off trench and
order the Government to bear the entire
cost.

The second legal basis for our position is
the Reclamation Safety of Dams Act Amend-
ment of 1984. This legislation does not ad-
dress the type of solution needed but does
state that the work will be nonreimbursable.
The question has arisen as to whether the
legislation is applicable to the current pro-
posed solution because of some admittedly
ambiguous language in the final legislation.
I believe Mr. Loeffler’s response, which I un-
derstand will be attached to this memo, deft-
ly turns aside any argument that the legisla-
tion would not apply to work done today. In
addition, it is interesting to note that the
sources quoted by Mr. Loeffler support our
contractual argument that the required
work is not in the nature of maintenance or
repair, but rather correction of an original
design flaw.

For the reasons stated above, it is my
opinion that the City of San Angelo is not
liable for the cost of correction work at Twin
Buttes Dam. Additionally, it is feasible that,
should it be necessary to litigate this mat-
ter, a Court would order the Burean to use a
positive cut-off trench to comply with its
contractual obligation to build a safe, prop-
erly functioning, reliable dam.

Memorandum

Re: Background on Twin Buttes Dam.
To: Stephen Brown.

Through: Tom Loeffler.

From: Ron Newbury.

Date: February 18, 1994.

I delved into the matter we discussed and
was able to generate the following informa-
tion. The final legislative vehicle for the pro-
vision benefitting the Twin Buttes Dam was
actually the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act of 1985 (H.R. 5653/P.L. 98-
360), and not H.R. 1652. H.R. 5653 was passed
into law July 16, 1984. The language in H.R.
56563 differed slightly from that in H.R. 1652.
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Whereas H.R. 1652 stated, ‘** * * shall be non-
reimbursable and nonreturnable under Fed-
eral reclamation law,” H.R. 5653 states,
“* * * ghall be nonreimbursable under Fed-
eral reclamation laws.”

Though H.R. 1652 was not the final vehicle
for resolution of the Twin Buttes Dam prob-
lem, certainly the intent of the Congress was
explicitly expressed in the bill and its at-
tendant House Report No. 98-168, as follows:
‘*Additionally, the cost of foundation treat-
ment, drainage and instrumentation work
planned or underway at Twin Buttes Dam in
Texas would be made nonreimbursable under
Federal reclamation law. Due to a construc-
tion deficiency, seepage at the base of the
dam has endangered the stability of the
Twin Buttes facility. Because the seepage is
not attributed to age, normal deterioration
or nonperformance of reasonable and normal
maintenance of the structure, the committee
believes that the cost of the repair work
should be nonreimbursable. Since the act
does not make reference to construction de-
ficiencies, this provision will clarify the re-
imbursement status of this safety modifica-
tion work."

Under the Congressional Budget Office-
Cost Estimate of the same report, in para-
graph 4, it is stated, *'* * *, stipulates that
the cost of safety modification work planned
or underway on the Twin Buttes Dam, Tex.,
will be borne solely by the Federal Govern-
ment; * **

In Reagan Administration testimony in
the form of an April 25, 1983, letter to House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
Chairman Udall, Interior Department Assist-
ant Secretary Garrey Carruthers calls for a
change in existing law as an amendment to
H.R. 1652 to specifically include the follow-
ing; ‘“‘The cost of foundation treatment,
drainage and instrumentation work planned
or underway at Twin Buttes, Texas, shall be
nonreimbursable and nonreturnable under
Federal reclamation law."

Senate Report 98-258, which followed H.R.
1652's companion, Senate bill 672, then said,
“* % * 3 This Amendment strikes reference
to Twin Buttes Dam in Texas as the related
safety work included in the bill as intro-
duced was authorized by the Energy and
Water Appropriations Act of 1984.”" (It is be-
lieved they meant FY1985.)

Though introduced in the House and Sen-
ate in February and March of 1983, H.R. 1652,
as amended, was actually passed in August
of 1984.

Responsibility for certain repairs to Fed-
eral dams was addressed again early in 1984
by President Reagan and his appointees in
response to queries from Senator Paul Lax-
alt of the Senate Appropriations Committee
and in testimony before the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development. In President Reagan's
response to Senator Laxalt, dated January
24, 1984, the President states, ‘‘Safety prob-
lems at Federal dams should be corrected as
expeditiously as possible. The cost of safety
work should be borne by the Federal govern-
ment. However, if additional economic bene-
fit results from the modification, appro-
priate cost sharing among the beneficiaries
shall be allocated by the appropriate Sec-
retary. Criteria to determine dam safety des-
ignation shall be developed by an inter-
agency technical team in consultation with
non-Federal parties.”

In testimony before the aforementioned
House committee, Reagan Administration
official Gianelli, in response to a question
from Representative Myers, said, *** * * The
President addressed himself to the problem
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of dam safety, and as I recall what the Presi-
dent said in his letter, that if there is truly
a safety problem at a Federal dam, the Fed-
eral Government ought to repair it at Fed-
eral expenses.” ‘* * * S0 this is a subject
which I think the Administration has got to
give considerable attention to. I think it in-
tends to, as indicated by the President's let-
ter, and I think I want to make it clear that
where there is strictly a safety problem, and
everyone agrees that there is a safety prob-
lem, and it is a Federal dam, we certainly
don’t want to compromise. We want to fix
that at the earliest possible date.”

I have enclosed a copy of all the supporting
documents referenced here. If we can be of
further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call.

Memorandum

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Billings, MT, May 16, 1994.
To: Regional Director, Great Plains Region,
Attention: GP-430
From: Richard K. Aldrich, Field Solicitor,
Pacific Northwest Region (Billings).
Subject: Reimbursement requirement for
proposed safety of dams modifications at
Twin Buttes Dam, San Angelo Project,
Texas.

In your memorandum of May 6, 1994, you
requested our opinion as to the legal basis
for your position that the Project bene-
ficiaries repay 15 percent of the cost of the
proposed safety of dams work at Twin Buttes
Dam in accordance with the 1978 Reclama-
tion Safety of Dams Act as amended in 1984.
We conclude that there is a legal basis for
your position and provide the following opin-
ion.

The 1984 amendments to the 1978 Safety of
Dams Act specifically address Twin Buttes
Dam. Section 205 of Public Law 98-360, the
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tion Act of 1985, reads as follows: ““The cost
of foundation treatment, drainage, and in-
strumentation work planned or under way at
Twin Buttes Dam, Texas, shall be non-
reimbursable under Federal reclamation
laws."

The question is whether the above amend-
ment covers the currently proposed positive
cut-off trench.

The first rule of statutory construction
asks whether the proposed action is specifi-
cally mentioned in the statute. As one can
see, a positive cut-off trench is not men-
tioned.

The next rule of statutory construction
asks whether the statute lacks sufficient
clarity as to what it covers, so that the re-
viewer must resort to background material
to ascertain the statutes meaning (and hence
its coverage). We believe that the key words
in the above amendment are ‘‘foundation
treatment’’ and “planned and underway''.
We conclude that neither term has the clar-
ity needed to ascertain their meaning by
merely reading the statute. Thus we are al-
lowed to go behind that statute to determine
its legislative intent.

Legal Counsel for the City of San Angelo
did provide one document that we had not
previously reviewed, House Report No. 98-
168. The pertinent provision within that re-
port is as follows: “Additionally, the cost of
foundation treatment, drainage and instru-
mentation work planned or underway at Twin
Buttes Dam in Texas would be made non-
reimbursable under Federal reclamation law.
Due to a construction deficiency, seepage at
the base of the dam has endangered the sta-
bility of the Twin Buttes facility. Because
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the seepage is not attributed to age, normal
deterioration or nonperformance of reason-
able and normal maintenance of the struc-
ture, the committee believes that the cost of
the repair work should be nonreimbursable.
Since the act does not make reference to
construction deficiencies, this provision will
clarify the reimbursement status of this
safety modification work.” (emphasis added)

We note, as did legal counsel, this report is
not the report for the proposed legislation
that eventually became law. However, it is
contemporaneous and probably is applicable.
We believe that within this report the major
indication of intent is that *‘the committee
believes that the cost of the repair work
should be nonreimbursable.” If this had been
in the Report alone, it would be a major
force in supporting the City’s position. How-
ever, the above phrase is preceded by lan-
guage similar to that found in the 1984
amendments ‘foundation treatment” and
“planned or underway''. We conclude that a
reviewer must take these phrases into con-
sideration to determine the full intent.

We conclude that the ‘‘committee’ be-
lieved that foundation treatment planned or
underway would solve the safety problem.
From the facts as we understand them, the
foundation treatment planned or underway
was the pressure relief well system. We do
not have any information that would indi-
cate that a positive cut-off trench was
planned, at this time.

Using the above Report as the indicator of
legislative intent, we believe a good faith ar-
gument can be made that Congress did not
intend for any and all subsequent safety of
dam work at Twin Buttes Dam to be non-
reimbursable. Therefore, the costs of con-
struction of a positive cut-off trench would
not be grandfathered back to the 1978 Act
and would be reimbursable under the 1984
amendments.

Please contact this office if you have any
other questions.

JOHN C. CHAFFIN,
For the Field Solicitor.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. .

I might respond to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], the com-
mittee is aware of the problem. We will
try to work with the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and help. I speak
for the committee.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SHARP].

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the legislation.

I want to certainly thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama for his ex-
tremely hard work and long commit-
ment to making difficult choices with
respect to energy policy in this coun-
try, with the assistance of our distin-
guished Member, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MYERS], the ranking
member. Both deserve a great deal of
credit from the country.

I particularly wanted to thank them
for their continued effort to support re-
newable programs, which they have
done well in this year's appropriations
bill.

I do want to ask the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. BEVILL] one question
about the liquid metal reactor pro-
gram.
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Am I correct in understanding that
the funding provided in the bill by the
committee is for termination of this
program as described in the Depart-
ment of Energy fiscal year 1995 con-
gressional budget request issued in
February 1994, which outlines spending
for termination of this program which
includes the Experimental Breeder Re-
actor II, the Integral Fast Reactor and
the Actinide Recycle Program, and
that funds provided are for termination
activities only?

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

Mr. SHARP. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Indiana is correct. It is
the intention of the Committee to ter-
minate this program as requested in
the budget.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for his re-
sponse.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I want to respond to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. SHARP]. This com-
mittee has always supported the ad-
vanced liquid metal reactor as well as
the IFR program and believe that this
is one of the ways that we can take
some of the waste and recycle it into a
usable product.

This administration has not favored
continuation of this program. I person-
ally think it is a mistake to drop these
two programs, which I think are very
vital to working out and helping to
take care of some of our waste. Never-
theless, we had put the money in for
termination. I would be pleased if
somebody along the line changed our
mind. It is going to cost just as much
to terminate this program as it would
to complete it. So it seems like it is
kind of not the proper way to go, but
the committee has supported the ter-
mination.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. COPPERSMITH].

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Energy and Water
Development Subcommittee’s decision
to join with the House to terminate
funding for the continuation of the De-
partment of Energy advanced liquid
metal reactor program. I believe that
decision is the wisest one for the budg-
et, for the environment and for non-
proliferation reasons, and I salute the
subcommittee and its distinguished
chairman for that decision.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the En-
ergy and Water Development Subcommittee's
decision to terminate funding for continuation
of the Department of Energy's Advanced Lig-
uid Metal Reactor program and associated ac-
tivities. As the distinguished chairman clarified
in his colloquy with the gentleman from Indi-
ana, funding provided in the bill for these pro-
grams is for termination only, in accordance
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with the administration’s budget request for
this year.

This House voted overwhelmingly to kill the
ALMR on two occasions: First, on a specific
vote on this bill last year, and second, as part
of H.R. 3400, the “reinventing government" bill
which passed the House last November. De-
spite those statements of the will of the
House, the ALMR not only survived last year,
but received even more funding than the pre-
vious year because the other body continued
to provide funding despite all the economic,
environmental, and proliferation problems
which continued to plague this program.

Now the time has come to make sure our
votes stick and to kill the ALMR once and for
all. The case against this program has gotten
even stronger since the House first voled to
terminate it last June. From a policy perspec-
tive, even stronger evidence now exists that
the ALMR makes no sense for any mission.
Last year, knowing that the ALMR is not eco-
nomic for energy production, proponents of
the program argued that we should develop
the system as an option for disposing of sur-
plus weapons plutonium. Since then, though,
the Office of Technology Assessment and the
National Academy of Sciences both have seri-
ously criticized this approach. The National
Academy of Sciences was most explicit: its
study on excess weapons plutonium firmly de-
clared that the ALMR “should not be specifi-
cally developed or deployed for transforming
weapons plutonium * * *, because that aim
can be achieved more rapidly, less expen-
sively, and more surely existing or evolution-
ary reactor types.”

From a pational security perspective, the
alarming developments in North Korea have
made the proliferation problems the ALMR
poses even more urgent. As Secretary of En-
ergy O'Leary noted in a speech this March,
the administration has proposed to terminate
the ALMR/IFR program because it is “incon-
sistent with the President's non-proliferation
priorities." The ALMR/IFR requires both pluto-
nium separation and use of plutonium for civil-
ian energy production, both of which the ad-
ministration is discouraging other countries
around the world from doing. Most importantly,
as Secretary O'Leary stated, the ALMR/IFR
was designed to be a breeder reactor which
could produce new supplies of plutonium. As
the Secretary concluded, “continued support
of the IFR would make it difficult, if not impos-
sible, for the United States to help lead the
world toward reducing the threat of plutonium
proliferation.

From a budget perspective, too, the case
against the ALMR/IFR has become clearer
and stronger. The Department of Energy has
confirmed that it has spent nearly $9 billion on
liquid metal reactor technology since 1948, but
the technology is still from commercial viabil-
ity. DOE estimates that taxpayers will have to
foot the bill for well over $3 billion more over
the next 14 years before industry even will
consider building ALMR for commercial use.
And those estimates are low, because they do
not include the money needed to close out the
development facilities, whose termination
costs will be substantial, no matter when the
program ends.

This House had a thorough debate on this
program last year and wisely decided to kill
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the ALMR because of its serious economic,
environmental, and national security problems.
Since, then, the scientific and technical ex-
perts have added even more evidence to the
arguments against the program, and the Presi-
dent and Secretary of Energy have agreed the
ALMR must go. | thank my colleagues on the
Appropriations Committee for agreeing to ter-
mination of the program. | urge them and the
rest of my colleagues to stand firm until this
misguided program is dead, for good.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to com-
mend Chairman BeviLL, Representative
MYERS, and the other members of the Energy
and Water Subcommittee for their work on this
bill. As a former member of the subcommittee,
| know that it was an extremely difficult task
for them to make the choices they had to
make under such tight budget constraints.

I'd like to thank the committee for a few
items of particular interest to me. First, the
subcommittee has included report language
directing the Department of Energy to allocate
$11.415 million, which the administration re-
quested, to protect the public drinking water
supplies from the towns of Westminster,
Thornton, Northglenn, and Broomfield from
possible contaminated runoff from the Rocky
Flats Plant.

This will be the fifth and final year of Fed-
eral funding for this important project. Fiscal
year 1994 was to be the final year of Federal
funding, however, due to fiscal constraints, it
was agreed that project funding would be ex-
tended for 1 more year. I'm grateful that the
committee was able to accommodate this
project in past years and has also been able
to commit the resources necessary to com-
plete the Federal Government's obligation this
year,

Second, | want to point out that the commit-
tee has included $5.1 billion included for
DOE’s Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Program. While this is less than
the administration requested, and less than |
would have like to have provided, the tight
budget we have to live with required that this
program receive less than last year. This is
the first time in several years that we've had
to reduce funding in this important account,
and | am, of course, concerned that this not
set a trend. With the shift from production to
cleanup now well underway, it is critical that
DOE have the resources necessary to fully
make this transition. DOE's budget should re-
flect the fact that cleanup is now the primary
mission in its nuclear weapons programs.
While we couldn't fulfill the administration’s en-
tire request, | believe that the committee has
done all that it can under the circumstances.

It is noteworthy that the new administration
has placed a premium on performing all of the
requirements under the various agreements
with States and other entities for environ-
mental cleanup at its nuclear weapons facili-
ties. DOE’s environmental management re-
quest was, according to DOE, adequate to ful-
fill those requirements. The committee’s action
is consistent with meeting our obligations
under these agreements, including those
made by the Department in the Federal Facil-
ity Agreement and Consent Order, entered
into by DOE, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Colorado Department of
Health on January 22, 1991, and the Agree-
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ment in Principle, entered into by DOE and
the State of Colorado on June 28, 1989, for
independent monitoring and oversight of activi-
ties taking place at Rocky Flats. For this, |
want to thank the committee for ensuring that
DOE has the resources necessary to meet the
commitments it's made to clean up the mess
at these facilities. ¢

Third, | wish to express my appreciation to
the committee for funding—at $402 million—
that goes beyond the administration’s fiscal
year 1995 budget request for DOE's solar and
renewable energy programs. These programs
are a critical part of an investment in our fu-
ture. They hold substantial benefits for our
economy and the environment by helping to
reduce our dependence on imported oil, to
create jobs, to increase trade, and to decrease
the emission of greenhouse gases. Most of
the increase is aimed at cost-shared initiatives
with industry, a step that is vital for helping
mature renewable technologies prove them-
selves under actual conditions in the market.

Finally, | am pleased with the committee's
support for the administration’s request for Bu-
reau of Reclamation programs and activities
within and affecting Colorado, including funds
for Colorado River Basin salinity control and
for recovery of endangered fish species in the
Colorado River Basin.

Again, I'd like to commend and thank the
members of the subcommittee, and | urge all
of my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the fiscal year 1995 energy and
water appropriations bill. Facing severe budget
constraints, the subcommittee has produced a
good and responsible bill.

The bill is $1.3 billion below the fiscal year
1994 appropriation and $157 million below the
amounts contained in the President's budget
submission. To get to this point, the sub-
committee had to make some painful deci-
sions and not include funding for some impor-
tant projects.

The bill does provide funding for a number
of key projects in southern Arizona and the
State. The bill fully funds the administration's
request for completion of the central Arizona
project [CAP] and related safety of dams work.
| am especially supportive of supplemental
funding and accompanying report language for
design work and land acquisition for CAP sys-
tem reliability for southern Arizona terminal
storage. This language will help ensure a reli-
able supply of municipal and industrial water
for southern Arizona water users pursuant to
the terms of the plan six agreement.

In addition, this bill provides funding for criti-
cal flood control work at Rillito River, Clifton,
Tucson Arroyo/Arroyo Chico, and the lower
Santa Cruz River, among others.

This has been a difficult process for the
subcommittee members. What has emerged
from that process is a bill that is fiscally re-
sponsible and fair. | commend the chairman,
Mr. BeviLL, and the ranking member, JOHN
MYERS, for their leadership and the entire sub-
committee for their work.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, today, |
join the citizenry of Wisconsin in bringing to
fruition its effort during the past 2 years to re-
solve an unhappy situation of the past 30
years.

In western Wisconsin, there is the small vil-
lage of LaFarge. Often inundated by spring
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floods, the village sought assistance to control
this periodic devastation. The Federal Govern-
ment promised to help by authorizing $5.5 mil-
lion to construct a reservoir and dam in 1962;
thus, the LaFarge dam and lake project was
born.

In pursuit of this goal, by 1969, 144 families
were up-rooted from their farms, and the local
school system suffered major losses in attend-
ance. Over 8,500 acres were acquired and
plans were initiated for the construction of a
dam and reservoir for flood control, general
recreation, and fish and wildlife purposes.
Plans included the reconstruction of State
Highway 131 and the construction of an edu-
cational/visitors center.

When the environmental impact statement
was reviewed, concerns were raised over
water quality impacts and the effects on rare
species. Numerous archaeologic and historic
sites were identified. For environmental rea-
sons, work on the dam was suspended in July

1975, leaving 61 percent of the dam
uncompleted, while 80 percent of the land had
been acquired.

By 1990, it was estimated that annual
losses resulting from the removal of family
farms and the unrealized tourism benefits an-
ticipated with the completion of the reservoir
and education center totaled over 300 jobs
and $8 million for the local economy.

But to continue to look back at the losses
only dimmed the potential for a vision for the
future.

Recognizing the tragic circumstances in
which several generations of families in the
area had found themselves, in 1991, Governor
Thompson, State Senator Rude, State Rep-
resentative Johnsrud, and | urged the resi-
dents in the Kickapoo Valley to form a citizens
advisory committee to initiate a plan for a
positive resolution. Governor Thompson ap-
pointed Alan Anderson of the University of
Wisconsin-Extension as coordinator for the
Kickapoo Valley Advisory Committee. The
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources,
Department of Transportation, and the State
Historical Society provided professional assist-
ance in the spirit of true cooperation. Over a
span of 2 years the committee forged a con-
sensus and recommended the establishment
of the Kickapoo Valley Reserve. The State of
Wisconsin concurred in their recommendation
and passed legislation creating the Kickapoo
Valley Reserve and Governing Board.

Today, | introduced federal legislation with
Representative THOMAS PETRI to modify the
LaFarge dam project and to bring this project
to a proper conclusion. This legislation will
transfer to the State of Wisconsin the lands
associated with the project. The legislation
also formally terminates, or deauthorizes the
construction of the lake and dam portions of
the original authorization. The modification will
authorize the $17 million necessary to require
the corps to complete two central parts of the
original project: finishing the relocation of
State Highway 131 and county Highway
routes “P" and “F", along with the construc-
tion of a visitor and education complex, rec-
reational trails, and canoe facilities.

If the original project were to be completed
today, the Corps of Engineers estimates the
cost would be $102 million. Since the original
authorization of the project in 1962, the corps
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has expended $18 million. Under the legisla-
tion introduced today, the Federal responsibil-
ity to conclude the original activities would be
for $17 million, creating a savings of $66 mil-
lion to Federal taxpayers.

With the introduction of this legislation we
bring renewed hope to the people that Gov-
ernment can right a wrong.

| thank the chairman and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] for their understand-
ing by again fully funding to the Environmental
Management Program [EMP] on the Upper
Mississippi River (section 1103, PL 99-662). |
especially appreciate the effort of Energy and
Water Subcommittee Chairman ToM BEVILL
and ranking member JOHN MYERS at sustain-
ing the EMP, despite the severe fiscal con-
straints placed on the subcommittee. I'm very
pleased to say that with your support the EMP
has been and continues to be a great suc-
cess.

As you know, the EMP was established in
1986 to foster a comprehensive and coopera-
tive approach to management of the multiuse
and interjurisdictional resources of the Upper
Mississippi River. The program is directed by
the Army Corps of Engineers and funded
through the corps' general construction budg-
etl. It focuses on habitat rehabilitation and en-
hancement projects—habitat projects—and
long-term resource monitoring—resource mon-
itoring—in and around the river. | am ex-
fremely pleased that the committee appro-
priated the full amount for the EMP because
this 15-year program is not cost indexed for
inflation.

THE EMP HAS RECEIVED BROAD-BASED SUPPORT

The EMP is on the cutting edge of river
management, and has won broad-based sup-
port from many in the industry. The National
Research Council said the EMP should serve
as a model for Federal-State partnerships on
other rivers, stating: “lt is among the first in
the Nation to address conflicting Federal man-
dates for large interstate rivers and to redress
habitat degradation caused by alteration within
the rivers and their drainage basins.”

Similarly, the corps in testimony before Con-
gress and the Director of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service have praised it as an impor-
tant model for future programs in this country
and abroad. In fact, in July international ex-
perts will convene at the program’'s Environ-
mental Management Technical Center to study
the program as part of a conference on river
management.

The new National Biological Survey [NBS]
created by Secretary of the Interior Babbitt
has goals and objectives nearly identical to
the EMP’s Resource Monitoring Program, and
the Resource Monitoring Program will form the
foundation for expanded ecosystem analysis
by the National Biological Survey on the
Upper Mississippi River.

Most important of all, the EMP is critical to
maintaining the environmental and economic
health of the Upper Mississippi River region.
The river is used by millions each year for
recreation, swimming, boating, fishing, and
hunting. The upper river alone has over 200
boat harbors, 445 recreation sites, and thou-
sands of acres of wildlife refuges. The corps
recently completed its study of the “Economic
Impacts of Recreation on the Upper Mis-
sissippi River System" which conservatively
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estimated that recreation produces $1.2 billion
in economic benefits (in 1990 dollars) and
18,000 jobs nationwide. For the 76 counties
along the upper river, recreational activity sup-
ported $400 million in output and 7,200 jobs.

The construction of 16 habitat projects has
been completed and another 7 are under con-
struction. In addition, Mr. Chairman, | am
happy to report that the habitat projects per-
formed as designed during the flood of 1993.
As a result of monitoring completed habitat
projects, the EMP will allow up to improve new
habitat designs to compensate for navigation
effects on the river. Information we have gath-
ered will help us design future navigation sys-
tems that are more compatible with the envi-
ronment, especially with regards to hydro-
power, sedimentation, fish and wildlife, and
water pollution. One example, the Bertom and
McCartney Lakes project in Wisconsin, has
succeeded in sufficiently raising dissolved oxy-
gen levels in the backwaters. The number of
fish species in the backwater areas has in-
creased as a direct result.

The EMP is and has been recognized as a
unique partnership that works. The Bureau of
Reclamation, the Tennessee Valley Authority,
and managers from many other river systems
are enthusiastic about the EMP and it applica-
tion elsewhere, including in the National Bio-
logical Survey.

In fact, with the active encouragement of
State, Federal, and local environmental and
wildlife agencies, | have introduced legislation,
H.R. 2500, which builds on the success of the
EMP by applying the same principles for inter-
jurisdictional river resource management to
the entire 28-state Mississippi River drainage
basin.

FULL FUNDING FOR EMP

Last year, the third year in a row, the ad-
ministration requested and Congress provided
full funding of $19.46 million for the EMP. As
| have explained before, maintaining full fund-
ing for the program is especially critical at this
stage, given the shortfalls in funding during
the program’s early years. For your informa-
tion, | have included a table which illustrates
the program’s funding history:

Mo
Year Authorized priated Shortfall
[millions}
16.72 $5.168 $1155
18.56 19 11.06
19,95 14.86 509
19.46 170 246
19.46 19.46 0
19.46 19.46 0
19.46 19.46 0
1946 . 2
19.46
1946 .. H
[ | e L S L 191.45 83.994 30.16

You can see by the figures that EMP fund-
ing to date has fallen short by $30 million. For
this reason, | am extremely grateful that the
House has appropriated the authorized
amount for fiscal year 1995.

THE 1993 FLOOD DELAYS EMP PROJECTS

As my midwestern colleagues know, spring
flood of 1993 affected all who lived along the
river. It also affected the progress of construc-
tion projects under the program. On the bright
side, those habitat projects that had been
completed or under construction weathered
the flood well, sustaining only minor damage.
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The flood interrupted construction at three
sites and delayed the awarding of contracts at
another three, however. Reassignment of
corps personnel to flood response duties also
hampered planning and design activities. Con-
sequently, the corps has allowed the program
to carry forward into fiscal year 1994 $3.3 mil-
lion in unexpended funds. In prior years, such
carryovers were not at all certain. This setback
is yet another reason why full funding in fiscal
year 1995 is necessary.

The flood validated the investment that has
been made in the monitoring component of
the EMP, however. Data gathered under the
resource monitoring programs played a key
role in the White House sponsored Floodplain
Scientific Assessment and Strategy Team ef-
forts to analyze the effects of the flood. Re-
source monitoring personnel from both the En-
vironmental Management Technical Center
and the State-operated field stations partici-
pated on the team. These personnel continue
to play the key roles on the team as rec-
ommendations are formulated.

DELEGATED AUTHORITY ACCELERATES APPROVAL OF

PROVEN PROGRAMS

The corps recently streamlined its approval
process for small-scale projects in order to ad-
minister EMP funds more efficiently. In De-
cember, the corps delegated to the com-
mander of the north central division the au-
thority to approve small-scale habitat rehabili-
tation or enhancement projects. This authority
applies to individual projects with estimated
construction costs of $2 million or less. To
qualify, projects must be typical or previously
approved and must clearly fall within policy
parameters established by previous decisions.
The delegation will speed up construction of
small-scale projects because it will decrease
approval time by 50 percent. In addition, 20 of
50 remaining programmed projects—or 40
percent of the remaining projects—could qual-
ify under this authority.

SUMMARY

In closing, | thank the chairman, Mr. OBEY,
and Chairman BEVILL for realizing the impor-
tance of the EMP, both to the Upper Mis-
sissippi River region and as a model for future
programs in the United States. The committee
and the subcommittee deserve credit for the
foresight that has been associated with the
program. We need now only to maintain the
program’s authorized funding level, and take
the minimum steps to ensure that those funds
are put to their maximum ﬁood use.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in support of committee’s recommendation
that $600,000 be appropriated for construction
of flood protection along the Ramapo River in
Oakland, NJ. This appropriation will enable
construction of the necessary flood control
gate to begin slightly ahead of schedule and
save the Federal Government money.

More importantly, however, this funding will
save property and possibly even lives. In the
wake of several catastrophic natural disasters
of the past few years, every Member in this
body is acutely aware of the devastation and
suffering natural disasters can inflict. The area
of Oakland receiving assistance under this act
has suffered 11 floods in the last 24 years. In
fact, the 1984 flood, alone, caused over $8
million in property damage. When considering
the modest authorization recommended in this
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legislation, in the context of even one major
floor, it is a small price to pay.

The Ramapo River flood control project was
first authorized in the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986. The preconstruction engi-
neering and design work has been completed
and the general design memorandum [GDM]
is awaiting imminent approval. The residents
of Oakland are anxious to have this project
completed, and the U.S. Army Corps believes
construction can be completed over the next
few years.

Clearly, each year that passes without a
major flood, in this region, is tempting fate. |
hope this project can be fully funded and com-
pleted, before another disaster occurs.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the citizens of
Oakland, NJ, | want to thank the committee for
including the Ramapo River flood control
project in this bill, and for all their hard work
on this legislation.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, included
in the fiscal year 1995 energy and water ap-
propriations package are two projects of great
interest to me for which | want to express my
support for funding. They are as follows:

Corpus Christi Ship Channel, TX, is a navi-
gation project which is budgeted for operation
and maintenance at $8,489 million. Continued
funding of this project is essential due to the
impact on the local economy. The project pro-
vides for widening and deepening the existing
channels—40.5 miles—and basins from the
the Gulf of Mexico to deepwater ports at Har-
bor Island, Ingleside, and Corpus Christi, and
a branch channel to the port of La Quinta to
provide a project depth of 45 feet. It also in-
cludes the construction of mooring areas and
dolphins at Port Ingleside, one mooring area
and six dolphins constructed initially with
seven others deferred to be constructed when
required.

Lower Rio Grande Basin, South Main Chan-
nel, TX, is a comprehensive flood control-
drainage project which is budgeted at
$900,000. It provides the major outlet compo-
nent of an overall flood protection plan for
Willacy and Hidalgo Counties. The authorized
plan calls for construction of a major channel
extending from near McAllen to the Laguna
Madre, and related fish and wildlife mitgating
measures. The authorized plan would provide
2-year protection to rural areas which drain
into the South Main Channel; 100-year flood
protection to the cities of Edinburg, McAllen,
and Lyford; and 50-year flood protection for
the cities of La Villa and Edcouch.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4506, the fiscal 1995 energy and
water development appropriations bill.

| wish to commend subcommittee chairman
Tom BEeviLL and ranking member JOHN MYERS
for their superb efforts in crafting this legisla-
tion. Once again, they have done an outstand-
ing job of bringing this bill in under the Presi-
dent's budget request, and significantly lower
than last year's funding level.

Indeed, the bill is some $1.3 billion below
the fiscal 1994 appropriations level. It is a lean
and responsible measure which funds only the
Nation's highest priority energy and water de-
velopment projects.

What's more, the hundreds of projects na-
tionwide which are funded under this bill will
help create jobs, generate tax revenues, en-
hance the environment, and protect property.
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These investments in our Nation's infra-
structure will strengthen our economy, while
assuring that we have something to show for
the money after it has been spent.

It is equally important to note that these
projects serve more than just the parochial in-
terests of the States or communities which
sponsor them. They also help to fuel our Na-
tion's economic engine.

Putting people to work, and enlarging our
economic pie, is the best way to reduce the
budget deficit and get our country moving for-
ward again. That's what this bill will accom-

lish.
¢ | am especially pleased that the legislation
provides funding for some 11 important navi-
gation, beach erosion, and flood control
projects in my district in southern New Jersey.

All of these projects are intended to en-
hance the multibillion dollar tourism, boating
and commercial shipping industries, which are
the major industries in my region.

Among the projects funded under this bill
are: beach replenishment in Cape May City
and Ocean City; maintenance dredging along
the intracoastal waterway, Cold Spring Inlet,
and Salem River; and the deepening of the
Salem River to 18 feet.

In addition, the bill provides for feasibility
studies along Brigantine Inlet, Townsends
Inlet, Great Egg Inlet, the Delaware Bay coast-
line, and the Lower Cape May Meadows-Cape
May Point.

| am especially pleased that the commitiee
has directed the Army Corps to initiate con-
struction of the Salem River project.

The Salem Port is already one of the busi-
est feeder ports along the entire Northeast,
and is an important transshipment point to the
Caribbean. The deeper water will enable the
port to reach its full potential in the years
ahead.

| am also pleased that the feasibility study
along Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends
Inlet will finally be getting underway.

This survey will lay the groundwork for a re-
medial plan to address the severe beach ero-
sion problems along the southern end of
Ocean City, Ludlams Island, Upper Township
and Sea lIsle. It is the only phase of the New
Jersey shore protection master plan which is
not yet underway.

All of these projects will help support the
basic industries in my district, which depend
on clean, sandy beaches and navigable water-
ways.

In addition to providing significant economic
benefits, the beaches are our last line of de-
fense against the forces of nature.

It is important that we protect and maintain
these natural resources, and that the Federal
Government be a full partner in this effort.

Incidentally, | am probably one of the few, if
not only, Members of Congress who asked the
committee not to fund a project in my district
which was included in the President’s budget.

While it is a good project, | felt it could wait
until we get a better handle on our fiscal prob-
lems in Washington.

| urge a "yes” vote on the bill.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the H.R. 4508, the bill providing for
energy and water development appropriations
for fiscal year 1995. This bill is the product of
many hours of hard work, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.
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Mr. Chairman, the Energy and Water Devel-
opment Subcommitiee took a tremendous hit
this year in the budget allocation process. The
fiscal year 1995 allocation for energy and
water is $1.3 billion below our 1994 allocation.
The total new budget authority provided in this
bill is $157 million less than the administra-
tion's request and $17 million below the target
602(b) allocation.

As we often hear, we are all asked to do
more with less. | believe that this bill rep-
resents the most we could do with much less
than we need. | want to commend the chair-
man, Mr. BEVILL, and the ranking member, Mr.
MyeRrs, for their hard work. As usual they
have done a fine job of working with the Mem-
bers and their constituents. | also want to
thank the chairman's outstanding staff for
once again making the seemingly impossible
happened by putting together a bill that ad-
dresses our needs within our severe fiscal
constraints.

Let's look at some of those fiscal con-
straints. Of the Department of Energy's $16
billion budget, $6 billion is dedicated solely to
environmental cleanup. That's 37 percent of
the DOE's total budget that is completely un-
available for productive scientific initiatives.
This $6 billion represents almost 30 percent of
the subcommittee’s total allocation of $20.4
billion.

To use a budget analogy, the subcommit-
tee’s environmental cleanup costs are like
nondiscretionary entitlements in the overall
Federal budget. As those cleanup costs grow,
there is simply no discretionary money left for
the projects so important to the Members and
their constituents.

Despite these constraints, the committee
has put together an outstanding bill. The bill
includes funding for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers' flood control projects in every State
in the Union. As the recent floods in the Mid-
west prove, flood protection is the imperative.
Public safety demands that we look for imme-
diate solutions to protect the people’s lives
and livelihoods. In addition, the bill provides
funding to pursue the corps’ new environ-
mental mission of restoring and enhancing ri-
parian habitat along America’s waterways.

Funding for the Bureau of Reclamation also
reflects the changing face of western water
policy. In the past, Bureau of Reclamation
projects were seen as projects exclusively for
cities, industry, and agriculture above all else.
Today, we recognize that there is no way to
separate the issues of water use and the envi-
ronment. The bill continues the Bureau's tran-
sition from a construction agency to a re-
source management agency by funding water
delivery systems that take into consideration
the impacts on the environment.

The Department of Energy's budget is also
included in this bill. In particular, the bill recog-
nizes the role of advanced and renewable en-
ergy technologies by providing funding for re-
search, development and most importantly,
the commercialization of these technologies. |
believe that we have really turned the corner
with advanced and renewable technologies.
We are finally seeing the work of DOE come
to fruition as these technologies move from
the laboratory to commercial application.

We have also sent an important signal to
the international community with this bill. That
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signal fortifies our commitment to maintaining
our position as the world leader in high energy
physics. | recently had the opportunity to meet
with several Nobel Prize laureates about the
future of high energy physics in America. |
heard their stories of economic hardship and
lack of job opportunities for our country's
young physicists. This bill provides opportuni-
ties for these young physicists to work on
smaller projects so they can continue to con-
tribute to our standard of living by breaking
new scientific ground.

In like fashion, this bill represents the hard
work of the committee to craft an energy pol-
icy that includes fusion energy programs. Fu-
sion offers the potential for abundant, environ-
mentally attractive large-scale energy produc-
tion. The fusion process does not produce un-
desirable combustion products and green-
house gases that damage air quality. We are
all looking forward to the day when we see
commercial application of fusion energy. The
program we have put in place in this bill
moves us closer to that day.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a balanced ap-
proach. It is the product of hard work and
tough choices. We have been asked to do
more with less. The committee has met that
mandate. | strongly urge a "yes” vote.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Chairman, | wish to
commend Chairman BevILL and the members
of the House Appropriations Subcommittee for
their work on the energy and water develop-
ment appropriations bill for fiscal year 1995.
This bill included provisions critical to the envi-
ronmental and economic well-being of my con-
gressional district in northeastern Ohio.

Of special importance is funding exceeding
$4 million in fiscal year 1995 for Army Corps
of Engineers operation and maintenance ac-
tivities at the Ports of Conneaut, Ashtabula,
and Fairport Harbor, OH. This traditional Fed-
eral program remains a critical element of the
recreational and commercial navigation activi-
ties on the shores of Ohio.

Additionally, | would like to compliment
Chairman BeviLL for including funding of
$500,000 for section 401 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act. This innovative pro-
gram will assist local communities in the im-
plementation of remedial action plans toward
environmental restoration on a cost share
basis. | am especially proud that Ashtabula,
OH is positioned to be the first community in
the Nation to ever use this important program.
It is the critical first step to cleaning and
dredging a river that has not been maintained
for over 33 years

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, | have con-
cerns about fiscal year 1995 Energy and
Water Development appropriations bill, H.R.
4506, especially the funding included in the bill
to initiate construction and capital equipment
acquisition for the Advanced Neutron Source,
or ANS.

| want to elaborate on the reasons for my
concerns for what is basically a scientifically
meritorious and much-needed project. First, |
will provide some background information on
the ANS. | will then proceed to discuss a num-
ber of troubling issues that, in my mind, call
into question the wisdom of proceeding with
ANS construction and capital equipment ac-
quisition in fiscal year 1995.
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BACKGROUND

The Advanced Neutron Source [ANS], to be
sited at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, is de-
signed to be the world's highest flux—that is,
numbers of neutrons per unit area per sec-
ond—research reactor for producing beams of
subatomic particles called neutrons for re-
search in the physical, chemical, and biologi-
cal sciences, as well as for the production of
radioisotopes for use in medicine. It is to be a
user facility available to industry, university,
and government researchers, and 5 to 10
times more powerful than the best existing fa-
cility, the ILL reactor in France. The ANS is in-
tended to replace the high flux isotope reactor
at Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the high
flux beam reactor at Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory, which began operation in the 1960's
and are nearing the end of their useful life-
times.

The ANS has been under development for
more than a decade and has strong support
from the neutron-user community, who total
around 1,000. It has been endorsed by Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and Department
of Energy [DOE] scientific panels. The most
recent review, by a 1992 DOE scientific com-
mittee, recommended completion of the de-
sign and construction of the ANS, as well as
the development of competitive proposals for
the design of a 1-megawatt pulsed spallation
neutron source.

The current ANS design assumes the use of
nuclear-weapons grade highly enriched ura-
nium—enriched 93 percent in the isotope ura-
nium-235—fuel and heavy water as a coolant/
moderator. Its current estimated cost during
the period of construction is $2.9 billion and
estimated operational costs for a 40-year life
span are $6.2 billion, for a total of $9.1 billion.
However, as detailed below and further elabo-
rated in attachment 1, this cost estimate is
highly uncertain, and could easily exceed $13
billion, making the ANS the most expensive
scientific project since the superconducting
super collider.

The ANS was first proposed as a construc-
tion start in DOE's fiscal year 1994 budget re-
quest, and was included as one of President
Clinton’s fiscal year 1994 “Investment Propos-
als.” The fiscal year 1994 DOE request totaled
$39 million, including $12 million for operating
expenses, $1 million for capital equipment,
and $26 million for construction. The House
approved a total of $22 million in fiscal year
1994 Energy and Water Development appro-
priations bill—$10 million for operating ex-
penses and $12 million for construction. The
Senate deleted ANS construction funding, and
instead provided $17 million in operating ex-
penses for continued design and research.
During the conference deliberations, Office of
Management and Budget Director Panetta
sent a letter to Senator HATFIELD on October
13, 1993, stating:

The Department of Energy has decided to
defer the construction of the ANS. This will
allow the Department to continue its efforts
to study the impact on ANS performance
goals if low or medium-enriched uranium
fuel is used; highly enriched uranium fuel is
assumed in the current design. This course of
action will require only the $12 million origi-
nally requested for research and develop-
ment in FY 1994.
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The conference committee adopted the
Senate-passed $17 million for ANS operating
expenses, stating:

The conferees support the continuation of
the Advanced Neutron Source and the con-
ference agreement provides $17,000,000 for the
project. This is the amount needed for the
continuation of essential research and devel-
opment, reactor safety and regulatory com-
pliance tasks. This will include work on the
draft Environmental Impact Statement,
completion of advance: concept design stud-
ies and updates to the appropriate baseline
documentation and applicable activities to
position the project to proceed. The con-
ferees expect a construction start next year
upon accomplishment of this required work.

The House and Senate approved the con-
ference report on October 26 and October 27,
1993, respectively, and President Clinton
signed the fiscal year 1994 Energy and Water
Appropriations Act on October 28, 1993—Pub-
lic Law 103-126.

The fiscal year 1995 DOE request for the
ANS totals $40 million—$12.3 million for oper-
ating expenses, $1 million for capital equip-
ment, and $26.7 million for construction. The
House Appropriations Committee has rec-
ommended a total of $21 million—$10 million
for operating expenses, $1 million for capital
equipment, and $10 million for construction.

ISSUES

There are several ANS issues that should
be reviewed prior to the initiation of construc-
tion funding and capital equipment acquisition
for the project: One, cost; two, nuclear non-
proliferation concerns; three, spent fuel man-
agement; and four, regulatory concerns. | will
discuss each of these in turn.

1. COST

The ANS has been under development for
more than 10 years, first as an upgrade to the
existing high flux isotope reactor at Oak Ridge
National Laboratory. In a February 26, 1984,
Oak Ridge group's presentation to the Major
Materials Facilities Committee of the National
Research Council, the cost of what was then
called the high flux isotope reactor upgrade
[HFIR-II] was $254 million. By the time of the
first construction request in fiscal year 1994,
the DOE estimated the ANS's total project
cost to be $2.75 billion—over 1,100 percent
increase, compared to a little over 37 percent
cost-of-living increase during the same period.
In the fiscal year 1995 request, DOE in-
creased the ANS cost to $2.88 billion—over a
$134 million increase in only one year. By the
end of fiscal year 1994, the ANS will have re-
ceived a total of $103.3 million—more than 40
percent of the original estimated cost of $245
million.

In addition, DOE estimates the reactor is to
have a 40-year life, with an annual operating
cost—in year 2004 dollars—of $155.1 million.
This will require an additional $6.2 billion over
the life of the reactor.

Furthermore, DOE cost estimates are based
upon a design using nuclear-weapons grade
highly enriched uranium fuel. If, because of
nuclear nonproliferation concerns—discussed
below—a low-enriched uranium fuel is used,
DOE estimated, in 1993, that the project's
construction cost will increase by at least $600
million and require an additional $60 million
annually in operating costs. And DOE’s ANS
cost estimates also do not include costs for
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spent fuel disposal and for decontamination
and decommissioning [D&D] activities, which
have been estimated at about $500 million
and $150 million, respectively, by a 1992 re-
view committee. As shown in attachment 1, in-
clusion of all the terms would increase the
cost of the ANS to $12.9 billion.

Finally, it should be noted that DOE’s $12.9
billion cost estimate may well be understated
for at least three reasons. First, DOE cost esti-
mates include only one-third of the cost of the
project's required experimental equipment.
Second, DOE cost estimates assume that the
heavy water, used as a coolant/moderator, will
be provided at no cost from current stocks in
DOE's nuclear weapons program. Third, DOE
cost estimates do not provide any role for the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission [NRC] in the
ANS’s safely reviews or operations—and
based on commercial nuclear powerplant ex-
perience, NRC involvement would likely result
in significant construction delays, design
changes, and cost increases.

2. NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION CONCERNS

As noted above, the current design for the
ANS uses nuclear-weapons-grade highly-en-
riched uranium [HEU] fuel. United States pol-
icy since 1978 has been to diminish and even-
tually eliminate the use of HEU fuel in civilian
nuclear power programs worldwide. In pursuit
of this objective, the United States has en-
couraged other countries to move from nu-
clear-weapons-usable HEU to low-enriched
uranium [LEU] fuel for research reactors under
the aegis of the Reduced Enrichment for Re-
search and Test Reactors [RERTR] Program.

The RERTR Program has been very suc-
cessful. Of the 42 foreign research reactors
that depend on imported U.S. HEU fuel, the
RERTR Program has developed the fuel nec-
essary to convert all but three reactors located
in Germany. In addition, since 1980, all re-
search reactors worldwide, with the exception
of the FRM-II reactor in Germany, have been
designed to use LEU cores—and the U.S.
State Department has been strongly encour-
aging Germany to use LEU fuel in the FRM—
Il reactor. Attachment 2, a May 12, 1994, arti-
cle from Nature magazine, provides further
background on the FRM-II situation.

It is also important to note that the above
HEU fuel policy, which has been endorsed by
four Presidents—two Republicans and two
Democrats—was reinforced by section 903 of
the EPAct, which prohibits the export of HEU
fuel—defined in the act as any uranium fuel
enriched to 20 percent or more in the isotope
uranium-235—for foreign research reactors
unless three conditions are met:

One. The reactor must be technically in-
capable of using any of the LEU fuels cur-
rently available;

Two. The recipient of the fuel must agree to
use an LEU fuel when it becomes available;
and

Three. The United States must be actively
developing an LEU fuel that can be used in
that reactor.

DOE has, however, been resisting the use
of LEU in the ANS, arguing that the use of
LEU fuel has been studied and “found to lead
to a design which would not meet the scientific
requirements for this facility.” As noted above,
DOE also estimated, in 1993, that the use of
LEU fuel would add approximately $600 mil-
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lion to the ANS’s construction cost and $60
million to its annual operating cost.

The State Department disagrees strongly
with the DOE's position. In a September 7,
1993, letter to Dr. John G. Keliher, Director of
DOE's Office of Intelligence and National Se-
curity, Robert L. Gallucci, Assistant Secretary
of State for Politico-Military Affairs, stated:

* * * In order to implement this policy ef-
fectively, we [the U.S. Government] will
need to make sure we are taking all reason-
able steps to assure that LEU is used in our
domestic programs. Failure to do so would
send a powerful, negative signal to govern-
ments in Western Europe, Canada, Australia,
and Japan which have been cooperating with
us in the effort to reduce the use of HEU
worldwide. The message would not be lost on
the Russian Government, which could be ex-
pected to ignore any U.S. pleas not to step in
and start selling HEU for research reactors
and medical isotopes to customers around
the world.

In particular, I would like to ask you to
consider four major steps: (1) conversion of
DOE’s existing research reactors to low en-
riched fuels; (for older reactors, an an-
nouncement of a schedule of closings would
seem appropriate); (2) postponement of the
proposed plan to have Los Alamos begin pro-
duction of molybdenum 99 from HEU targets
for medical isotopes; (3) cooperation with us
to devise ways to encourage foreign produc-
ers of molybdenum 99 to use LEU fuel in
order that we can all compete on a level
playing field; and (4) reconsideration of a
program to develop high density LEU fuels
for use in DOE reactors, three West Euro-
pean reactors, and Soviet designed research
reactors.

The Reduced Enrichment for Research and
test Reactor (RERTR) program, which DOE
established at Argonne to develop low en-
riched uranium fuels for use in research and
test reactors and to provide conversion as-
sistance to U.S. and foreign reactor opera-
tors has been very successful. Only three re-
search reactors abroad have been unwilling
to convert their reactors to low enriched
fuels,

The original intention had been that DOE
convert its research reactors. However, for a
variety of reasons this did not occur. The
fact that DOE did not plan to convert its
own reactors was used by the three European
reactor operators as justification for their
refusal to undertake conversion.

Another factor argues for a re-examination
of a research and development program for
high-density LEU fuel. In Russia, several
other CIS republics, Eastern Europe, North
Korea and elsewhere, there are numerous So-
viet-designed reactors operating on HEU
which cannot use low density LEU fuel de-
veloped under the RERTR program in the
1980's. We understand that much of the de-
velopmental work for high density fuels
would be directly applicable to new LEU
fuels for Soviet reactors. Given the impor-
tance of converting Soviet reactors to LEU
fuels and of gaining Russian [sic] coopera-
tion on reducing or eliminating HEU in civil-
ian programs, the cost of developing high
density LEU fuels may now be worthwhile.

The complete text of this letter is included
as attachment 3.

DOE has under way a study of determining
the reduction in performance of the ANS using
LEU fuel with varying degrees of enrichment
and density, but has made no decision with
regard to its use in the ANS.

Congressional approval of starting construc-
tion of the ANS using HEU fuel would be a
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major blow to U.S. credibility in the nuclear
nonproliferation arena. The United States can-
not credibly urge others not to use nuclear
weapons-grade HEU fuel if it intends to use
that fuel in the ANS. Such an action would
clearly undercut ongoing U.S. State Depan-
ment efforts to convert numerous Soviet-de-
signed reactors and Germany's FRM-II reac-
tor to LEU fuels. In short, it would provide an
excuse for all other nations to oppose inter-
national efforts to end the use of HEU fuels.
3. SPENT FUEL MANAGEMENT

The current ANS design is based on the as-
sumption that its spent fuel later will be sent
to Savannah River, and has provided for only
2 years of spent fuel storage in the reactor
building. Spent fuel shipments to Savannah
River were suspended in April 1992, and DOE
currently has under way a programmatic spent
fuel management environmental impact state-
ment [EIS] that will not be completed until
June of next year. The outcome of that EIS
could greatly influence the cost and manage-
ment of the ANS spent fuel.

4. REGULATORY CONCERNS

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amend-
ed, and the Energy Reorganization Act of
1974 exempt all DOE facilities from Nuclear
Regulatory Commission [NRC] licensing re-
quirements except for facilities that produce
electricity or specific facilities to be built and
operated for the purpose of demonstrating the
suitability for commercial applications. The
ANS, with no commercial power operation po-
tential, clearly falls in the exempt category.

Given that DOE's past self-regulatory efforts
have been inadequate, NRC involvement is
under consideration by DOE’s upper manage-
ment. If DOE turns over ANS reactor safety
and operations to the NRC, it is likely to result
in significant construction delays, design
changes, and significant cost increases.

SUMMARY

The four ANS issues—cost, nuclear non-
proliferation concerns, spent fuel manage-
ment, and regulatory concerns—argue for pos-
sible deferral of ANS construction and capital
equipment acquisition in fiscal year 1995. A 1-
year pause would provide an opportunity for
in-depth congressional hearings, and for DOE
to review a number of ANS issues. It would
also give the scientific community a chance to
reexamine the ANS.

As a prudent course, | would recommend
that total ANS funding in fiscal year 1995 be
limited to $17 million in operating expenses
only, the same as for fiscal year 1994. A
year's delay would give DOE time to fully ex-
plore the use of LEU fuel in the ANS and to
resolve a number of other ANS issues, includ-
ing its escalating and uncertain costs, and the
potential for internationalizing the project.

Attachment 1. Advanced Neutron Source
(ANS)—Detailed cost estimate

Item:
Billions
Sunk cost: Department of Energy
(DOE) estimate of ANS funding
through fiscal year 1994 ..... 0.1

Construction cost: DOE estimate of
ANS's ocost for construction
through a completion date of late

Other project costs during construc-
tion: DOE estimate of ANS's other
construction-related costs through
a completion date of late 2003 ......... B
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Billions
Operational cost: DOE estimate of
operational cost of ANS, computed
at $155.128 million a year for a 40-
year life span ............. 6.2
BUbDOIR] - iinnimheansm i 9.1

Other items:

Spent fuel disposal: December 1992 es-
timate by the DOE Office of Nu-
clear Energy Project Management
Subcommittee's review of the ANS
Conceptual Design Report . o B
Decontamination and decommissiom
ing: December, 1992, estimate by
the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy
Project Management Subcommit-
tee's review of the ANS Cnncept.ual
Design Report .. 2

Total .
Additional cost. of ﬁNS des gn based
on low enriched uranium core: Au-
gust 1993 Acting Director of DOE's
Office of Nuclear Energy estimate

of additional ANS cost . .6
Additional operational cost. uf ﬁNS
with low enriched uranium core:
August 1993 Acting Director of
DOE's Office of Nuclear Energy es-
timate of additional ANS oper-
ational cost, computed at $60 mil-

lion a year for a 40-year life span ... 2.4

Potential total ANS cost ..........
Attachment 2
[From Nature, May 12, 1994]
URANIUM FUEL SPARKS GERMAN-U.S.
CONTROVERSY Y

MUNICH—More than 20 of Germany’s top
physicists have sent a letter to ministries,
politicians and licensing authorities in Ger-
many expressing concern over the proposed
use of highly enriched uranium (HEU) in a
new research ieactor planned for construc-
tion in Garching near Munich.

Their main complaint is that the so-called
Forschungsreaktor Minchen II (FRM-II)
would as currently planned undermine at-
tempts led by the United States to eliminate
the world-wide use of HEU in research reac-
tors, and to substitute it with the less en-
ergy efficient but safer low enriched uranium
(LEU).

The United States, at present the west's
only supplier of HEU, has introduced strict
controls on the distribution and use of this
fuel, quoting its commitments under the
terms of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty (NPT), which came into effect in 1970. In
addition, over 50,000 individuals in Germany,
including many scientists, have backed a de-
mand that the FRM-II be redesignated to use
LEU fuel.

But the scientists at Munich’'s Technical
University who have designed the FRM-II
argue that converting 1t from HEU to LEU
would be extremely costly. They also claim
that such a move is unnecessary, as Ger-
many is a signatory of the NPT, and thus has
strict controls on the use of nuclear fuels.

Last week saw the opening of an inquiry
into the planned reactor, which will provide
high energy neutrons for researchers in ma-
terials and medical sciences. German physi-
cists have been trying to establish a new na-
tional neutron source since the late 1970s, as
the country’s four working research reactors
are aging, and have neutron fluxes too low to
meet all current research needs.

Planned for construction next to Munich
university's existing research reactor,
known as the Atom-Ei (atomic egg) because
of its shape, the new reactor would have a
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high neutron flux (80010!2 per second per cm?)
and would cost DM525 million, two thirds
paid by the federal government, and the rest
by the state of Bavaria.

Wolfgang Glaser, professor of experimental
physics in Munich and former director of Eu-
rope’s most powerful research reactor at the
Institut Laue-Langevin in Grenoble, France,
says that the use of HEU, made up of 93 per
cent U and T per cent 238U, is needed to
achieve the required neutron flux at a power
of 20 megawatts.

If the new reactor is required to use a mix-
ture of only 20 per cent 23U (and 80 per cent
2387), he says, it would have to operate at
twice this power, raising annual running
costs from DM20 million to DM30 million. In
addition, conversion is likely to cost an esti-
mated DM200 million.

Glaser also argues that LEU provides a
similar security risk to HEU, as 23U in the
fuel is converted to plutonium. But Werner
Buckel, former president of the German
Physics Society, says that sophisticated re-
processing technology is required to extract
this plutonium, which is already at low lev-
els, and that the risks are therefore not com-
parable.

The United States has established a pro-
gramme to develop alternative high density
LEU fuels. Its overall policy, intended to re-
duce the risks of nuclear proliferation, was
reinforced by the Schumer amendment to
the 1992 Energy Policy Act, which specifies
three conditions for the supply of HEU to re-
search reactors.

First, the reactor must be technically in-
capable of using any of the LEU fuels cur-
rently available. Second, the relevant na-
tional government must agree to use an al-
ternative, compatible LEU fuel type, if one
becomes available. Finally, the United
States must become involved in developing
an LEU fuel type that would be compatible
with the specified reactor.

Despite the extra costs incurred by reac-
tors using LEU fuel, the policy has so far
been highly successful. Thirty eight of the 42
research reactors outside the US which de-
pend on imported US fuel have already
switched, or are preparing to switch, to LEU,
These include Germany’s four current re-
search reactors in Berlin, Hamburg, Julich,
and the Atom-Ei in Garching. One of the re-
maining four is now considering switching,
and the other three are not technically capa-
ble of conversion.

Given this virtually universal compliance
with the policy, as well as Germany's ultra-
sensitivity to ‘green’ issues, the country's
insistence on using HEU at Garching has
generated widespread surprise.

Government officials deny that the use of
HEU will increase the risk of nuclear pro-
liferation. They point out that strong secu-
rity measures have been incorporated into
the FRM-II plans to meet the demands of
both the European Atomic Energy Commu-
nity (Euratom) and the International Atom-
ic Energy Agency.

But Robin Delabarre from the US State
Department's section on nuclear affairs says
that this is not the point. **‘The German safe-
guards are fine,” he says. “But it is not a
problem specific to Germany; there is a gen-
eral concern about the risks of international
transport and use of weapons-grade mate-
rials.”

The US is particularly worried that, by
breaking ranks, Germany could encourage
those responsible for research reactors in
other countries to reconvert their reactors
to use the cheaper HEU fuel. If that hap-
pened, however, a new question would arise
concerning the origins of the fuel.
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Gldaser says he is confident that the US
will agree to supply FRM-II with HEU, ac-
cepting the reactor as an exception to its
general rules on the grounds that a redesign
to use LEU would be uneconomic. But
Delabarre says that economic reasons are
not sufficient to allow an exception, and that
a request for HEU from Garching would
“most likely not be approved".

The State Department has been urging the
Garching team—so far unsuccessfully—to
work with US scientists at the Argonne Na-
tional Laboratory near Chicago on low en-
riched fuel that would be both technically
and economically acceptable.

If the US refuses to supply the HEU (no
such fuel has been exported from the US
since 1992) and the reactor is not converted
to use LEU, its fuel will have to be sought
elsewhere. It will have to be ordered through
Euratom, as nuclear installations in Ger-
many, as in all other countries of the Euro-
pean Union, are obliged to do.

A spokesperson for Euratom admits that
US policy has put its HEU supplies ‘‘in grave
doubt in the near future'. The organization
is considering new sources—possibilities in-
clude the United Kingdom, France, and Rus-
sia—but will not discuss the options it is
considering.

The public hearing, which is part of the nu-
clear license procedure for FRM-II, is likely
to continue for several weeks. Bavaria's
prime minister Edmund Stoiber says he
would like to see a (positive) licensing deci-
sion taken before the state elections in Sep-
tember. But few expect a decision much be-
fore Christmas.—Allson Abbott

Attachment 3

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, DC, September 7, 1993,

Dr. JOHN G. KELIHER,

Director, Office of Intelligence and National Se-
curity, Department of Energy, Washington,
DC.

DEAR DR, KELIHER: I am writing you re-
garding USG policies involving use of highly
enriched uranium in civil programs.

As you know, it has been U.S. policy since
the Carter Administration to discourage the
use of highly enriched uranium in civil pro-
grams both domestic and foreign. In order to
implement this policy effectively, we will
need to make sure we are taking all reason-
able steps to assure that LEU is used in our
domestic programs. Failure to do so would
send a powerful, negative signal to govern-
ments in Western Europe, Canada, Australia,
and Japan which have been cooperating with
us in the effort to reduce the use of HEU
worldwide. The message would not be lost on
the Russian Government, which could be ex-
pected to ignore any U.S. pleas not to step in
and start selling HEU for research reactors
and medical isotopes to customers around
the world.

In particular, I would like to ask you to
consider four major steps: (1) conversion of
DOE's existing research reactors to low en-
riched fuels; (for older reactors, an an-
nouncement of a schedule for closings would
seem appropriate); (2) postponement of the
proposed plan to have Los Alamos begin pro-
duction of molybdenum 99 from HEU targets
for medical isotopes; (3) cooperation with us
to devise ways to encourage foreign produc-
ers of molybdenum 99 to use LEU fuel in
order that we can all compete on a level
playing field; and (4) reconsideration of a
program to develop high density LEU fuels
for use in DOE reactors, three West Euro-
pean reactors, and Soviet designed research
reactors.
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The Reduced Enrichment for Research and
Test Reactor (RERTR) program, which DOE
established at Argonne to develop low en-
riched uranium fuels for use in research and
test reactors and to provide conversion as-
sistance to U.S. and foreign reactor opera-
tors has been very successful. Only three re-
search reactors abroad have been unwilling
to convert their reactors to low enriched
fuels.

The original intention had been that DOE
convert its research reactors. However, for a
variety of reasons this did not occur. The
fact that DOE did not plan to convert its
own reactors was used by the three European
reactor operators as justification for their
refusal to undertake conversion.

Another factor argues for a re-examination
of a research and development program for
high density LEU fuel. In Russia, several
other CIS republics, Eastern Europe, North
Korea and elsewhere, there are numerous So-
viet-designed reactors operating on HEU
which cannot use low density LEU fuel de-
veloped under the RKRTR program in the
1980's. We understand that much of the de-
velopmental work for high density fuels
would be directly applicable to new LEU
fuels for Soviet reactors. Given the impor-
tance of converting Soviet reactors to LEU
fuels and of gaining Russian cooperation on
reducing of eliminating HEU in civil pro-
grams, the cost of developing high density
LEU fuels may now be worthwhile.

The issue of the use of HEU targets for mo-
lybdenum 99 (MO-99) production for medical
isotopes has come up recently in discussions
with the South African Government on dis-
position of the SAG's stockpile of HEU from
dismantled nuclear weapons.

After initially announcing their interest in
selling to the U.S. or another nuclear weap-
ons state their HEU, the South Africans re-
cently told us that they wanted to keep their
HEU for fuel for the SAFARI research reac-
tor. Argonne National Laboratory (ANL) ex-
perts familiar with SAFARI are confident
that the reactor can be converted to use LEU
fuel. However, the South African AEC argues
that one of the main uses for SAFARI is and
will continue to be nuclear medicine, and
that HEU targets are required to produce
MO-99.

DOE and Argonne National Laboratory
(ANL) have been working to reestablish
ANL's program for development of LEU tar-
gets for the production of medical isotopes,
particularly (MO-99), to meet a key 1992 En-
ergy Policy Act criterion for approval of
HEU exports for target use. To assist in this
effort, Argonne has increased its contacts
with AECL Chalk River Laboratory in Can-
ada which has an active LEU target develop-
ment program. Isotope production is a high-
ly competitive industry operating on tight
margins, Use of LEU targets will increase
costs and complexity of isotope production
because more nuclear material is needed and
irradiated LEU produces more high level
waste including plutonium. LEU targets are
technically feasible but must also be com-
mercially feasible. Our objective should be to
obtain agreement among all producers of
MO-99 to use LEU rather than HEU. In this
way all would be competing on a level play-
ing field. We recognize, of course, that the
LEU target must be licensable by national
nuclear regulatory authorities and the MO-
99 product must be certified by the Food and
Drug Administration or its equivalent in
other countries as medically safe.

Chalk River-Nordion of Canada and IRE
Flauris of Belgium are the major world sup-
pliers of MO-99. At present, there is no U.S,
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producer of MO-99. DOE has been working to
develop a MO-99 production capability by
1994 at Los Alamos National Laboratory
using HEU targets and the Omega research
reactor. While development of a U.S. produc-
tion capability will reduce U.S. industry con-
cerns about possible interruptions of foreign
supply, clearly, Canada, Belgium and South
Africa will not use LEU targets if Los Ala-
mos uses HEU. Furthermore, the existence of
two foreign producers of MO-99 and the pro-
spective emergence of at least one other for-
eign supplier should assuage any possible
concerns about supply availability.

1 would appreciate hearing from you on
these matters in the near future.

Sincerely,
ROBERT L. GALLUCCI,
Assistant Secretary of State
for Politico-Military Affairs.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman,
the Energy and water bill before us this year
helps to continue the relationship between the
Federal Government and private enterprises. It
contains over $1.7 billion in funding for energy
research. Companies in Connecticut have
played an important role in the development of
new fuel cell technology and other energy
projects designed to be more environmentally
sound. The bill will keep the United States and
a world leader in research and development of
useful technology. | will support this bill.

This bill differs from last year's bill in that we
are no longer able to debate funding for the
superconducting super collider. Last year the
house voted to eliminate the super collider,
and | voted against the final version of the bill
as a result. | hope that in the future Congress
will reconsider the ill-advised decision to end
this project. The super collider would have
provided vital research for atomic medicine
and superconductivity. While | have consist-
ently supported prudent cuts in the programs,
of the Department of Energy, | felt that the
super collider would have provided valuable
research to give our country a technological
edge.

Today we will vote on one amendment of-
fered to cut spending in this bill. | will support
the Byme amendment to eliminate the bill's
proposed $12 million appropriation for the Gas
Turbine-Modular Helium Reactor Program.
This Helium Reactor Program was developed
in the early 1970's with the theory that it would
be a cost-competitive way to generate elec-
tricity. This has not proven to be the case. But
Congress can never admit that its old deci-
sions were wrong, and here the program is
again for our approval. Taxpayers do not want
to pay for programs that will not be useful for
the future. This amendment had clear biparti-
san support, and | will vote for it.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in section 2 of House Resolu-
tion 449 may amend portions of the bill
not yet read for amendment and is not
subject to a demand for division of the
question.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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H.R. 4506

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 the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, for en-
ergy and water development, and for other
purposes, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief
of Engineers for authorized civil functions of
the Department of the Army pertaining to
rivers and harbors, flood control, beach ero-
sion, and related purposes.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection
and study of basic information pertaining to
river and harbor, flood control, shore protec-
tion, and related projects, restudy of author-
ized projects, miscellaneous investigations,
and, when authorized by laws, surveys and
detailed studies and plans and specifications
of projects prior to construction, $179,062,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
funds are provided for the following projects
in the amounts specified:

Los Angeles County Water Conservation
and Supply, California, $700,000;

Norco Bluffs, California, $400,000;

Indianapolis, White River, Central Water-
front, Indiana, $4,000,000;

Ohio River Greenway, Indiana, $900,000;

Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, $260,000;

Little Calumet River Basin (Cady Marsh
Diteh), Indiana, $150,000;

Kentucky Lock and Dam, Kentucky,
$2,000,000;

Hazard, Kentucky, $500,000;

Mussers Dam, Pennsylvania, $200,000;

Hartsville, Trousdale County, Tennessee,
$95,000;

West Virginia Comprehensive, West Vir-
ginia, $350,000; and

West Virginia Port Development, West Vir-
ginia, $800,000.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor,
flood control, shore protection, and related
projects authorized by laws; and detailed
studies, and plans and specifications, of
projects (including those for development
with participation or under consideration for
participation by States, local governments,
or private groups) authorized or made eligi-
ble for selection by law (but such studies
shall not constitute a commitment of the
Government to construction), $1,023,595,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
such sums as are necessary pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 99-662 shall be derived from the In-
land Waterways Trust Fund, for one-half of
the costs of construction and rehabilitation
of inland waterways projects, including reha-
bilitation costs for the Lock and Dam 25,
Mississippi River, Illinois and Missouri, and
GIWW-Brazos River Floodgates, Texas,
projects, and of which funds are provided for
the following projects in the amounts speci-
fied:

Red River Emergency Bank Protection,
Arkansas and Louisiana, $6,000,000;

Red River Below Denison Dam Levee and
Bank Stabilization, Arkansas and Louisiana,
$1,500,000;

West Sacramento, California, $500,000;
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Sacramento River Flood Control Project
(Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District), Califor-
nia, $400,000,

Sacramento River Flood Control Project
(Deficiency Correction), California,
$3,700,000;

San Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River
Mainstem), California, §5,000,000;

Central and Southern Florida,
$11,315,000;

Kissimmee River, Florida, $9,000,000;

Casino Beach, Illinois, $1,000,000;

Des Moines Recreational River and Green-
belt, ITowa, $4,000,000;

Harlan (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $20,000,000;

Middlesborough (Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $1,200,000;

Williamsburg (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $3,000,000;

Pike County (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $5,000,000;

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Jeffer-
son Parish), Louisiana, $800,000;

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurri-
cane Protection), Louisiana, $12,500,000;

Ste. Genevieve, Missouri, $3,000,000;

Hackensack Meadowlands Area, New Jer-
sey, $2,500,000;

Ramapo River at Oakland, New Jersey,
$600,000;

Salem River, New Jersey, $1,000,000;

Carolina Beach and Vicinity, North Caro-
lina, $2,800,000;

Fort Fisher and Vicinity, North Carolina,
$900,000;

Broad Top Region, Pennsylvania, $1,000,000;

Lackawanna River, Olyphant, Pennsylva-
nia, $1,100,000;

Lackawanna River, Scranton. Pennsylva-
nia, $1,000,000;

South Central Pennsylvania Environ-
mental Restoration Infrastructure and Re-
source Protection Development Pilot Pro-
gram, Pennsylvania, $7,000,000;

Wallisville, Lake, Texas, $1,000,000;

Richmond Filtration Plant, Virginia,
$2,000,000; and

Southern West Virginia Environmental
Restoration Infrastructure and Resource
Protection Development Pilot Program,
West Virginia, $1,500,000:

Provided, That of the offsetting collections

credited to this account, $71,000 are perma-

nently canceled.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU-
TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU-
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE
For expenses necessary for prosecuting

work of flood control, and rescue work, re-

pair, restoration, or maintenance of flood
control projects threatened or destroyed by
flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a,

T02g-1), $334,138,000, to remain available until

expended, of which $3,000,000 is provided for

the Eastern Arkansas Region, Arkansas,
project.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the preserva-
tion, operation, maintenance, and care of ex-
isting river and harbor, flood control, and re-
lated works, including such sums as may be
necessary for the maintenance of harbor
channels provided by a State, municipality
or other public agency, outside of harbor
lines, and serving essential needs of general
commerce and navigation; surveys and
charting of northern and northwestern lakes

Florida,
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and connecting waters; clearing and
straightening channels; and removal of ob-
structions to navigation, $1,646,535,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which such
sums as become available in the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund, pursuant to Public
Law 99-662, may be derived from that fund,
and of which $37,000,000 shall be for construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of outdoor
recreation facilities, to be derived from the
special account established by the Land and
Water Conservation Act of 1965, as amended
(16 U.S.C. 4601), and of which funds are pro-
vided for the following projects in the
amounts specified:
Tucson Diversion
$2,500,000;
Jeffersonville-Clarksville, Indiana, $750,000;
McAlpine Lock and Dam (Ohio River Locks
and Dams), Kentucky, $1,000,000; and
Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania, $5,330,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $7,000,000 shall
be available for obligation for national emer-
gency preparedness programs: Provided fur-
ther, That of the offsetting collections cred-
ited to this account, $1,000 are permanently
canceled.
REGULATORY PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for administration
of laws pertaining to regulation of navigable
waters and wetlands, $101,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

For expenses necessary for emergency
flood control, hurricane, and shore protec-
tion activities, as authorized by section 5 of
the Flood Control Act approved August 18,
1941, as amended, $14,979,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That of the
offsetting collections credited to this ac-
count, $5,000 are permanently canceled.

OIL SPILL RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to carry out the
purposes of the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund, pursuant to title VII of the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990, $625,000, to be derived from
the Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

Channel, Arizona,

GENERAL EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for general admin-
istration and related functions in the Office
of the Chief of Engineers and offices of the
Division Engineers; activities of the Coastal
Engineering Research Board, the Humphreys
Engineer Center Support Activity, and the
Water Resources Support Center, $152,500,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $56,480,000 of the
funds provided in this Act shall be available
for general administration and related func-
tions in the Office of the Chief of Engineers:
Provided further, That no part of any other
appropriation provided in title I of this Act
shall be available to fund the activities of
the Office of the Chief of Engineers or the Di-
vision Offices.

PERMANENT APPROPRIATIONS

Amounts otherwise available for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1995 are reduced by $4,000.

RIVERS AND HARBORS CONTRIBUTED FUNDS

Amounts otherwise available for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1995 are reduced by $16,000.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

During the current fiscal year the revolv-
ing fund, Corps of Engineers, shall be avail-
able for purchase (not to exceed 100 for re-
placement only) and hire of passenger motor
vehicles.

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

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title I?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IT
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

For the purpose of carrying out provisions
of the Central Utah Project Completion Act,
Public Law 102-575 (106 Stat. 4605), $38,972,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
$22 839,000 shall be to carry out the activities
aunthorized under title II of the Act and for
feasibility studies of alternatives to the
Uintah and Upalco Units, and of which
$16,133,000 shall be deposited into the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Account: Provided, That of the amounts de-
posited into the Account, $5,000,000 shall be
considered the Federal Contribution author-
ized by paragraph 402(b)}2) of the Act and
$11,133,000 shall be available to the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Com-
mission to carry out the activities author-
ized under title III of the Act.

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out responsibilities of the
Secretary of the Interior under the Act,
51,191,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

For carrying out the functions of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation as provided in the Fed-
eral reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902,
32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or
supplementary thereto) and other Acts appli-
cable to that Bureau as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For engineering and economic investiga-
tions of proposed Federal reclamation
projects and studies of water conservation
and development plans and activities pre-
liminary to the reconstruction, rehabilita-
tion and betterment, financial adjustment,
or extension of existing projects, to remain
available until expended, $14,190,000: Pro-
vided, That, of the total appropriated, the
amount for program activities which can be
financed by the reclamation fund shall be de-
rived from that fund: Provided further, That
funds contributed by non-Federal entities for
purposes similar to this appropriation shall
be available for expenditure for the purposes
for which contributed as though specifically
appropriated for said purposes, and such
amounts shall remain available until ex-
pended.

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For construction and rehabilitation of
projects and parts thereof (including power
transmission facilities for Bureau of Rec-
lamation use) and for other related activities
as authorized by law, to remain available
until expended, $432,727,000 of which
$23,272,000 shall be available for transfer to
the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund au-
thorized by section 5 of the Act of April 11,
1956 (43 U.S.C. 620d), and $153,793,000 shall be
available for transfer to the Lower Colorado
River Basin Development Fund authorized
by section 403 of the Act of September 30,
1968 (43 U.S.C. 1543), and such amounts as
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may be necessary shall be considered as
though advanced to the Colorado River Dam
Fund for the Boulder Canyon Project as au-
thorized by the Act of December 21, 1928, as
amended: Provided, That of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities
which can be financed by the reclamation
fund shall be derived from that fund: Pro-
vided further, That transfers to the Upper
Colorado River Basin Fund and Lower Colo-
rado River Basin Development Fund may be
increased or decreased by transfers within
the overall appropriation under this heading:
Provided further, That funds contributed by
non-Federal entities for purposes similar to
this appropriation shall be available for ex-
penditure for the purposes for which contrib-
uted as though specifically appropriated for
said purposes, and such funds shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That no part of the funds herein approved
shall be available for construction or oper-
ation of facilities to prevent waters of Lake
Powell from entering any national monu-
ment: Provided further, That all costs of the
safety of dams modification work at Coo-
lidge Dam, San Carlos Irrigation Project, Ar-
izona, performed under the authority of the
Reclamation Safety of Dams Act of 1978 (43
U.S.C. 506), as amended, are in addition to
the amount authorized in section 5 of said
Act.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For operation and maintenance of rec-
lamation projects or parts thereof and other
facilities, as authorized by law; and for a soil
and moisture conservation program on lands
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, pursuant to law, to remain avail-
able until expended, $286,521,000: Provided,
That of the total appropriated, the amount
for program activities which can be financed
by the reclamation fund shall be derived
from that fund, and the amount for program
activities which can be derived from the spe-
cial fee account established pursuant to the
Act of December 22, 1987 (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a, as
amended), may be derived from that fund:
Provided further, That of the total appro-
priated, such amounts as may be required for
replacement work on the Boulder Canyon
Project which would require readvances to
the Colorado River Dam Fund shall be re-
advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund
pursuant to section 5 of the Boulder Canyon
Project Adjustment Act of July 19, 1940 (43
U.S.C. 618d), and such readvances since Octo-
ber 1, 1984, and in the future shall bear inter-
est at the rate determined pursuant to sec-
tion 104(a)(5) of Public Law 98-381: Provided
Surther, That funds advanced by water users
for operation and maintenance of reclama-
tion projects or parts thereof shall be depos-
ited to the credit of this appropriation and
may be expended for the same purpose and in
the same manner as sums appropriated here-
in may be expended, and such advances shall
remain available until expended: Provided
Surther, That revenues in the Upper Colorado
River Basin Fund shall be available for per-
forming examination of existing structures
on participating projects of the Colorado
River Storage Project.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and/or grants,
$9,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by the Small Reclama-
tion Projects Act of August 6, 1956, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 422a-4221): 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: Pro-
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vided further, That these funds are available
to subsidize gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct loans not to exceed

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the program for di-
rect loans and/or grants, $600,000: Provided,
That of the total sums appropriated, the
amount of program activities which can be
financed by the reclamation fund shall be de-
rived from the fund.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

For carrying out the programs, projects,
plans, and habitat restoration, improvement,
and acquisition provisions of the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act, to remain
available until expended, such sums as may
be assessed and collected in the Central Val-
ley Project Restoration Fund pursuant to
sections  3407(d), 3404(c)3), 3405 and
3406(c)(1) of Public Law 102-575: Provided,
That the Bureau of Reclamation is directed
to levy additional mitigation and restoration
payments totaling $37,232,000 (October 1992
price levels), as authorized by section 3407(d)
of Public Law 102-575.

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of general adminis-
tration and related functions in the office of
the Commissioner, the Denver office, and of-
fices in the five regions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, §54,034,000, of which $1,400,000 shall
remain available until expended, the total
amount to be derived from the reclamation
fund and to be nonreimbursable pursuant to
the Act of April 19, 1945 (43 U.S.C. 377): Pro-
vided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion in this Act shall be available for activi-
ties or functions budgeted for the current fis-
cal year as general administrative expenses.

EMERGENCY FUND

For an additional amount for the “Emer-
gency fund', as authorized by the Act of
June 26, 1948 (43 U.S.C. 502), as amended, to
remain available until expended for the pur-
poses specified in said Act, $1,000,000, to be
derived from the reclamation fund.

SPECIAL FUNDS
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Sums herein referred to as being derived
from the reclamation fund or special fee ac-
count are appropriated from the special
funds in the Treasury created by the Act of
June 17, 1902 (43 U.S.C. 391) or the Act of De-
cember 22, 1987 (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a, as amend-
ed), respectively. Such sums shall be trans-
ferred, upon request of the Secretary, to be
merged with and expended under the heads
herein specified; and the unexpended bal-
ances of sums transferred for expenditure
under the head “*General Administrative Ex-
penses™ shall revert and be credited to the
reclamation fund.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

Of the offsetting collections credited to
this account, $863,000 are permanently can-
celed due to reduced GSA rental charges and
$1,848,000 are permanently canceled due to ef-
ficiencies in the procurement process.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion shall be available for purchase of not to
exceed 9 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only.

Mr. BEVILL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that 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
Alabama?
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There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title II?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Cali-

fornia: On page 11, line 25, strike
**$432,727,000" and insert in lieu thereof,
$402,727,000"".

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment deletes $30 mil-
lion in funding from the Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s construction account for
the Garrison Diversion Unit, ND.

As many of my colleagues will recall,
this large water project was completely
redesigned and reformulated by Con-
gress in 1986. Many expensive and envi-
ronmentally destruction features of
the project were eliminated. Much of
the original irrigation was deauthor-
ized. In place or the irrigation, the re-
formulated project would supply thou-
sands of North Dakota residents with
high quality drinking water from the
Missouri River. Wetlands would be re-
stored.

Since the 1986 reformation, Congress
has appropriated well over $100 million
to construct the newly reformulated
Garrison project. I have supported each
and every one of those funding re-
quests.

Unfortunately, however, local spon-
sors of the project, the Garrison Diver-
sion Conservancy District, have repeat-
edly attempted to rewrite history and
the law by repudiating the 1986 Garri-
son Reformation Act. Their obvious in-
tent is to resurrect the old Garrison
project, complete with outdated, ex-
pensive, and wasteful irrigation.

Late last year, North Dakota leaders
and the Garrison Diversion Conser-
vancy District asked Reclamation
Commissioner Beard to initiate yet an-
other new process to determine North
Dakota’s contemporary water develop-
ment needs. The Commissioner, with
the concurrence of all North Dakota
political leaders, insisted that all
North Dakotans internally reach con-
sensus on any proposed changes to the
1986 act. When the Governor's proposal
was issued just a few weeks ago, it was
promptly rejected by the North Dakota
congressional delegation.

0 1330

Eight years after we passed the Re-
formulation Act, the delegation has ad-
vised the United States that ‘‘Our
State is owed this project,”’ and that
“North Dakota will not have to reim-
burse the Federal Government for
major features of this project.”

Mr. Chairman, if the State of North
Dakota and its congressional delega-
tion are not interested in constructing
a major water resource project for the
benefit: of their citizens, I see no reason
why Congress and the taxpayers should
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be expected to force the project upon
them.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to convene a
hearing of the Committee on Natural
Resources to receive testimony on leg-
islative proposals to further reform and
perhaps even deauthorize the Garrison
project.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that I
have been given a letter that has been
written to Michael Whittington, the
area manager of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, by the delegation, which has
a statement by the congressional dele-
gation that they plan to go back to
start a new collaborative effort to
produce concurrence among all of the
interests in North Dakota and to
produce consensus legislation that
they will introduce in Congress to mod-
ify the Garrison Reformulation Act.
That is clearly their right to do so. I
would welcome and would participate
with them, if necessary, with the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

Mr. Chairman, I must say, however,
in that same letter dated May 12 to Mr.
Whittington, that I am deeply dis-
turbed by the suggestion that somehow
this project is owed to North Dakota
and that they should not have to pay
for what they should receive as com-
pensation.

This project, when it was passed in
1986 as a reformulated project, was
very narrowly passed by the Congress
by a handful of votes. Those handful of
votes were secured by the effort of my-
self and many others to represent to
the Members of the Congress that there
would be consensus, that there would
be a fundamental reformulation, and
there would be repayment of this
project. That is what we did in 1986
after long negotiations on both the
House and Senate side.

To now suggest that somehow unilat-
erally one party or the other within
North Dakota is going to change the
purposes and the intent of this act is
simply unacceptable. I hope that per-
haps this letter is more reflective of
the desire to enter into a true consen-
sus, rather than simply a one-sided dis-
cussion within the State about changes
that some may seek or think are advis-
able in this act.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the letter to Mr. Whittington
with regard to the Garrison diversion
reform proposal:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 12, 1994.
Mr. MICHAEL WHITTINGTON,
Bureau of Reclamation,
Bismark, ND.

DEAR MR. WHITTINGTON: We are writing to
tell you that we do not support the Garrison
Diversion reform proposal, called the
“Strawman proposal,” announced recently
by Governor Edward Schafer.

The proposal is seriously flawed in several
respects. Moreover, the drafting and release
of this proposal was not a part of the col-
laborative process that we had agreed to
with Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner
Dan Beard. Let us briefly explain our con-
cerns.
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First, the governor's proposal has been ad-
vanced as unilaterally accepting the imposi-
tion of new water taxes on residents in east-
ern North Dakota cities supplied by Garrison
Diversion. According to the governor's of-
fice, the plan anticipates that these resi-
dents would see their water bills hiked by
$2.00 to $12.00 more a month,

We feel strongly that North Dakota’s in-
terests are not served by surrendering on the
subject of which costs of a revised Garrison
Diversion Project are nonreimbursable. Our
state is owed this project as compensation
for economic losses incurred by hosting a
one-half million acre, permanent flood be-
hind the Garrison Dam. North Dakotans
should not have to pay for what they should
receive as compensation.

Consequently, we intend to insist that, to
the extent possible, North Dakota will not
have to reimburse the federal government
for major features of this project.

Second, while the governor's proposal bor-
rows some good ideas developed in the col-
laborative process, it nonetheless proposes to
spend tens of millions of dollars more than is
necessary on some components of the
project.

Third, specific costs and priorities on
major component parts of the system were
advanced by the governor’s proposal outside
of the collaborative process, and put forth
without consultation with the other parties.
In contrast, the many decisions that need to
be made in reformulating this Garrison
project must be done in a thoughtful and de-
liberative way, and include the input of all of
the various North Dakota interests.

We need to agree on proposed changes to
the current authorized Garrison Diversion
Project in North Dakota. There's no ques-
tion about that. But the governor's plan is
not well constructed. It uses cost estimates
that are, in some cases, far too high. It ac-
quiesces to tax increases for some North Da-
kotans that we are not willing to support.

Instead, we intend to make a fresh start to
collaborate in a way that produces concur-
rence among all of the interests in North Da-
kota. We intend to produce consensus legis-
lation that we will introduce in Congress to
modify the Garrison Diversion Reformation
Act. In doing so, we will continue to consult
with the governor, the State Legislature, the
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, In-
dian tribes, environmental groups and many
other interests in North Dakota. Thank you.

Sincerely,
BYRON L. DORGAN,
U.S. Senator.
KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senator.
EARL POMEROY,
Member of Congress.

In that spirit, Mr. Chairman, I will
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
the amendment that I have offered, but
I want to serve notice that we will not
continue to send funding to this
project if people think they are going
to use, or somehow believe they are
going to use, this money at cross-pur-
poses to the intent of the 1986 act to re-
formulate this project.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments to title II?
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The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for energy supply, re-
search and development activities, and other
activities in carrying out the purposes of the
Department of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion; purchase of
passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed 25,
of which 19 are for replacement only),
$3,302,170,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEVILL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BEVILL: Page
21, line 24, strike ‘‘$3,164,369,000' and insert

Page 23, line 10, strike **$1,879,204,000"" and
insert *‘$1,842,204,000".

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the
President on June 8th submitted an
amendment to the fiscal year 1995
budget request for the Department of
Energy. There are copies of his request
and a table reflecting that the request
and our recommendation available on
both sides for the Members' review.

The President requested additional
funds for recently identified require-
ments within the nuclear weapons
complex and proposed to offset the
funding requirement by using funds
previously appropriated for various De-
partment of Energy activities.

The committee had reported H.R.
4506 before the President’s request was
received, but we felt it was important
to consider this request when the bill
was brought before the House.

Working with the Committee on
Armed Services, we have reviewed this
budget amendment and identified those
portions which are critical to meet the
near-term national security require-
ments of the U.S. Department of En-
ergy.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
increase the weapons activities appro-
priation by $37 million, and decrease
the materials support and other de-
fense programs appropriation by $37
million. This will not affect the total
budget authority or outlays in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I submit a table for
the record showing the specific funding
adjustments. I ask for the Members’
support for this amendment.

The table referred to is as follows:

AMENDMENT SUMMARY
Recommenda-
Program Request tio
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES
Weapons stockpile support:
Additional stockpile support
activities at the Kansas
City Plant, Missouri ............. $31,000,000 $31,000,000
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Program

Recommenda-
Request Yion

Assure safety and environ-
mental compliance during
shutdown of the Mound
Plant, Ohio (528,000,000
total with $13,000,000 re-
allocated from within the
program)

Additional stnch.nlie activities
at the Y Ten-
nessee .

Assure 53
mental compliance duning
shutdown of the Pinellas
Plant, Florida .

Capital wunpmenl 'S ll'l'lpll
ment nonnuclear reconfig-
uration at Sandia Mational
Laboratory, KM ..

Replace Aviation Famlm- Nbu
querque, NM ...

Total, stuckpnle supmrt
Use of prior year baiances

15,000,000 15,000,000

30,000,000 30,000,000

12,000,000 12,000,000

3,000,000 3,000,000
2,000,000 0

93,000,000 91,000,000
(54,000,000) (54,000,000)

Total, weapons activities 39,000,000 37,000,000

MATERIALS SUPPORT AND OTHER
DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Fissile materials control and disposition:
Mational Resource Center for
Plutonium, Amarillo, TX ...
Materials support:
Disassembly Basin Uwadu
Savannah River, C ..........
Capital equlpmenl
Use of prior year balances ...

9,000,000 9,000,000

]
0
(46,000,000)

13,000,000
(13,000,000)
(48,000,000

Total, materials support
and other defense
programs ..

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr, MYERS] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG], a member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me, and for introducing this
amendment, and to restate that it is
not an increase of dollars, but it just
provides for a far better management
of our diminishing nuclear capabilities.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of Chairman
BEviLL's amendment and to thank him and the
members of the committee for following
through so quickly to incorporate the Secretary
of Energy’s budget amendment into this legis-
lation.

This budget neutral amendment adds $93
million to the Department of Energy's weapons
activities account to provide urgently needed
additional resources for our Nation's nuclear
weapons support complex.

Mr. Chairman, the administration's original
budget request called for a sharp 15 percent
reduction in the Department's weapons activi-
ties programs. As | have discussed with the
Secretary and her staff, if enacted, this $270
million reduction in these activities will have a
severe impact on our national security. De-
spite what some would have you believe, our
nuclear weapons program is still a vital part of
our national security strategy and we must
continue to produce, modernize, and service
these weapons.

During the hearings of our Appropriations
Subcommittee on National Defense, the De-
partment of Defense’s witnesses who are the

(39,000,000)  (37,000,000)
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Department of Energy's customers for these
weapons shared my concerns about the im-
pact this sharp reduction in funding for weap-
ons activities would have on our readiness
and our ability to ensure the reliability and ac-
curacy of our nuclear weapons and our stock-
ile.

& One of the principal facilities in the Depart-
ment of Energy’s nuclear weapons complex is
located in Pinellas County, FL, which | rep-
resent. The employees at this facility have de-
voted the past 40 years to protecting our na-
tional security through their work to produce
state of the art components for our nuclear
weapons. This amendment will increase by
one-third, or $12 million, the funds available
for the employees at the Pinellas plant to carry
out their important mission.

These funds also will be used to begin the
process of securing this facility whose mission
will soon change from one dedicated to pro-
viding for our national defense to one dedi-
cated to strengthening our Nation’s industrial
and technological base. Although, as this
budget amendment reflects, there is still an
ongoing need to maintain and service our nu-
clear weapons stockpile, there is a declining
need for the production of new weapons.
Therefore, the Department of Energy has un-
dertaken a plan to consolidate the operation of
its nuclear weapons complex, thereby elimi-
nating the need for three of its facilities includ-
ing Pinellas.

To the Secretary of Energy's credit, how-
ever, from her early days in office she has
agreed with my long stated belief that these
facilities still have an important mission. That
is to convert the wide array of state-of-the-art
technology we have developed for the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons to commercial uses
for a variety of products that will find their way
into the marketplace.

Already efforts are underway to begin this
process at the Pinellas plant and the funds in-
cluded in this bill and this amendment will
begin cleaning up and securing the plant in
preparation for its new commercial mission.
These funds will also enable the plant to com-
plete its defense mission to ensure that
enough components and spare parts are pro-
duced to support our nuclear weapons stock-
pile during the transition process.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, | again want to
thank the Secretary of Energy for her recogni-
tion of a major shortfall in her 1995 budget re-
quest and for sending this budget amendment
forward in time to be incorporated into this leg-
islation. Also, | want to thank Chairman BEVILL
and my colleague from Indiana, Mr. MYERS,
for responding so quickly to this request and
accepting this amendment today.

This amendment addresses an important
national security problem and sets in motion
the process for converting the skills and tech-
nologies our Nation has developed in the em-
ployees and facilities of our nuclear weapons
complex and begins the process of success-
fully converting these skills and technologies
to the commercial marketplace.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL], does the usual good
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job in explaining the necessity for this
amendment. The Republicans offer no
objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. BYRNE

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. BYRNE: Page
17, line 19, strike ‘‘$3,302,170,000" and insert
*4$3,290,170,000"".

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to offer an amendment to termi-
nate another wasteful program funded
by the Federal Government, the so-
called high-temperature gas reactor,
now known as the gas-turbine modular
helium reactor or GT-MHR. This pro-
gram is an example of pork barrel
spending at its best and what has be-
come corporate welfare.

It was tried once in the commercial
marketplace two decades ago and
failed. Now, they're coming back for
more. And, they're asking the taxpayer
to pick up the check.

President Clinton scheduled this pro-
gram for termination. The Department
of Energy did not request a dime for it
in their budget request to Congress.

Last session, the other body deci-
sively terminated this program. It is
now our turn to deliver on promises
that we have made to our constituents
to end business-as-usual.

Two years ago, the National Acad-
emy of Sciences conducted a review of
the reactor program. This study was
done at the request of Congress in
order to reevaluate the goals and prior-
ities in nuclear energy.

I know of few individuals that are
better qualified to evaluate the GT-
MHR than the panelists at the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. One is
hard pressed to find an occasion when
the Academy rejects funding for their
own science projects.

And yet, after reviewing the facts,
they concluded that ‘‘no funds should
be allocated for development of HTGR
technology.” Even though we in Con-
gress asked the Academy to make their
recommendation, some members now
want to throw their suggestions our
the window.

The Department of Energy hasn't
been taken-in by the claims of the in-
dustry either. I would read from a let-
ter I received from Energy Secretary
Hazel O'Leary dated June 13 stating
that ‘‘given the current budgetary con-
straints, this reactor’s low market po-
tential and its estimated high develop-
ment costs, we support your amend-
ment to terminate the program.’ I be-
lieve we should heed their expert ad-
vice.

The GT-MHR has become a self-per-
petuating program. Since 1978, the Fed-
eral Government has wasted over $900
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million. Now the GAO, in a report is-
sued last year, maintains that it will
cost $5.3 billion to complete R&D and
to build a prototype which might not
be ready until sometime after 2010.
Even the industry acknowledges that it
will cost between $2 and $2.5 billion.
That is not a small fraction as some
claim.

Supporters say, “it's too soon to
tell” and that they need more time,
while others argue that ‘“it’s too late
to stop.” The industry claims they are
making progress. They are not making
progress. The same vendor that is out
there today lobbying for this tech-
nology is the one that was pushing for
this in the 1970’s, when it did not work.
It’s deja vu all over again.

No utility wants to order one of these
reactors until the prototype is built.
Industry representatives claim that
the technology will become a commer-
cial candidate only after several years
of performance as a demonstration
project. In other words, let the Federal
Government spend over $2.5 billion on
finishing R&D and building a prototype
before we see if any industry will place
an order.

In 20 years, the gas-cooled reactor
has evolved from a commercial venture
ready to go on line into a research pro-
gram that might produce an economi-
cally competitive plant sometime in
the 21st century. Even then, they
might not find any buyers for it. I sug-
gest that, with a $4.5 trillion national
debt, we look before we leap.

As long as Congress is will to put up
the money for the GT-MHR, the special
interests will fight change. They don’t
care that the experts at the Depart-
ment of Energy and the National Acad-
emy of Sciences reject the GT-MHR.
They don't care about the Federal defi-
cit and how we can not afford a pro-
gram that will cost over $2.5 billion
and that has already failed in the com-
mercial marketplace. They continue to
lobby for money. It is our duty to say
enough is enough.

Let us come down on the side of the
energy experts and the taxpayers by
making the fiscally responsible choice
of ending this self-perpetuating pro-
gram that has not lived up to its prom-
ises.

0O 1340

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I understand the de-
sire that many have to find places to
cut in the appropriations process. We
all understand the appropriateness of
that on occasion and certainly the po-
litical benefit that is derived on each
case, win or lose. But our committee
has made some tough choices and we
believe that we frankly should be sup-
ported by our colleagues here on the
floor when they understand the degree
to which we have rigorously reviewed
the fission research that remains in the
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Department of Energy's budget, and
frankly there is very little left because
of the very practical fact that the pub-
lic sector, the utility industry’s ability
to absorb much of this research and
produce new energy for the future is
much more limited than it was in the
1950’s and 1960's and on into the 1970’s
when this particular program was initi-
ated. But we believe the GT-MHR, the
gas reactor, deserves support, in part
because, and Members will hear from
Chairman BROWN in a few minutes, it
has long been supported by the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, certainly a guidepost for our
subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, the gas reactor was
authorized as part of the landmark En-
ergy Policy Act as recently as 1992. De-
veloped in accordance with criteria es-
tablished by the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology, the
gas reactor meets the stringent cri-
teria set forth by the committee to
make nuclear power acceptable in the
United States. The gas reactor is,
therefore, safe, small, modular, and ec-
onomical.

The gas reactor features a passive
safety design that precludes severe
core damage without relying on opera-
tor action. Put another way, human
error cannot lead to a meltdown of the
gas reactor. It is passively safe and
meltdown-proof. Certainly the public’s
concern since Chernobyl in this area
requires us to move forward only in
cases where we can make this argu-
ment.

Much of the criticism of the gas reac-
tor is based on earlier work done on
this evolving research and development
program. As such, much of the criti-
cism is simply outdated. As the pro-
gram has evolved, the gas reactor has
been improved over time.

Mr. Chairman, let me cite exactly
where we can see this improvement:

The gas reactor we are dealing with
here today produces T0 percent more
power than the earlier system dis-
cussed by the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia [Mrs. BYRNE] for the same size re-
actor.

The current design is 25 percent more
efficient than the earlier system.

The unit cost is 30 percent lower, and
the cost of electric power is some 35
percent lower than the earlier system
which proved not to be the solution.

S0, Members can see, much of the
criticism of the gas reactor is really no
longer relevant to what we are bring-
ing to the floor today.

Mr. Chairman, the gas reactor offers
power efficiencies that are higher than
other similar technologies. The gas re-
actor has an efficiency rating of 48 per-
cent which is almost 50 percent more
efficient than conventional reactor
systems that are currently in use.

In addition, the gas reactor's modu-
lar design permits incremental addi-
tions to generating capacity. This
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gives the gas reactor users the ability
to add small amounts of power as need-
ed to adjust to changing market condi-
tions, something that the traditional
nuclear powerplant could not accom-
modate. We are talking here about in-
cremental additions of power, not a
huge base power costly plant that re-
guires almost more demand and con-
sumption if it can be economical to
build in the first place.

Mr. Chairman, the gas reactor also
has the potential to become a major
export technology, especially for devel-
oping countries with high growth de-
mands for electricity. Those of us who
are concerned about global warming in
the Third World need to understand the
relevance of that. The gas reactor has
the potential to reduce energy costs,
reduce environmental degradation, and
create jobs both here and abroad.

Mr. Chairman, the Byrne amendment
regrettably threatens to set us back in
a time when we are moving forward to-
ward being a world leader in advanced,
passively safe, environmentally sound
reactor design.

For those reasons, I ask my col-
leagues to keep this important R&D
program alive. Do not throw away the
investment that we have made. Let us
finish the job for once. This committee
has far too often been required to kill
programs that really, I think, end up
being a greater waste in the sense that
we do not follow through on the public
investment, in this case of over a dec-
ade. Respect the tough choices made by
this committee. Vote ‘‘no” on the
Byrne amendment. Provide a very lim-
ited amount of money, $12 million is a
very small sum, even in this bill, which
is much tighter than it has been in
prior years. Let us continue to get a re-
turn on our investment and let us con-
tinue to look at fission as part of our
energy future but in a way that is far
safer to our citizens and far more ac-
ceptable to the utility industry.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, for those of us who
have been around this body for some
time, when we hear the rare news that
an appropriations bill is on schedule
and on budget we know it can mean
only one thing—Chairman BEVILL'S en-
ergy and water appropriations legisla-
tion. And this year is no different. In
his customary fashion, with little fan-
fare, Chairman BEVILL and his ranker,
JOHN MYERS, have managed to absorb a
massive hit to their levels yet still
keep the train on the tracks.

I want to note the committee’s con-
tinued support of a project of great
benefit to my district, the Richmond
water filtration plant flood control
project. Over the past 20 years, the
Richmond area has suffered from 100-
year floods on three separate occa-
sions. These floods have threatened the
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water filtration plant and the water
supply for over 800,000 people. The
worst incident knocked the plant out
for nearly 4 days leaving our citizens
without a healthy water supply, dam-
aging our firefighting abilities, and
closing many industries. The comple-
tion of the flood protection project will
guard against this dangerous situation
occurring. The committee’s support of
this local/Federal partnership is great-
ly appreciated.

Again, Mr. Chairman, a tip of my hat
to Chairman BEVILL and his colleagues
for their fine efforts. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] and
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
KLuc] to strike the $12 million which
would fund the gas turbine modular he-
lium reactor.

Mr. Chairman, in a time when our
Nation is facing a $4.5 trillion debt, we
cannot continue to spend tax dollars on
costly, unproven research and develop-
ment projects.

The Sierra Club, the Friends of the
Earth, Citizens Against Government
Waste, Public Citizen, and the National
Taxpayers Union all agree that the
GT-MHR should be terminated. In ad-
dition, the Department of Energy and
President Clinton have also requested
termination of this project.

Nothing has changed since last year
when the Senate killed this program.
The National Academy of Science says
that the core technology is essentially
the same. The Byrne amendment is an
important step toward eradicating
wasteful government spending. Passing
this amendment is the right thing to
do. As Mark Twain said, ‘““Always do
right. This will gratify some people,
and astonish the rest.”

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, 1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
address the full bill and express my sin-
cere gratitude and admiration for the
chairman, the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL] and ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MYERS], on the remarkable work that
they have done in crafting this piece of
legislation. I particularly am grateful
the gentlemen have addressed several
issues in my district that were ex-
tremely important and have been in-
corporated into the bill. Obviously the
Santa Ana mainstem river project, the
largest flood control project west of
the Mississippi involving literally
thousands of businesses and hundreds
of thousands of homes, is crucial and I
appreciate the funding level they have
included, and there are several other
projects, the sand bypass project in
Oceanside in which the gentlemen have
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been historically helpful to me, as well
as beach erosion and a variety of other
issues.

Mr. Chairman, now to the specific
amendment before us, the Byrne
amendment, I would like to speak to.

Mr. Chairman, we have worked for a
long time to try to develop a strong re-
search base in this country and as we
downsize the military budget, and as
we downsize the aerospace budget, for
heaven’s sake, let us not downsize the
research, scientific, and technological
work that is being done in this coun-
try. That would be the most short-
sighted thing we can do. I strongly op-
pose this amendment.
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It would literally abandon the gas
turbine modular reactor program, and
that is truly an ill-conceived concept.
It is totally inconsistent with our long-
term energy policy established by the
Energy Policy Act of 1992, and I believe
that this program has tremendous
promise.

It is designed to be a passive, safe re-
actor. This means that it cannot melt-
down because of temperature of the re-
actor as it gets higher, and the nuclear
reaction shuts off automatically, a
great protective process. That would
allow the country to produce safe, en-
vironmentally sound, efficient energy
which would insure our long-term en-
ergy independence.

In fact, this program has already pro-
duced design developments which have
yielded 50 percent more efficiency over
other reactors.

Furthermore, with the end of the
cold war, our ability to dismantle and
dispose of nuclear materials is critical
to our future security.

This gas-turbine technology offers an
attractive option for destroying nu-
clear weapons material, which is a cru-
cial problem for us now. General
Atomics, located in southern Califor-
nia, has been among the leaders in de-
veloping this reactor. Many of the em-
ployees and researchers are in my dis-
trict, and the elimination of this im-
portant program would mean not only
the termination of vital research but it
would also lose many jobs in an al-
ready economically depressed area.

First of all, | would like to extend my con-
gratulations and my gratitude to the chairman
of the Energy and Water Subcommittee, TOM
BeviLL, for working in the spirit of bipartisan-
ship and forging a fine piece of legislation.

| would also like to thank our ranking mem-
ber, JoHN MYERS, for his work on this bill on
behalf of the citizens of California and the citi-
zens of the Nation.

This bill funds vital water projects in my dis-
trict in southern California, and throughout
California.

Included in the bill is $66 million for the
Santa Ana River flood control project. This ap-
propriation represents the continuation of a
project which is vital insurance against cata-
strophic loss of life and property should a
major flood hit the region.

12887

| am also pleased that the committee chose
to fund the successful oceanside sand bypass
at $1.5 million. These funds, which were not
included in President Clinton’s fiscal year 1995
budget request, will be used to pump sand
from the floor of Oceanside Harbor onto
beaches to mitigate beach erosion, and save
the taxpayers money.

Finally, the bill contains $600,000 to fund a
beach erosion study in San Diego County.

| truly appreciate the chairman and ranking
member's attention to the needs of my con-
stituents and look forward to working with
them on future bills.

Finally, | would like to urge my colleagues to
defeat the Swett and Byrne amendments.
They represent an abrogation of our long-term
energy strategy established by the Energy
Policy Act of 1992.

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

Mr. PACKARD. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

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

I want to join with him in supporting
the GT-MHR, and agree it is the major
advance in nuclear power generation.
It combines enabling state-of-the-art
technology in aircraft and industrial
gas turbines, high efficiency, compact
recuperators, and magnetic bearings
with unique high-temperature capabil-
ity of a modular helium reactor. It pro-
vides the highest thermal efficiency
you can possibly find.

1t is the most environmentally com-
patible. It also gives us the economics.

For all of those reasons and all the
reasons my colleague, the gentleman
from San Diego, has laid out, this
would be absolutely a mistake by the

House to Kkill this wvery important
project.
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for his comments.

There are few people in this body who
are more conservative on fiscal issues
than the gentleman from California
[Mr. HUNTER], who has just spoken, and
myself. Our voting record has con-
stantly been looking for ways to make
Government more efficient and to de-
crease the deficits that we struggle
with in this body.

But this is the wrong place and the
wrong process in order to try to bal-
ance the budget. For heaven's sakes,
let us not downsize our preeminence in
research and development in this coun-
try, and this would be a giant step in
that direction.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by Mrs. BYRNE.
The gas turbine, gas cooled reactor
takes the next step in advanced reactor
development that this Nation sorely
needs. Advanced reactors, which were
encouraged to be developed in the En-
ergy Policy Act, offer significant tech-
nological and safety advancements
over the current generation of reac-
tors.
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A shortsighted attempt at eliminat-
ing this funding will not only eliminate
a potential future power reactor but
would also limit potential defense ap-
plications.

The gas turbine reactor is currently
under study by the Department of En-
ergy as a possible option to dispose of
excess plutonium. As a multipurpose
reactor, the gas turbine reactor could
burn plutonium, produce tritium, and
produce power which could be sold to
offset costs.

I urge my colleagnes to vote no for
the Byrne amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
express my appreciation to the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL], and his
outstanding staff for their cooperation
and their support.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment for two reasons. First,
should the Byrne amendment pass and
we terminate the gas turbine-modular
helium reactor, we would once again
relinquish our Nation's lead in an
emerging technology to our foreign
competitors. Second, the GT-MHR pro-
vides us with a unique capability for
the elimination of weapons grade nu-
clear materials.

Over the past couple of decades, we
have all watched while technologies de-
veloped with American expertise and
resources have come to commercial
fruition in other countries. In the com-
ing years, the production of electricity
by fission reactors will continue to be
a technology adopted around the world,
especially in less developed countries.
The GT-MHR can provide a safe and ef-
ficient technology for the generation of
electricity. Rather than the individual,
makeshift designs required of light
water reactors, the modular reactor de-
sign allows for standardized manufac-
turing methods. This means significant
increased safety in addition to the in-
herent safety of the technology itself.

We have a choice. The United States
can produce safe, efficient, modular re-
actors and ship them around the world,
or we can give up on this technology
and allow our international competi-
tors to again perfect and profit from
our technological innovation.

The second reason we should con-
tinue support for the GT-MHR—and
this reason should give pause to the
most ardent antinuclear activist—is
that the GT-MHR provides the capabil-
ity of eliminating weapons grade pluto-
nium.

Studies performed for the Depart-
ment of Energy indicate that the GT-
MHR can be the most effective reactor
design for the destruction of weapons
grade plutonium. A GT-MHR in com-
bination with an accelerator can
consume over 80 percent of its pluto-
nium fuel and as much as 99 percent of
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the plutonium 239 isotope required for
weapons grade material.

The Russians have proposed a cooper-
ative development program with the
United States for the GT-MHR. They
have expressed a particular interest in
using the technology for the consump-
tion of their surplus plutonium. Given
our concern over the fate of the Rus-
sian nueclear stockpile, it would be fool-
ish to terminate the gas-cooled reactor
program.

Mr. Chairman, the Byrne amendment
proposes to strike the very program
upon which this plutonium consump-
tion system is built.

Nuclear proliferation is a greater
threat today than ever before, and as
we stand down from the cold war, our
ability to dismantle and dispose of nu-
clear materials will be critical to our
future security. I urge my colleagues
to oppose the Byrne amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as you heard from my
colleagues from San Diego, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
PACKARD], this is a nonpartisan, bipar-
tisan issue, and I strongly urge its de-
feat.

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

Ms. SCHENK. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to thank my colleague from San
Diego for making such an articulate
case for this program and to thank her
for all the great work that she has
done on behalf of the program. She has
really been our leader.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Byrne-Klug amendment.

Rarely do we see such broad support
for an amendment.

Friends of the Earth, the League of
Conservation Voters, the Sierra Club,
and most of the major environmental
organizations support this amendment.

The National Taxpayers Union wants
it cut. Citizens Against Government
Waste wants it cut.

The National Academy of Sciences
says the helium reactor is unnecessary
and not needed.

Even President Clinton and the U.S.
Senate want to get rid of it.

Mr. Chairman, with a $4.4 trillion
Federal debt, it is time to put our fis-
cal house in order.

It is time to help our children and
grandchildren by stopping the hemor-
rhaging of red ink.

It it time to slaughter this burean-
cratic hog and slice this pork out of
the Government.

It is time to terminate the helium re-
actor program once and for all.

It is time to vote ‘‘yes’ on the Byrne-
Klug amendment and save $12 million
in fiscal year 1995 and $2.5 billion over-
all by cutting this program.
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The taxpayers of America deserve
nothing less.

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

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I do want
to commend the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL] chairman of the
subcommittee, for his efforts in bring-
ing this bill before us today. His bipar-
tisan effort with the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MEYERS] have fashioned a
funding bill for programs that are key
to our Nation’s technological future.

I want also to thank the staff for the
work they have done. I know this has
been a hard year, there are many pro-
grams that you would like to have in-
cluded. I do not think they have ever
worked so hard to bring such a good
bill before us. I do thank them.

Mr. Chairman, in a time when we
know that technology is a driver of
economic growth, it is imperative to
make necessary investments in our sci-
entific and technology base to ensure
our Nation's prosperity. The programs
included in this bill include the basic
and applied research that will result in
the technologies of the 21st century.

For example, research in materials,
engineering, biosciences, the humane
genome and environment will result in
improved health care, new leading edge
industries, as well as meet environ-
mental commitments within a frame-
work of sustainable development.

Developing such tools as the ad-
vanced neutron source will create the
technology that will shape our every-
day lives—from automobiles, construc-
tion materials, computer chips and
high technology plastics.

The bill before us also provides in-
creased funding for solar and renewable
technologies. Several of these tech-
nologies supported by DOE are now
emerging into more mainstream appli-
cations which will augment our tradi-
tional sources of energy supply.

Many of the technologies being de-
veloped have significant export poten-
tial. Funding a strong research and de-
velopment program will expedite their
introduction into world markets.
Every day we see the impact of our
international competition. We must
not be left behind by other countries
who know how to develop and establish
preeminent science and technology ca-
pabilities.

This bill assures we will lead in en-
ergy technologies critical to our Na-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Byrne amendment. The gas turbine
modular helium reactor program was
fully authorized in the Energy Policy
Act of 1992. The program underwent se-
vere scrutiny during those delibera-
tions, and new program criteria was
put in place as well as deadlines for de-
cision making.
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With the shutdown of the advanced
liguid metal program, we must main-
tain a midterm reactor technology in
order to preserve our nuclear option in
the energy mix.

The Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology, of which I am a mem-
ber, has routinely reviewed this pro-
gram and has consistently supported
it. There is likely to be a 50-year gap in
nuclear technology without this impor-
tant program.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment. Vote “no’’ on Byrne.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to speak
in opposition to the Byrne amendment.
We all have to realize that there is a
lot more at stake here today than just
some several millions of dollars in an
appropriations bill. If this project con-
tinues, clearly what it will do is to
allow a future joint venture between a
United States company and Russia for
the use of the high-temperature gas re-
actor in disposing of plutonium.

Why is that important? A high-tem-
perature gas reactor is probably the
best way to dispose of plutonium
through one pass through the system.
Now, what is the problem? We have had
very successful negotiations between
our Nation and Russia to reduce nu-
clear weapons around the world. Cer-
tainly, when they reduce their nuclear
weapons and we reduce ours by what
we have already agreed on in the SALT
talks, we are talking about both Russia
and the United States having probably
in the neighborhood of 50 tons of sur-
plus plutonium.

Plutonium has a half-life of 21,000
years. While I am reasonably confident
that we in the United States will be
able to maintain our plutonium in
terms of keeping track of it and assure
that none of it falls into the wrong
hands, I am not so confident that Rus-
sia will have the same success.

So the best thing we can do for the
people on this Earth is to get rid of the
plutonium.

There are only four ways to dispose
of plutonium: You can blow it up,
which we want to avoid at all costs; we
do not need a nuclear war.

You can glassify and bury it, but it
can easily be recovered.

You can transmute it, which is some-
thing we have been working on but we
have not perfected, where you change
plutonium so that it cannot be used for
weapons.

Or you can burn it as fuel in a nu-
clear reactor. That is what we are talk-
ing about today, the future of that pro-
gram continuing to exist. That is what
is at stake today. We need to get rid of
the plutonium.

Obviously, there is an advantage to
the Russians if we keep this program
intact because if the joint venture goes
forward, as we hope it will, they will be
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able to burn plutonium. They can build
such a plant that will produce about
1,200 megawatts a year for 40 years,
consuming the 50 tons of plutonium, we
are done with the problem and we do
not have to worry about that pluto-
nium for the next 21,000 years.

Also, it helps the Russians move
away from the Chernobyl kind of power
plants. We know how dangerous
Chernobyl-type power plants can be.
They are committed to fission power.
We need to move them into a new di-
rection to provide electricity, and a
high temperature gas reactor is the
way to do it.

Also, we are very concerned that
other nations are hiring Russian sci-
entists and using them to develop nu-
clear weapons. So we need to keep Rus-
sian scientist busy. This program in
the joint venture form will do just
that.

So the fact of the matter is that
there are great benefits and advantages
to keeping this program alive. As a
member of the House Committee on
Armed Services and one of the few en-
gineers in this Congress, let me tell
you this is the kind of program we
should be doing. It makes sense to put
research and development money into
this kind of program. Look what we
can do for the people of this world if we
can eliminate that plutonium both in
Russian and in this country in the
years ahead.

So, my colleagues, this is a good pro-
gram, this is a program that we clearly
ought to keep. I do not understand the
concern that the environmentalists
have. But I think what they are look-
ing at is the fact that in this country
the first round of nuclear fission elec-
tricity power plants is over. There are
presently 110 operating nuclear plants
in this country; but the age of boiling
water reactors is over. We have not had
a new order for a fission nuclear reac-
tor electricity-producing plant in 18

ears.

Whether we do or don’t have a second
generation of nuclear fission power
plants in this country is not the issue.
The issue today is shall we continue to
have the opportunity for this joint ven-
ture in Russia? Shall we dispose of this
plutonium?

On this floor 8 years ago I fought
very hard to stop the nuclear power
plant at Shoreham—which we did stop;
that plant did not open, and it is in my
district.

I am proud that I helped stop that
plant. But let me tell you something: I
am not excited about another genera-
tion of nuclear fission in the United
States, but please do not stop us from
pursuing this important program
which can help eliminate the pluto-
nium on this Earth and protect our
children. I say that to the environ-
mental community. That is the long-
range environmental program that
they should be looking at and support-
ing.
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Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Virginia.

Mrs. BYRNE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman
know there was a study done January
24 of this year where the National
Academy of Sciences said that the gas-
cooled reactors are not competitive for
the mission of disposing of plutonium,
because of the possible delay of their
development, licensing, and construc-
tion?

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. There are
many studies out there on which I dis-
agree and would argue in engineering
terms any day in the week. Please my
colleagues, join me in opposing the
Byrne amendment.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Byrne-Klug amendment to
help kill the gas turbine modular he-
lium reactor program. I have heard a
lot of arguments to help save this pro-
gram, but this is the first time I have
ever heard foreign aid kind of sneak in
the back door.

Let us approach this in a number of
different ways; first of all, in terms of
the commercial potential and applica-
tion of this research and, secondly, in
terms of the scientific evidence for the
project’s continuation.

In the early 1970's this technology
was first launched, and there were five
orders for commercial projects. Just a
few years after that, four of the orders
were canceled. In fact, only one of
these plants was ever built, where it
operated in Colorado for 16 years at 14-
percent capacity and eventually closed
down and closed down for good because
it did not work.

By the time it did shut down, it actu-
ally had the worst operating record for
any civilian nuclear plant in the entire
United States.

Now, the Electrical Power Research
Institute, located just outside of San
Jose, CA, is the place in this country
to take a look at technology and its
application. EPRI, in its study which
was just released last year, said that
by the time this plant finally came on
line by the year 2010, it would not be a
cost-competitive option. So the nu-
clear industry orders five of these, only
builds one of them, and closes it down,
and EPRI says it has no application.

So let us look at what the utility in-
dustry has done. Since 1978 the utility
industry has contributed about $256 mil-
lion to this research and the taxpayers
kicked in $450 million. That is an 18-to-
1 research allocation, where we are
spending most of the money, and if
EPRI and the electric industry had any
interest in it whatsoever, they would
be talking with their wallets and not
with their mouths.
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So, Mr. Chairman, the utility indus-
try is not very fond of it, so there are
these arguments going on on both
sides, and there are arguments for
studies going on back and forth, and so
what do we do?

Now I am not a rocket scientist ei-
ther literally or figuratively, and I am
not a nuclear scientist either. Nobody
else in this room is. So we asked the
National Academy of Sciences, Con-
gress asked the National Academy of
Sciences, to review this project, and
they came back, as my colleagues
heard our colleague from Virginia say
a couple of minutes ago, and said,
quote, ‘“No funds should be allocated
for the development of this tech-
nology." They looked at all the nuclear
options in this country in terms of
commercial viability and looked at all
the options in this country in terms of
disposing of plutonium, and they said,
“It's a waste of money. Don't spend an-
other buck on it.”

Now why did they say that? One of
the reasons they decided not to spend
any money on it was because of legiti-
mate environmental reasons. The pas-
sive cooling system employed in this
technology does not have the tradi-
tional conventional containment struc-
ture, so there is a real danger of a re-
lease of contaminants, and the chair-
man of the advisory committee on re-
actor safety for the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission said that there was
a major problem with containment
strategy used in this entire piece of re-
search because it involved what he
called a major safety tradeoff.

Now we have already spent, as my
colleagues heard, nearly $450 million to
look at this technology. The National
Academy of Sciences says it has no ap-
plication, and in the short run we will
save with the amendment before us
this afternoon $12 million, but, as my
colleagues know, in the long run it will
be a $2.5 billion savings to taxpayers
because, first, we have got to fund the
research. Then we have got to fund the
prototype. And then we have to, fi-
nally, build the plan. Then, and only
then, can we go back to the power in-
dustry which since the early 1970's has
said no thanks. Only then can we go
back one more time and see if anybody
wants to buy these.

Now the Clinton administration, as
my colleagues have heard, has already
said they do not want the project. They
have zeroed it out. The Department of
Energy, which is charged with looking
at energy research projects said they
do not want it and are not interested in
it whatsoever. And in fact, for all of
my Republican colleagues listening to
this debate, the Reagan administration
tried to kill this same program some
years ago. And for those of my col-
leagues who voted for the Penny-Ka-
sich amendment, including my col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
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[Mr. HUNTER] who voted for the
project’s continuation of funding and
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
SCHENK] who said it was a terrific idea
to continue funding this project, the
Penny-Kasich amendment, which we
voted on this year, would have termi-
nated funding. The National Academy
of Sciences is opposed to it. The Na-
tional Taxpayers Union is opposed to
it. The Citizens Against Government
Waste is opposed to it. Last year the
Senate voted to kill it, and, as my col-
leagues know, we were silent on it. So,
the Senate votes to kill it, and the
House does not say anything, and fund-
ing gets restored in the committee.

Now. I know the final argument we
are going to have at the close of this
debate says, ““You can never kill a re-
search project which has potential,”
and then, as my colleagues know, 2
years from now they will be saying,
‘*Well, you can never kill a research
project because we are too far along in
the research. You can't kill it before
we complete it."”

The bottom line is the only time we
face this afternoon is the time to fi-
nally kill this. It is not too soon, and it
is not too late. It is simply too much
money that we spent over a far too
long timeframe.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, before making a few
brief remarks about the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia [Mrs. BYRNE] I would like to rise
in support of the bill before us and
commend the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. BEVILL] and the committee for
their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased with the
substance of the bill as it pertains to
those programs within the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology. With respect to the
substance of the bill, the committee
has produced a bill consistent with the
administration's request for energy
R&D and consistent with the Energy
Policy Act of 1992. These R&D invest-
ments are critical to raising the Na-
tion's productivity and standard of liv-
ing. They are too often, as in the case
of the amendment before us, singled
out for reduction or elimination by
zealous deficit cutters who overlook
their longer term payoffs in order to
achieve a short-term budget savings.

I would commend the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL] this year,
as I did last year, for his efforts to keep
academic earmarking under control at
levels well below those prevailing when
I and others on the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology first
began investigating this practice, and,
although he has not achieved a hun-
dred percent yet, he is doing very well,
and I am going to attach a short list of
earmarks which are included in the
bill:
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LIST OF ACADEMIC EARMARKS CONTAINED IN
THE ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS
REPORT
$300,000 for Corps of Engineers work at In-

diana University at South Bend, p. 18.
$300,000 for the Construction Technology

Transfer Project between the Corps of Engi-

neers and Indiana State University, p. 19.
$1,000,000 for cooperative research between

the Corps and the University of Miami, Flor-

ida, p. 28.
$600,000 from Department of Energy (DOE)

to support the Florida Solar Energy Center

(work is carried out by the University of

Central Florida and the University of Or-

egon), p. T1.

$1,000,000 from the DOE for electron beam
sterilization research (work that is intended
for the University of Miami, Florida), p. 72.

$3,200,000 from DOE for the Midwest Super-
conductivity Consortium (which includes In-
diana University, Iowa State University,

Ohio State University, Purdue University,

University of Missouri, University of Notre

Dame and the University of Nebraska), p. 75.
$5,900,000 from DOE for the Florida State

University’'s Super Computations Research

Institute, p. 76.
$4,000,000 from DOE for Lawrence Berkeley

Laboratory, the Ana G. Mendez Educational

Foundation, and Jackson State University

to enhance computer science and scientific

research at all three institutions, p. 76.
$4,000,000 from DOE for the University Re-

search Program in Robotics (a consortia

composed of University of Florida, Univer-
sity of Michigan, University of Tennessee at

Knoxville and University of Texas at Aus-

tin), p. 7.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with regard to
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE], I
rise in opposition to it. I applaud the
decision of the gentleman from Ala-
bama to fund the gas turbine modular
helium reactor program, which was for-
mally authorized in the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 after very careful delibera-
tion.

I commend the statement made by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HOCHBRUECKNER], our distinguished
colleague, just a few moments ago with
regard to his analysis of the program.
We have been, in the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology, fol-
lowing this, reviewing it annually now
since the mid-1980's, and I might add:
S0 have many utilities. I will tell this
audience that I have not hesitated to
oppose what I consider to be unneces-
sary R&D programs in the past, and
even as my distinguished colleague
from Tennessee will remember, I op-
posed the molten metal fast breeder re-
actor in Tennessee to her regret at
that time. So, I am not an unalloyed
supporter of every new technology that
comes down the road. In this case I be-
lieve that this technology, when fully
developed, has the potential to con-
stitute a major new advancement in
the nuclear energy field. It has very
strong export potential. There is no
question but what we can work closely
with scientists in Russia to develop
this to the stage of marketability and
that it will enhance our balance of
trade and enhance our relationship
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with the Russians if we can accomplish
this.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that for all
of these reasons that this is a program
which should be continued. Those who
argue that they can save money by
eliminating this program, either in the
short term or in the long term, have
failed to grasp the fact that any pro-
grams eliminated in an appropriations
bill, the money for them is distributed
to other appropriations bills and gets
spent. I have not seen any way to re-
duce the annual expenditures by strik-
ing out a program that I did not hap-
pen to like. There are other ways to
get at this matter of how to save
money, but eliminating a program at
this stage is not going to achieve what
its sponsors hope that it will achieve,
perhaps to my regret as much as my
colleagues.

The program is worthy of support,
and I urge that the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Virginia
[Mrs. BYRNE] be defeated.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to follow
up on the comments of the gentleman
from California [Mr. BROWN], the chair-
man of the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology, and also rise to
speak in response to the comments of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
KLuG), who observed that he was not a
rocket scientist or a nuclear scientist
and that there was not one in the
Chamber.

Just a slight correction, Mr. Chair-
man. I happen to be a nuclear physi-
cist, and so there is one in the Cham-
ber.

I rise to speak against the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE] not simply be-
cause I am a nuclear physicist. In fact,
I agree with the previous speaker and
his comments about the liquid metal
reactor, which I was very skeptical
about for a number of years; and that
project should not have continued. I
am pleased it did not. But in this case
I think we have a viable project which
certainly bears further investigation
and continuation, and I urge that we
defeat the Byrne amendment for that
reason.

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

Mr. EHLERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman pointing out my
mistake because I did not see him in
the Chamber at the time.

But what would the gentleman say in
response to the National Academy of
Science review of this program that in-
dicated it should be terminated be-
cause the technology had very little
potential or benefit?

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I can-
not respond to that because I have not
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seen the NAS report, and I would cer-
tainly be happy to read it, and review
it and discuss it further.
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My comment at this point is simply
that I do believe it is important for us
to get into the plutonium reactor busi-
ness. I believe that is where the poten-
tial is for the future, and if the project
does fly, if it does work, I do believe
this is more promising than the ura-
nium-based reactors we have been
using for some time.

In addition, the French have dem-
onstrated successfully that reactors of
this type can be built and operated.
Theirs is a somewhat different ap-
proach. I think it is worth pursuing the
approach that is envisioned in the leg-
islation before us to see whether or not
it can succeed and whether or not we
can develop a technology that is useful
in this Nation and can be marketed
abroad.

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak
against the amendment, and I urge
that we defeat it at this time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

I have no tie to this program. I am
not a nuclear engineer by any stretch
of the imagination. I am just an old
lawyer—a country lawyer at that. But
for about 5 or 6 years I have followed
the course of this program because I
have chaired a panel of the Committee
on Armed Services which has been very
much interested in a new production
reactor for tritium production, and
consequently this has been in the fore-
front of our budget every year.

We have spent a lot of money on it so
far. We have spent $471 million appar-
ently on this program. The question
before us right now is whether we
should spend $12 million more, a mod-
est sum of money, and we are asking
ourselves, even at that level, are we
throwing good money at the bad?

First of all, this is late in the debate,
but let me attempt to explain what
this gas turbine modular helium reac-
tor—GTMHR—is. If we compare it to
something we know, the lightwater re-
actor, it has fuel rods with fuel pellets
within it.

This particular reactor, instead of
having these fuel pellets clad in alu-
minum, which will burn, by the way,
under certain circumstances, has car-
bonized pellets within it, small fuel
particles that are carbonated and
pyrolytic. They have been refracted
and carbonized so that they have a
huge resistance to transients of heat,
and they give off heat very slowly.
That is one key difference which makes
them safer than lightwater reactors.

Second, in place of lightwater as a
coolant and a moderator in a typical
lightwater reactor, this reactor has he-
lium. Chemically, it is inert. It does
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not combine with other elements. It
does not create crud that has to be
cleaned out, that gums up the system.
Eutrophically, it is also stable. It does
not lead to the production of stray neu-
trons within the reactivity of the reac-
tor itself. So again this is a passive
safety feature built into the design of
the system.

Third, it has what engineers call a
negative coefficient because the higher
the temperature of the reactor, there is
a transient in power and a transient in
heat, a runup that might lead to a
meltdown in critical catastrophic cir-
cumstances. When the reactor core
negatively reacts, it begins to shut
down. It reacts less rather than more
with a runup of heat. So this negative
coefficient leads to the most important
passive safety feature of this reactor,
and that is the reason, through it has
been plagued with problems in the
past, scientists and engineers and the
Department of Energy have continued
to pursue it because they see it, if they
can put it over the threshold of all
these problems, as truly the next gen-
eration reactor, something we want to
choose and something we want to use.

Now, there is another and final fea-
ture to this system which is a recent
addition and which overcomes some of
the problems the National Academy of
Sciences has pointed to and that other
commercial operators of the system
have discovered in trying to apply it to
a commercial application, namely, we
now have a design with a direct drive
system. Instead of running the helium
up to a certain heat and then running
it through a heat exchanger where it
heats water and the water is gasified to
steam which drives the turbine, the he-
lium here will be released from the re-
actor vessel, it will rush through the
turbines, and this will generate elec-
tricity and we will have a much higher
conversion ratio of power within the
reactor to the power output, the elec-
tric output, of the turbine system.

Now, why, if it has all these pluses,
has the Department of Energy appar-
ently abandoned it? The answer to that
is that the DOE, the Department of En-
ergy, did not abandon it. Going back to
1988, the Department of Energy decided
that we needed a new tritium produc-
tion source because those old reactors
at the Savannah River were nearing 40
and 45 years old, so we needed to build
a new reactor. They looked at two dif-
ferent design possibilities, a heavy
water reactor like the ones we have at
Savannah River and their possibility of
pushing them aside and going into
something completely new, a modular,
high-temperature gas-cooled reactor.
Just about at the completion of that
process, Dominic Monetta, who was in
charge of the program, the new produc-
tion reactor program, having spent the
better part of several years and mil-
lions of dollars looking at two choices
intensively, was ready to recommend
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hands down that the high-temperature
gas-cooled reactor should be the
choice, the preferred candidate for the
new production tritium reactor for the
Department of Energy.

What happened? That was in the fall
when Bush and Gorbachev began get-
ting together, and they made totally
unexpected and totally unprecedented,
almost unilateral and bilateral reduc-
tions in nuclear weapons on both sides.
As a result, the demand for tritium
went down dramatically because we
were not going to be bringing on the
nuclear weapons for our stockpile that
we had anticipated, and furthermore
because we were going to be making
dramatic reductions in our nuclear
stockpile, we were freeing up tritium
and making it available from the trit-
ium bottles from weapons that were
being retired. Consequently, we did not
need the tritium, and Secretary Wat-
kins said, after spending millions of
dollars, ‘“We are going to defer this de-
cision. We are going to sidetrack this
decision. We cannot justify an invest-
ment of several billion dollars at this
point for tritium that we don’'t need.

But they deferred it. They did not
say that we do not need it now, and as
a matter of fact, Secretary O’Leary has
testified that she has got to make a de-
cision within the next year or two,
probably in the next year, as to the
new production source.

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. Let me complete my
point first.

When that decision is made, Mr.
Chairman, I would like to see the De-
partment of Energy have all the avail-
able choices before it.

The other choice for the reactor is an
accelerator, and the labs would love to
build an accelerator because that is
their technology. They know it, and
they understand it. But here is a report
of March 1989, issued by the two labs,
Los Alamos and Brookhaven, on an ac-
celerator production technology. The
cost, this says, would be about $2.3 bil-
lion, allowing for a $600 million contin-
gency. But wait. There is also an addi-
tional cost, because to operate it you
need a 770-megawatt backup generator
to power the reactor. And what is that
going to cost? Somewhere between $160
million, if you can buy that at Bonne-
ville rates, and $270 million a year. So
we have a substantial life-cycle operat-
ing cost.

As for the high-temperature gas-
cooled reactor, it has a downstream
benefit because it can be used, and in-
deed it is designed for the purpose of
producing power.

So surely, it would probably cost $3.5
billion to build. That would include a
containment structure, but after it is
built it would have downstream bene-
fits. It would have a cash flow that
would come with it, that would not
only help us recover the capital cost
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but also would offset some of the oper-
ating expenses.

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield now?

Mr. SPRATT. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Virginia.

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman aware that I have a letter
from Secretary O'Leary that says, “We
support your amendment to terminate
the program,” dated yesterday? I can-
not imagine anything more recent,
given all the information we know.
They do not support it because of the
cost, because of the ineffective poten-
tial of it, and as of yesterday the Sec-
retary is saying that they support the
Byrne amendment to terminate the gas
modular regulator.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I would
reclaim my time.

I am the chairman of this sub-
committee, and along with others who
have followed this matter closely and
have spoken on the floor, I have been
following this project for 5 years. Sec-
retary O'Leary has done a great job.
She has been in office for 1 year, and
she has now made this decision.

We say, here is $12 million to look at
this candidate. Before you go out and
buy an accelerator for tritium produc-
tion, look at this other candidate
which has this other potential of pro-
ducing power, recovering your capital,
offsetting operating expenses, and
maybe proving the potential of the
next generation nuclear reactor with
passive safety features.

That is what we are encouraging the
Department of Energy to do, to spend
$12 million on top of the $471 million
already spent and see if this is not a
technology worth employing.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned that
there may be some people out there
that think by voting for this amend-
ment they are actually going to save
some money. Let us be clear, this is
not an amendment about saving any
money whatsoever. It is actually an
amendment about costing money, and
it is really an amendment aimed at
killing off some more good science.

Let us talk about the money savings
first. This amendment claims to save
$12 million. Now, we all know that
under the appropriations process it will
save nothing. This appropriations sub-
committee is going to go to conference.
They are going to work out their pool
of money. Ultimately, they are going
to spend that pool of money, whatever
they were allocated.

All we are doing is making a deter-
mination about what is going to be in
the pool from which they work. We
save no money here at all. There is no
savings of $12 million.

Now, the problem here is that not
only do you not save $12 million, it ac-
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tually ends up costing you money. Be-
cause if you terminate this program
and you actually do what this amend-
ment purports to do, it is going to cost
us $21 million to terminate the pro-
gram. So instead of saving $12 million,
we end up having to spend $21 million
to terminate the program.

That makes absolutely no sense, un-
less what we were talking about was a
program that was bad science. But that
just cannot be sustained by anyone ei-
ther.

Mrs. BYRNE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Virginia.

Mrs. BYRNE. Is the gentleman aware
that, even though we have close-down
costs, that this program is slated to
cost $5.3 billion? Isn’t that enough sav-
ings for the gentleman?

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentle-
woman does not understand the pro-
gram, from what she is saying. The
specific contract under which we are
now working is for this R&D project,
which can be completed in 5 years, and
costs not more than $100 million for
the total program.

Now, the gentlewoman wants to talk
about the next phase, when you actu-
ally go out and try to build a commer-
cial plant. That is $2.5 billion, or, if
you want to put it in containment, it
comes up to the kind of figures the
gentlewoman talks about. That can all
be paid for privately. There is abso-
lutely nothing in this program that
binds us to doing that with public
money. The commercial industry can
pick up after this research is done and
do every penny of that additional
money privately.

Now, it may well be that the Federal
Government would decide at some fu-
ture time to make a commitment, but
there is absolutely no commitment in
this program to go to that kind of
spending. So you are absolutely wrong
to suggest that that kind of money is
involved in this particular program.

This program is aimed at giving us
the good science we need on which to
build the future program. So it is abso-
lutely wrong to suggest that this is §12
million being spent in pursuit of $2.5
billion or the $5.8 billion figure you
want to pull out of the air. It has abso-
lutely nothing to do with this particu-
lar program.

Mrs. BYRNE. If the gentleman will
yield further, they are not out of the
air. They are from the studies that had
been done by the GAO, by the National
Academy of Sciences, who evaluated
this for Congress. I would ask the gen-
tleman, if this project is so worth-
while—

Mr. WALKER. Again, the gentle-
woman does not know what she is talk-
ing about.

Mrs. BYRNE. Well, the gentleman
says the National Academy of Sciences
does not know what it is talking about
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either. I am asking the gentleman if in-
deed we have such a worthy project
here, why does not the private industry
fund its own R&D, if they are going to
make so much money on it at the tax-
payers’ expense?

Mr. WALKER. The fact is we have
long funded advanced R&D and risky
R&D in this country. It is what good
science is all about. The gentlewoman,
I know, does not want this Nation to
kill off all good science in this country.
But the gentlewoman is aiming in that
direction.

But let us talk about the National
Academy of Sciences. The National
Academy of Sciences has never looked
at the gas turbine reactor. They have
looked at the high temperature reac-
tor, gas reactor, and so on. This was
back in the late 1980’s. The gentle-
woman is relying on data at least now
6 years old, and they have never looked
at this particular mechanism.

We have in fact had a number of
major advances since that time that
make this a much more worthy project
than anything the National Academy
of Sciences has looked at. So you can-
not cite the National Academy of
Sciences studies.

The GAO studies are a series of stud-
ies that have looked at the totality of
the economics. But once again, GAO
has never suggested that the Federal
Government is going to be obligated
for all of this money. They cannot sug-
gest that, because there is nothing in
the contract to show that.

The bottom line is that the only
thing this obligates us to do is to do
the further research on the reactor,
which is a total of $100 million spread
out over a 5-year period. If at the end
of that time the industry feels as
though they have got a project that
they can go ahead with, they can come
to the Federal Government and ask for
some money. We do not have to give it
to them. We can do exactly as the gen-
tlewoman suggests at that point and
say to them fine, we now have proven
technology, and you can expend your
own money, if you think this is some-
thing good to do. We do not have to
fund it at those kinds of rates.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. I would say the gen-
tlewoman is wrong on those counts as
well. I would like to discuss a little bit
about the science if I could. That is ac-
tually why I came here.

Mrs. BYRNE. If the gentleman would
yield further, I am a little bit puzzled
by the gentleman's response, since the
gentleman voted for Penny-Kasich and
that was in it. Why did he vote for it
then?

Mr.
things

WALKER. There were many
in Penny-Kasich that I had
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some problems with. I voted for it as
an overall kind of message which I
thought was a very, very good idea in
terms of cutting overall funding. I
would have preferred to see all of that
money cut. We did not get there. Your
leadership, in fact, basically under-
mined our ability to do Penny-Kasich.
I am sorry about that. But on individ-
ual choices, I think this is not a re-
sponsible individual choice, particu-
larly since it is going to end up costing
us money, and that does not make any
sense to me at all.

I would also point out to the gentle-
woman, that when the Republicans had
a chance to do our own version of that,
which was the Republican budget ini-
tiative for 1995, the actual Kasich bill,
the termination of the gas reactor was
not a part of that budget. In fact, the
GTMHR. was fully authorized in Public
Law 102-486, the Energy Policy Act of
1992 that President Bush signed into
law. So this is a fully authorized
project, it was not included in the Re-
publican budget alternative, and it is a
program which, in my view, is one
where you can point to the science as
being a good, worthy kind of science
that gives us something that commer-
cial industry can build off of.

Now, I think we need to look a little
bit at some of that science. Because if
we are in fact going to have a reason-
able chance of competing in world mar-
kets with nuclear energy in the future,
it seems to me we have to be a part of
the advanced reactor concept.

The GTMHR, one of its great advan-
tages is it cannot melt down. With its
inherent properties and inert helium
coolant, ceramic fuel, and a low power
density core and large negative tem-
perature coefficient, and heat conduc-
tion and radiating geometry, the
GTMHR would shut itself down on its
own in the event of a loss of coolant or
a catastrophic failure of all the man-
made active safety systems. In lay-
men's terms, once the reactor core gets
too hot, nuclear fission cannot natu-
rally occur.

It seems to me that is something we
want to be about as a nation, if we be-
lieve nuclear power has any kind of
place in our mix in the future. It would
be devastating for us not to be a part of
doing that.

Now, I understand. We have a Depart-
ment of Energy at the moment that
wants to commit us to only one kind of
advanced reactor work. So you now get
a letter from the Secretary of energy,
because she has made a commitment to
going only one direction.

We have long found out in research
and development that going only one
direction is a bad idea. When you are
doing R&D, you ought to have a num-
ber of options that are available to
you. It seems to me this is an option
we ought to keep. I would hope we
would vote against the Byrne amend-
ment. It is a bad amendment that costs
us money, not saves us money.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Byrne amendment. This year I
have looked at the cancellation of the
super collider, which I still do not
know if it was any good or not, if the
billions of dollars we put into it would
be effective. I also look at the space
station, and I think there is an area in
science where we really have made a
mistake on the House floor by not sup-
porting it. The gentlewoman I think
would take a look at even the space
station for things that we wanted for
men's and women's cancer research.

This is not about cancer research,
but I had a group in my office just 20
minutes ago that are looking to ship
Alaskan oil out to foreign countries,
and they know we are importing oil. I
can remember gas lines back in the
eighties, and we were all concerned on
this floor about energy sources. We
look at different types of fuels that we
can use. I do not think there is a Mem-
ber on this floor that does not believe
that in the near future we are not
going to have alternative sources of en-
ergy in this country.
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0il is going to go away. Nuclear
power is not the answer for everything.
And so I support the gas turbine-modu-
lar helium reactor. Take a look at my
colleague, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SCHENK], the committee
chairmen who have studied the issue
throughout the years. I would say that
their knowledge, their expertise on this
issue warrants taking a look at it. I
ask my colleagues to oppose the Byrne
amendment. Support what I think is a
very good investment to give us alter-
native energy sources in the future.

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

Mr. Chairman, we have probably
heard more this afternoon than we
really want to know about the gas re-
actor. But there have been a lot of
statements made this afternoon, mix-
ing apples and oranges and some other
things into this mix.

First off, certainly it has been true
that this committee has been burned a
number of times through the years of
going down the wrong path only to
have the rug jerked out from under-
neath us and on reactor research for
the future. What concerns me there is
an old saying that we should never put
all of our eggs in one basket.

This is what the Department of En-
ergy is doing today for the future of
electric generation, nuclear genera-
tion. It is the advanced light water re-
actor. The light water reactor has been
the workhorse in the production of
electricity from nuclear powerplants in
this country and the advanced light
water reactor is a far improvement
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from what we had before, both in safe-
ty as well as efficiency. It is one that
we need to continue.

But at the same time we need also to
continue the research for alternative
sources sometime in the future. This
reactor is just exactly what we have
felt in this committee is meeting that
demand.

Let us look at the future here. Can
Members see this chart? We are talking
about the future needs for our children
and grandchildren. This has been pro-
duced by the World Energy Commis-
sion, meeting in Madrid, the 15th World
Energy Commission, having more than
250,000 experts from various disciplines
from all over the world. They came up
with these projections for the next 30
years.

Where is electricity energy going to
come from? The big producer is going
to be coal. That is probably not true in
this country but worldwide coal is still
going to be the most important. Next
is nuclear. Then down to natural gas,
then some o0il, some hydro, most Mem-
bers on this floor would not propose
any hydro production. They do not
want to build one more dam anyplace
that could produce hydro power. In a
very small projection here for the so-
called renewals that most people like
to, pie in the sky, say, we are going to
use up the waste and hopefully that
will be true. But it is not going to be
the big producer of the future.

So let us look at coal. What luck
would we have today to build a coal re-
actor in this country, a coal fired
power generating station? About the
same as we are going to have with nu-
clear. Natural gas, we ran out of natu-
ral gas just a few years ago. So the one
nuclear. Why do we not continue to
look at this new gas reactor, the gas
turbine that we are talking about here
today? It is passively safe, as has al-
ready been said. It cannot melt down.
It is inherent in the system. Even if all
the coolant is lost, all the power is
lost, it automatically closes down
without any meltdown. We will not
have meltdown, the traditional reactor
fission materials.

Second, it is more efficient, even
shown here, more efficient than any
other reactor we have today, from 50 to
70 percent more efficient than any
other nuclear reactor.

Then the third thing, as has been ar-
gued here, about the study, that Janu-
ary study of the gentlewoman. I have
read a review of that. That study was
made back in 1988-89. It was made on
one thing, not $5.3 billion, not to build
a commercial reactor for electric pro-
duction. But it was to replace the tril-
lion in our nuclear stockpile. All the
facilities, not just the reactor itself but
all the facilities, all the other things
have got to be built into building this
military defense replacement. It was
not for a commercial nuclear reactor
that we are talking about.
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So let us look at this small modular
something that anybody who is a chief
executive officer of a generating com-
pany today, producing electricity, they
are in danger today of going very deep
into producing a nuclear request. But
this is small and modular. This same
study said that we will need 1,000 new
reactors between now and 2030, nuclear
reactors to produce the world's power.

Where is it going to come from? The
utility companies do not have the
money today. But with the small mod-
ular, modular means that you put a
small one in this day, 2 years from
now, 5 years from now, production re-
quirements for more generation are
needed, then you can add one more
modular next to it. A small invest-
ment. You keep adding modulars as
you need them. For world export, there
is a lot of small, very high density
countries that do not have the electric
power that they need for the future.
This small modular can be sold to
them, small, safe modular generator.

It can be exported to foreign coun-
tries. This is the chance today we have
to continue this research, and it will
not take $5.3 million. We will have
proven the process, $12 billion was not
quite enough; $12 million was not quite
enough. The request was for 25. But be-
cause of the austere program this year,
we had to cut it to 12.

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

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman brought up a very good
point.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. CUNNINGHAM, -and
by unanimous consent, Mr. MYERS of
Indiana was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if
we take a look at what would have
happened at Desert Storm if we would
have lost the oil source in the cost of
goods, when we talk about interest
rates in this country and we look at
construction, everything else that we
depend on energy, take a look, if we
have an edge on the market of energy
production around the world. And when
the gentleman talks about export, we
are talking about jobs. We are talking
about energy security in the future. To
me that is very, very important.

I know the gentlewoman is well-in-
tentioned, but I think we need to look
a little bit further down the road.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Look at the
small islands we have in the Pacific
now that we are responsible for. Today
they do not have the capacity to gen-
erate the electricity they need. This
modular generator would be perfect for
small countries and small islands like
this.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I am going to make
the brief, because we have heard now
from the chairman of the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology
here who is very much opposed to this
amendment. We have heard from the
gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs.
LroyD], the subcommittee chairman.
We have heard from the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT],
chairman of the panel on the Armed
Services Committee. We have heard
from one of our Members, a physicist,
and so I see nothing that I can add.

I just urge everyone to vote against
this amendment and not kill the fund-
ing for this project.

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I will not prolong the debate too long
but there have been a couple points
that have been made that I want to
provide some clarification.

First of all, one of the previous
speakers stated that the study that
was done by the National Academy of
Science was done some 5 or 6 years ago.
That simply is not the case. In fact,
the committee learned in mid-1991 that
the GT-MHR design had been changed
and they reviewed those changes. And
they have said that the committee is
not aware of any changes to the fun-
damental principles underlying the
concepts being discussed in the GT-
MHR proposal.

The point being, Mr. Chairman, that
the National Academy of Sciences was
well-aware of some of the changes that
were being discussed, and we are not
talking about fundamental changes in
the concept of what they are trying to
accomplish. They have been on record
in opposition to this.

Second, a number of Members have
stated that this is a priority of the pri-
vate utility industry. Obviously, it is
not a priority. Ninety-seven percent of
the cost of this program is coming
from the taxpayers. That does not
sound like a priority to me.

I am sure that is why President Clin-
ton and former President Reagan, their
administrations are opposed to this. I
would hope that we would move for-
ward and support this amendment.

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

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, just a few
points to close the argument on our
side.

First of all, we have heard arguments
about the cost. Remember, let me say
this one more time, there are only two
phases of Government projects—it is
too soon to tell and it is too late to
stop it. Again, that is where we find
ourselves on this debate
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The Department of Energy estimates
that it will cost $700 million in re-
search and development funds if we
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continue this project, just to get the
information we need to know if we
need a demonstration reactor, and then
if we build a demonstration plant, the
Department of Energy says it will cost
$18 million more.

My colleagues from Virginia and Wis-
consin are absolutely correct in the
amount of money it will cost in the
long run. As the chairman of Southern
Nuclear said years ago, ‘“We believe it
will become a commercial candidate
only after several years of perform-
ance,” so again, even after we do the
research and even if we do the proto-
type, unless there is a demonstration
needed, if there is no demo, there are
no buyers.

Where are we going with this? The
Clinton administration, the Reagan ad-
ministration, the National Academy of
Sciences, the National Taxpayers
Union, the Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, and the Department of
Energy as late as yesterday said kill
the project.

Mann
Margolies-
Mezvinsky
Markey
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
MclInnis
McKinney

‘Meehan

Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Nadler
Neal (MA)
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Oxley
Pallone
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Penny

Abercrombie

One final time, Mr. Chairman, I urge Ackerman
my colleagues, especially those who Applegate
voted for the Penny-Kasich amend- ‘“‘:h:;
ment, to vote for the Byrne-Klug pguchas(AL)
amendment, to kill a long-outdated Baesler
and unnecessary project. :‘;el‘ ii:;

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on pgjienger
the amendment offered by the gentle- Barlow
woman from Virginia [Mrs. BYRNE]. Bmftt (NE)

The question was taken; and the Bam‘ntuft
Chairman announced that the noes ap- Bateman
pear to have it. Beilenson

Bentley
RECORDED VOTE Bereuter

Mrs. BYRNE. Mr. Chairman, I de- Bevill

mand a recorded vote. Biioray
Bilirakis

A recorded vote was ordered. Bishop

The vote was taken by electronic de- Bliley
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 241, g:m‘:
not voting 10, as follows: Borski

[Roll No. 234] guuc::r
roo
AYES—188 Browder
Allard Edwards (CA) Hoekstra Brown (CA)
Andrews (ME) Engel Hoke Brown (FL)
Andrews (NJ) English Holden Burton
Andrews (TX) Eshoo Hutchinson Buyer
Bacchus (FL) Evans Inhofe Callahan
Barca Faleomavaega Istook Calvert
Barcia (AS) Jacobs Canady
Barrett (WI) Farr Johnson (SD) Cardin
Becerra Fingerhut Johnston Carr
Berman Fish Kanjorski Chapman
Blackwell Fowler Kaptur Clay
Blute Frank (MA) Kasich Clayton
Boehlert Franks (CT) Kennedy Clement
Boehner Furse Kennelly Clinger
Brewster Gejdenson Kildee Clyburn
Brown (OH) Gilchrest Kingst Col
Bryant Gillmor Kleczka Collins (MI)
Bunning Gilman Klein Combest
Byrne Glickman Klink Cox
Camp Goodlatte Klug Coyne
Cantwell Goodling Kopetski Cramer
Castle Goss Kreidler Crane
Coble Grandy LaFalce Crapo
Collins (GA) Greenwood Lancaster Cunningham
Condit Gutierrez Lantos Darden
Cooper Hall (OH) Levin de la Garza
Coppersmith Hall (TX) Lewis (GA) de Lugo (VI)
Costello Hamburg Lewls (KY) Deal
DeFazio Hamilton Lightfoot DeLay
DeLauro Hancock Lipinski Derrick
Dellums Hefley Long Diaz-Balart
Deutsch Hinchey Lowey Dicks
Dickey Hoagland Machtley Dingell
Duncan Hobson Maloney Dixon

Peterson (MN)
Petri
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Ravenel
Reed
Richardson

Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Sharp

Shays
Shepherd
Slaughter
Smith (MI)

NOES—241

Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gingrich
Gonzalez
Gordon
Grams
Green
Gunderson
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings
Hayes
Hefner
Herger
Hilliard
Hochbrueckner
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Huffington
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde

Inglis
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kim

King
Knollenberg
Kolbe

Kyl
Lambert
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Snowe
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Studds
Stupak
Swett
Synar
Talent
Tanner
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Underwood (GU)
Unsoeld
Upton
Vento
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weldon
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zeliff
Zimmer

LaRocco
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lehman
Levy
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Linder
Livingston
Lloyd
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCandless
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
MeDade
McDermott
McKeon
McMillan
McNulty
Meek

Mica
Michel
Mineta
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Neal (NC)
Norton (DC)
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pickle
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Ridge
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rose
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Rostenkowski Smith (NJ) Towns
Rowland Smith (OR) Traficant
Sangmeister Smith (TX) Tucker
Santorum Solomon Valentine
Sarpalius Spence Velazquez
Sawyer Spratt Visclosky
Saxton Stokes Volkmer
Schenk Stump Vucanovich
Schiff Swift Walker
Scott Tauzin Walsh
Serrano Taylor (MS) Whitten
Shaw Taylor (NC) Wilson
Shuster Tejeda Wise
Sisisky Thomas (CA) Wolf
Skaggs Thomas (WY) Young (AK)
Skeen Thompson Young (FL)
Skelton Thornton
Smith (IA) Torricelli

NOT VOTING—10
Collins (IL) Reynolds Washington
Conyers Royce Wheat
Danner Slattery
Flake Sundquist
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Messrs. ARCHER, LAZIO, LEHMAN,
POMEROY, and DURBIN changed their
vote from ‘‘aye” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
DELLUMS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. RUSH,
and Mr. PALLONE changed their vote
from “‘no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to associ-
ate myself with the earlier remarks of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN-
HoLM] on Twin Buttes Dam and thank
him for all of his good efforts.

Also, | want to thank the chairman and Mr.
MYERS. They have been most gracious in their
willingness to work with us to resolve this mat-
ter.

| understand that the amendment that we
would have liked to offer is not germane, and
Mr. STENHOLM and | are prepared to work with
the authorizing committee. We will introduce
legislation shortly.

The matter of Twin Buttes Dam in San An-
gelo, TX, is one that concerns me greatly.
Much is at stake. First and foremost is the
safety of Twin Buttes Dam—and the safety of
San Angelo, TX, and its residents. The dam
continues to deteriorate because of its original,
faulty design and construction in the 1960's.

Today, Twin Buttes is ranked the No. 1
safety risk among dams under Bureau of Rec-
lamation control.

Time is something that we no longer can af-
ford to apply to the problems of Twin Buttes.

| was pleased to be a part of the successiul
effort to work out a technical solution with the
Bureau of Reclamation. Now, a prompt resolu-
tion of the funding issue is critical so that that
action to correct this situation may begin.

A gross injustice would be done to the citi-
zens of San Angelo by requiring them to pay
for a mistake that the Bureau made decades
ago.

That must not be allowed to happen.

| only add that | appreciate the good will
and leadership of the chairman and Mr.
MYERS as we continue to address this matter.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SWETT

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SWETT: Page 17,
line 19, strike ‘'$3,302,170,000" and insert
+$3,235,470,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and amendments
thereto be limited to 40 minutes, equal-
ly divided between the proponent and
an opponent.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. GaLLo] will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT].

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to strike $67
million in funding for construction of
the tokamak physics experiment, a
planned new tokamak fusion reactor at
the Princeton Plasma Physics Labora-
tory in Princeton, NJ.

Before I proceed, I would like to clar-
ify what this amendment is about be-
cause there has been an attempt by
some to muddy the waters and make
unclear the intentions.

First of all, this amendment is not
about our Nation’s energy problems. I
am sure we agree that we have a long-
term energy problem which requires us
to look for promising new energy tech-
nologies, including fusion energy.

Second, this amendment is not about
supporting or opposing fusion. I, like
many Members, strongly support basic
fusion research. In fact, one of the rea-
sons I am offering this amendment is
precisely because I am concerned about
the effect that construction of the
tokamak physics experiment could
have upon basic fusion research. This
amendment is not about basic fusion
research.

Third, this amendment is not about
U.S. participation in international fu-
sion energy research. This amendment
would still leave $309 million in fiscal
year 1995 for the U.S. Fusion Energy
Program, including funds which will go
toward international fusion energy re-
search.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
about whether or not U.S. taxpayers
should pay billions of dollars for com-
mercial development of one particular
fusion technology, the tokamak, when
the expected development costs are
tens of billions of dollars, and when
there are clear indications that a
tokamak is not going to succeed com-
mercially.

If we had unlimited funds, then build-
ing the tokamak physics experiment
would be reasonable. We do not have
unlimited funds, which is why we need
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to eliminate wasteful spending such as
construction for the tokamak physics
experiment.

Mr. Chairman, a tokamak is a fusion
technology invented by Russians back
in the 1960’s. Over the years, tokamaks
have been tremendously successful at
advancing the science of fusion, most
recently at the Princeton Plasma
Physics Laboratory.

Tokamaks, however, do not make
sense as a commercial energy source,
which is why we should stop the
tokamak physics experiment. There
are four main reasons why we should
stop this experiment.

First, as I mentioned, tokamaks do
not make sense as a commercial power
sourcé. Recent studies from DOE’s
Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tory and Los Alamos National Labora-
tory have highlighted the tokamaks’
problems with cost, complexity,
unreliability, and radioactive waste. A
tokamak fusion powerplant would cost
more than a fission plant, and it would
still create radioactive waste. No util-
ity is going to want to buy a huge,
complicated nuclear fusion reactor
which costs more than a nuclear fission
reactor and still emits radioactive
waste.

Second, the tokamak’s project devel-
opment costs are astronomical. The ec-
onomics do not make any sense, which
is why this amendment is supported by
groups such as the National Taxpayers
Union and Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste. The projected total pro-
gram cost over the next 45 years is $40
billion. In a time of tight budgets, it
doesn’t make sense to waste billions of
taxpayer dollars pursuing a technology
which does not show commercial prom-
ise.

Third, construction of the tokamak
physics experiment threatens basic fu-
sion research. The tokamak physics ex-
periment has a total estimated cost of
$2.2 billion. $700 million for construc-
tion costs plus operational costs of $150
million/year for 10 years. Building the
tokamak physics experiment will take
away scarce funds from basic fusion re-
search.

The DOE has effectively squeezed out
all non-tokamak research. Alternative
fusion gets just 3 percent of the fusion
budget, effectively putting all our eggs
in one basket. This squeezing out of po-
tentially cleaner, cheaper fusion con-
cepts is contrary to recommendations
from utility panels, fusion research-
ers—even DOE’s own fusion advisory
boards.

Fourth, tokamak reactors do not
make environmental sense, which is
why this amendment is supported by
groups such as the Sierra Club, the Na-
ture Resources Defense Council,
Friends of the Earth, and the Safe En-
ergy Communication Council.

Tokamaks as currently planned
would produce more radioactive waste
than a fission plant.
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If our goal is a commercially viable
electric energy source, then it does not
make sense to build the tokamak phys-
ics experiment.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to say a few words about the process
here. Needless to say, a floor amend-
ment to an appropriations bill is not
anyone’'s preferred means of making
policy. In a perfect world, authoriza-
tion debates would always precede ap-
propriation debates, and there would
always be time for extensive debate on
every issue.

I firmly believe, however, that when
taxpayer dollars are being wasted, we
should not wait. If we cannot stop
wasteful Government spending wher-
ever and whenever we find it, we are
never going to get our budget under
control.

Mr. Chairman, Congress stopped con-
struction of the tokamak physics ex-
periment last year. Congress should
stop it again this year.

Mr. Chairman, to repeat myself, this
amendment is not about basic fusion
research. This amendment is about
whether, in an era of tight budgets, it
makes sense to spend billions of tax-
payer dollars trying to commercialize
one particular fusion technology—the
tokamak which does not show commer-
cial promise.

I urge Members to join me in sup-
porting the amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the
Swett amendment. I am sure my col-
leagues have heard of the recent suc-
cesses in fusion energy research. Fu-
sion energy is the only long-term en-
ergy supply option that the world has
and America must continue to support
this program. Energy is fundamental
to everything that we do.

Unfortunatly, energy use strains the
environment, and that is why sci-
entists around the country and around
the world are working to harness fu-
sion energy.

This amendment does not make any
sense. It targets the tokamak concept
and the tokamak physics experiment
in particular. Tokamaks are the
central focus of every major fusion pro-
gram in the world.

The collective wisdom of the sci-
entists and engineers from Japan, the
European Community, America and
Russia cannot all be wrong. I accept
the scientific expertise of these people
and the Department of Energy which
has put forward a fusion development
plan. The plan has been on the books
through the last three administra-
tions—it is clear and it is focused, and
the next major step for the United
States is the TPX project.

Energy security is at the heart of
this program. But harnessing the en-
ergy of the sun and stars is not easy.
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The Wright Brothers didn’t invent the
passenger airplane, but they took the
first huge step. American scientists
and engineers at universities and lab-
oratories around the country—at MIT,
the University of Wisconsin, the Uni-
versity of California, the University of
Texas, Columbia, Auburn University,
University of Colorado, Cornell, Law-
rence Livermore National Lab and
Princeton are working on fusion and
they will work on TPX.

The supporters of this amendment
talk about the need to support alter-
natives to Tokamaks. I have noticed
that they are careful to say that these
other concepts may be cheaper and
may be better. I call those maybe
ideas.

These alternative concepts have ap-
parently not been able to withstand
scientific review in this country or
abroad. For several years now, Con-
gress has been insisting that scientists
get out of their sandboxes and into the
real world. Well the real world supports
tokamaks because it is a proven tech-
nology that works.

TPX is a smart step for America be-
cause it is the first tokamak to address
commercial issues—how to make fu-
sion power plants smaller and more
compact. Future generations are going
to need a stable, environmentally clean
source of energy.

If we shortchange our research and
development programs, we will pass
along to the next generation energy
problems that could be solved if we in-
vest in new technologies now. Fusion is
that investment.

I urge a ‘‘no” vote on the Swett
amendment.

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

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN].

Mrs. THURMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, if we stop this pro-
gram today, we will save $67 million
and $30 billion over the coming years
on an energy source that is presently
not showing any commercial viability.

Advancement in basic scientific re-
search is important to the mainte-
nance of our competitive edge. I rep-
resent the University of Florida, a pre-
mier institute for the study of science
and technologies. I recognize the role
such projects play in protecting our
country's economic security and stand-
ing in the international arena.

I have no doubt that the Tokamak
physics experiment would make an im-
portant contribution to our Nation’s
wealth of scientific knowledge. I have
listened to the respected supporters of
the program and understand that the
TPX would be unigque among world fu-
sion programs.

Today, however, we find ourselves at
a4 crossroads. Our national spending
must come under a higher standard of
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scrutiny. The question of whether or
not to fund the Tokamak goes beyond
the question of its pure research value.

The real context of this debate is de-
fined by the twin imperatives of reduc-
ing the Federal budget deficit and
funding research in an area that will
create a commercially viable energy
source.

Look at the facts and listen to what
the experts have to say. A study done
by Los Alamos National Laboratory
last year for the Department of Ener-
gy's Office of Fusion Energy, con-
cluded, ‘“‘Our present, conventional
Tokamak approaches will not lend to
attractive commercial reactor prod-
ucts able to compete in the energy
marketplace of the 21st century.”

The Tokamak physics experiment is
not a good investment. It is a program
that we can not afford right now. Be-
cause we have limited resources, we
must freeze, cut, or terminate many
projects. As Members of Congress we do
not enjoy doing this, but this is the re-
ality. While reviewing budget requests,
we must look at two things: the merits
of a project and its costs. Mr. Chair-
man, because of its high cost and low
commercial potential, this project fails
on its merits and is not a good invest-
ment.

Let us be objective and start by look-
ing at the issue of costs.

The costs of developing the Tokamak
are astronomical. At best, the DOE
hopes to see an electricity generating
commercial Tokamak reactor by the
year 2040. By 2040 the total estimated
cost to the U.S. taxpayer is expected to
be at least $40 billion.

So we get to 2040 after spending $40
billion on 80-year-old technology and
what do we have? According to recent
studies from Department of Energy
laboratories, a huge nuclear fusion re-
actor, which costs more than a fission
reactor and still creates radioactive
waste.

Focusing everything on the Tokamak
would make sense if the project looked
promising commercially, but it does
not. Tokamaks are not commercially
viable because of cost, complexity, reli-
ability, and radioactive waste. It is
clear that this is not a commercial
source of power for the future. If we
stop the funding now, we will save tax-
payers $700 million in construction
costs plus $1.5 billion in operating
costs; a total of $2.2 billion.

The second question I ask is whether
the merits of the program justify the
costs? The joke in scientific circles
about nuclear fusion is that commer-
cial use is about 30 years away and al-
ways will be. Realistically, most seci-
entists agree that it is at least 50 to 60
years away. This amendment does not
attempt to stop all research in nuclear
fusion but just one experiment that
most scientists believe is a commercial
nonstarter.

Given recent advances in energy al-
ternatives like wind and solar power,
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renewable and sustainable forms of en-
ergy should be the direction in which
we are focusing our attention. I ap-
plaud the administration and the com-
mittee for their efforts and vision in
increasing the budgets for these pro-
grams. These alternative sources have
the potential to help meet the Nation’s
energy needs. Moreover, they do it
without the adverse environmental ef-
fects of creating contaminating radi-
ation. Still, these alternative energy
sources supply us with less than 1 per-
cent of the Nation's electricity. These
are technologies that we know work
and are clean. Furthermore, we have
the capability to use these tech-
nologies in commercial settings.

Mr. Chairman, in our present budg-
etary condition, I cannot support a
program that asks so much of us and
gives back so little in return. Simply
put, the Tokamak physics experiment
does not meet the contemporary test of
budgeting. Its cost are astronomical; it
is crowding out other valuable research
programs; and it simply does not offer
enough benefits. I hope there will be a
day when we can afford programs like
the Tokamak but this is not that day.
I urge my colleagues to vote for the
amendment.

0 1530

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
opposition to the Swett amendment to cut
$66.7 million for a national fusion energy de-
vice, the Tokamak physics experiment—also
known as TPX.

| find it inconceivable at a time when we are
searching for new energy options that we are
contemplating cutting the one program that
can offer our Nation a steady supply of unlim-
ited energy.

As recently as this May, we were cheering
the record-breaking experiments at the Prince-
ton Plasma Physics Laboratory. Now we are
discussing dismantling this future component
of our energy independence.

| am aware of the arguments against the
TPX at Princeton. Critics state that TPX power
plants do not make environmental sense. |
disagree.

The fuel for a fusion power plant comes
from ordinary water—ordinary water. One
pound of fusion fuel contains the energy
equivalent of 12 milion pounds of coal or
25,000 barrels of oil. Fusion does not contrib-
ute to acid rain or global warming and fusion
energy does not generate long-lived high-level
radioactive waste. Fusion powerplants are in-
herently safe, with no possibility of meltdowns
or Chernobyl-type events.

A mix of clean energy technologies—solar,
renewables, and fusion—will provide the en-
ergy of the future. Fusion supplements the
others by being capable of steady central sta-
tion electricity generation. The environmental
consequences of continued reliance on fossil
fuels is too great, and to eliminate this ele-
ment in our future energy mix is extremely
shortsighted.
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As a Member of Congress dedicated to a
secure energy future, | urge you all to oppose
this amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I am going to ask the Members of
this body to vote against this amend-
ment which would strike out the fund-
ing from this bill for the TPX or
Tokamak physics experiment at
Princeton. I could make a very long
and detailed case for this, but let me
just say a couple of things more or less
anecdotally.

Mr. Chairman, when I came to this
great institution back in 1963 I guess it
was, one of the first things I did was to
correspond with the chairman of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
and complain that we were not funding
the fusion energy program as much as
we should. I say that to illustrate how
long we have been involved in this ar-
gument, and it was going on before
1963, Mr. Chairman, I can assure my
colleagues.

There is universal recognition that
probably the most promising long-
range future resource for this country
and the world is the fusion program.
We have been involved in a cooperative
program to design a fusion reactor plan
for a decade or more. It involves the
United States, the Russians, the Euro-
peans, and the Japanese. We are in the
last stages of engineering design for an
experimental reactor. That will be the
prelude then to a commercial reactor
which will be probably in line some-
time around 2010 or 2015. Between now
and then we need to do a great deal
more research on how to most effec-
tively develop that commercial reac-

tor.

Mr. Chairman, the Tokamak physics
experiment is one part of our efforts to
develop this. This has been a very suc-
cessful program. Probably some of my
colleagues recall the press reports of
just a few weeks ago that this machine,
the current machine at Princeton, pro-
duced a new record amount of sus-
tained power from the machine that
they have there.

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

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to
the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is only proper to make note that the
record amount of energy realized at the
Princeton facility was not a net benefit
but was still threefold more energy
input than output and only for a minor
fraction of a second, and, although this
is making progress, it is not certainly
where the program is projected to be at
this time and certainly, I think, did
not bode well for future successes.

Mr. BROWN of California. The gen-
tleman is correct about the net energy
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yield, but the point is all of these
measures are relative. This was the
best that has been achieved. It sur-
passed the expectations that the sci-
entists had at the time, and it is worth
continuing to improve this process.

Now, Mr. Chairman, this fusion pro-
gram is based upon the work of a rel-
atively small number of scientists
throughout the country. One of these
great centers of excellence, of course,
is at Princeton. Others are in other
parts of the country including Califor-
nia, Illinois, and so forth. The commu-
nity is such that it is small enough so
that it is highly dependent upon a rea-
sonable continuity in the support for
this program. The TPX is conceived as
a way of providing that reasonable con-
tinuity between the work that is cur-
rently being done and the time when
we get to actually building the experi-
mental reactor, which is still 10 or 15
years off.

So, for a number of reasons, includ-
ing the success of the existing work,
the need to maintain continuity, the
importance of fusion energy as the ul-
timate power source for the world, it is
important that we continue this, and,
despite the qualms that my good
friend, the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] has, I urge that we
proceed along the path which has been
established here and hope that it con-
tinues to be successful in the future as
it has been in the past.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, for the past 30 years, we
have spent billions of dollars on
Tokamak fusion technology which has
yielded nothing as far as energy pro-
duction is concerned. Over the next 50
years, the Department of Energy plans
to spend $30 billion more in hopes of
producing energy for commercial use.
There are no guarantees this will ever
happen and, if it does, the experts say
it will be too expensive to be commer-
cially viable. We should not support
funding for a questionable program
that divides us when we are unable to
fund programs, for example, in agri-
culture which are proven and every-
body agrees on.

Let us not repeat the mistake of the
superconducting super collider. Termi-
nating the Princeton Tokamak physics
experiment before construction begins
will save the taxpayers $67 million this
year and $2.2 billion in the long run
without adversely affecting, in my
opinion, our existing DOE fusion pro-
gram.

This amendment has the support of
many taxpayers and environmental
groups including: National Taxpayers
Union, Citizens Against Government
Waste, The Sierra Club, and Natural
Resource Defense Council.

Please support the Swett-Shays-Pe-
terson-Thurman amendment.
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Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Fazio] who is also a member of
the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise as perhaps the
chief advocate on this subcommittee of
renewable energy, and one who is frus-
trated by the fact that this bill is $1.7
billion below where we were last year.
Yet I am still here as an advocate of
Tokamak and of fusion research and an
opponent of the effort to eliminate this
particular fusion program.

Of course, the objections are said to
be not to the basic research concept,
but only to this particular design of
the Tokamak. I think that flies in the
face of the facts.

The Tokamak design has been chosen
by an international panel of fusion ex-
perts as the main vehicle for develop-
ing magnetic fusion energy. These ex-
perts have told the world energy com-
munity that the Tokamak design is an
important step toward making fusion a
commerecially viable energy source.

You may recall the recent world
record set at DOE’s Princeton’s Plasma
Physics Laboratory. That success dem-
onstrates our steady progress toward
the goal of demonstrating fusion as
commercially viable as an electric
power source.

While much work remains, this
achievement moves us closer to the
day when fusion might provide us with
an inexhaustible supply of clean, safe,
environmentally sound electric power
production.

Opponents of this type of fusion
claim that the design is too large and
too costly. It is important to remember
what the Princeton TPX program is
and what it is not. This is a research
and development program. This is not
meant to be a commercial reactor.
What we learn from this important re-
search and development program with
Tokamak's design should help us find
ways to build smaller, more efficient,
safe fusion reactor.

Fusion energy is important to our
Nation’s economic health. The
Tokamak program is vital to establish-
ing the scientific and technical founda-
tion necessary for the ultimate com-
mercialization of fusion energy.

In short, the TPX is part of the foun-
dation for an integrated U.S. fusion
program that will evolve over the
years.

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. fusion program
is a vital part of our long-term energy
security. As we all know, our energy
security is intertwined with our na-
tional security. Those of us who worry
about global warming realize that we
cannot continue to rely on fossil fuels.
We need a long-term program as well
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as a short-term energy program, and it
has to be balanced.

We cannot overrely on our, perhaps,
immediate enthusiasm for renewables.
We cannot forget the efficient pro-
grams. We have debated them here
today. They are barely contained in
this budget any more, but they are still
important. And while we cannot cut
short our investment in fusion energy,
we have put too much in this.

I say let us oppose this amendment.
Perhaps it is healthy to have this de-
bate periodically so people can be re-
minded of the importance of this ef-
fort. But look to the chairman of the
Committee on Science and Technology,
who will be bringing a fusion author-
ization to this floor. Support him and
support the committee in opposition.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute for rebuttal

I would like to just bring to the at-
tention of the body that this is not a
cessation of the Tokamak program.
This is a reorientation away from com-
mercial engineering development, back
to more basic science, where this
money could be more appropriately
used to expand on alternative tech-
nologies.

If I can quote Martha Krebs, Director
of the Department of Energy, at a
hearing here on Capitol Hill the other
week, she said:

The fusion development program is in a pe-
riod of major transition from a program fo-
cused on research to one focused on engi-
neering development.

That concerns me, because we ought
to be promoting basic science here in
the Federal Government, and not com-
mercial engineering development.

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman would
yield, I have a high regard for Martha
Krebs, and it is my belief she supports
Tokamak. She believes this R&D effort
is important to the fusion research pro-
gram in general. I do not think we
should be mistaken by taking a quote
out of context.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER].

Mr. HUNTER. I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Swett amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
Swett amendment which would cut all
Federal funding for the centerpiece of
the Nation’s magnetic fusion energy
program—the Tokamak physics experi-
ment [TPX].

For decades, as Chairman BROWN
pointed out a few moments ago, the
Federal Government has invested in a
fusion energy program as part of a
comprehensive plan to provide for
America and the world’s long-term en-
ergy needs. By the year 2050, annual
world energy demand is expected to tri-
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ple from 10 trillion watts to 30 trillion
watts. To meet these needs, we must
broaden our capability to successfully
access alternative and renewable en-
ergy sources. While this includes explo-
ration of solar, hydropower, and simi-
lar sources, fusion energy is the only
source capable of being the linchpin of
this plan.

Today's investment in fusion—the
nuclear reaction that powers the sun—
is an investment in our children and
grandchildren. We owe it to them to
fully explore this exciting energy op-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the scientific feasibil-
ity for broad commercial use of fusion
power, although it is long-term, does
have a very compelling aspect to it.
The Tokamak fusion test reactor
[TFTR]}—predecessor to the TPX—re-
cently set a world record by producing
9 million watts of fusion power, It is
particularly notable that a commercial
grade fuel mixture was used for the
first time in accomplishing this im-
pressive feat. Princeton Plasma Phys-
ics Laboratory—which has operated a
comprehensive fusion energy research
and development program since 1974
through Department of Energy fund-
ing—indicates that a number of other
records were set as well, including plas-
ma ion temperature, central fusion
power density, and fusion energy per
pulse. Princeton scientists expect that
the first demonstration fusion power
plant can be built by 2025 with wide-
spread commercial use of fusion power
by 2035.

Clearly, Mr. Chairman, we are on an
important threshold. Cutting funding
for the TPX would be shortsighted and
without benefit. The TPX has long
been heralded within the scientific
community as the step necessary to
make the advances in fusion research
come together in an economical and
manageable way.

Mr. Chairman, America needs to in-
vest in the TPX if it is to remain com-
petitive. Both Japan and the European
Community are investing 50 percent
more than the United States in fusion
energy efforts. The major international
fusion programs—Japan, the European
Community, and Russia—are focusing
their efforts and investment capital in
Tokamaks. The international thermo-
nuclear experimental reactor [ITER]—
an international cooperative effort to
advance fusion research and develop-
ment is also centered around a
Tokamak reactor.

The effective development of
Tokamak reactors will enhance U.S.
industrial capability in fusion, thereby
enabling American businesses to bid on
ITER and capitalize on the eventual
commercialization of this very promis-
ing energy technology. If fusion power
plants are built here, the technology
can be exported abroad to the substan-
tial energy markets of the developing
world.
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That means jobs—perhaps hundreds
of thousands of jobs—for Americans
and less dependence on fossil fuels, fis-
sion, and other less environmentally
sound alternatives.

Mr. Chairman, the administration’s
request of $66.7 million for the prelimi-
nary design and construction of the
TPX was heartily supported by the bi-
partisan Appropriations Committee
which met this request in full. Sec-
retary of Energy Hazel O'Leary ex-
panded on the importance of this
project yesterday:

This is the kind of program that exempli-
fies the Department's mission to provide the
Nation with more productive and competi-
tive economy, and improved environmental
quality.

Some of the environmental benefits
of fusion power are quite profound. One
pound of fusion fuel contains the en-
ergy equivalent of 12 million pounds of
coal or 25,000 barrels of oil. The fact
that the fuel for a fusion power plan
comes from ordinary water helps to ex-
plain why fusion energy does not gen-
erate long-lived high-level radioactive
waste. There is no risk of meltdowns or
Chernobyl-type events with fusion re-
actors either.

In the United States, we currently
spend about $450 billion annually on
energy. Since the United States spends
less than one-tenth of 1 percent of our
energy expenditures on fusion research,
I believe this is a very cost effective
and forward looking expenditure.

Another means of putting this cost in
context is to look at the increased en-
ergy costs that United States tax-
payers incurred during the Persian
Gulf war. Between August 1990 and
January 1991 we spent an additional $30
billion on energy, more than the entire
anticipated cost of developing fusion
energy as a commercial power source.
Clearly, the United States and its al-
lies need to make significant strides
toward energy independence so that
our economic future is not held hos-
tage by hostile or unstable govern-
ments.

TPX is a smart step for America and
it is also an important project for New
Jersey. Princeton University estimates
that the project would provide an esti-
mated 1,000 design, construction, and
operation jobs. It would add an esti-
mated $1.6 billion to the New Jersey
economy over the 7 years of construc-
tion and the 10 to 15 years of operation.

Princeton University officials also
estimate that without a new project,
the Princeton Plasma Physics Labora-
tory [PPFPL] will have to cut back dras-
tically on its operations. This will
cause a loss of national leadership in
this scientific field and approximately
400 high technology jobs.

While I recognize that there .are
budgetary constraints which force us
to make tough decisions about funding,
it is important that we make these de-
cisions wisely and with foresight. Fu-
sion energy holds great promise in
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helping us to meet our energy needs
cleanly, safely, economically, and
without perpetuating our dependence
on fossil fuels. Let’'s not toss it over
the side.

Mr. Chairman, the TPX is clearly
worthy of our support. Therefore, I
strongly urge my colleagues to vote
against the Swett Amendment.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Swett-Shays-Peterson-
Thurman amendment to reduce fund-
ing in the Energy and Water appropria-
tion bill by $66.7 million. This is the
amount in the bill for the Tokamak
physics experiment, a fushion reactor
project which Congress refused to fund
last year. The amendment would still
leave over $300 million in this legisla-
tion for fusion research and develop-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this project is simply
too expensive to be a viable and attrac-
tive source of energy to private utili-
ties in the United States. The U.S. util-
ity industry ended its own investment
in Tokamak physics in the early 1980's.
In fact, even the Department of Energy
claims that fusion reactors would rank
22 out of 23 in a list of energy tech-
nologies ranked according to economic
and environmental criteria.

This amendment is supported by the
Electric Power Research Institute, the
electric utility industry's research
arm, as well as the National Taxpayers
Union and other groups.

I urge Members to vote in favor of
the Swett-Shays-Peterson-Thurman
amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee [Mrs. LLOYD].

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have had a little sad-
ness since I listened to this debate
today, because if we look back, we will
see, on all of our fiscal responsibility
votes, that our energy programs have
borne the burdens of our fiscal respon-
sibility. It is really not a lot to write
home and be proud about, because we
are no closer to long-term solutions to
our energy needs than we were two dec-
ades ago.

One of the reasons that we have not
seen the progress that we would love to
see in the fusion program is we have
consistently had to cut back in these
programs, because we have not seen
the immediate results.
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I do want to commend this commit-
tee for the excellent job that they have
done to continue this funding. I regret
that they have not had more support,
because fusion energy is the only long-
term research and development effort
under way that is suitable to provide
central station electric power. It does

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

represent an energy source that is free
from the adverse environmental side
effects of fossil fuels and the waste dis-
posal problems of nuclear power.

My colleagues, harnessing this power
will not be easy, nor will we experience
instant success. The road is long and
the road is difficult. But we have made
continned and significant progress. We
are on the path that will lead to a dem-
onstration power plant, and the TPX
represents an important step on this
developmental path.

It will allow us to test new designs
and modes of operation that can lead
to a more streamlined system for
power production. Now we must stay
the course. This is the time to
strengthen our resolve and make a
commitment to see this program
through.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment and to support the com-
mittee’s position.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] and his staff and the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER-
SON] and the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Mrs. THURMAN] for their work on
this amendment.

We need to shift our energy priorities
towards energy efficiency and clean,
renewal energy sources. We should not
let the Tokamak drain our resources
and keep us from investing in other
types of energy research. We are going
to have a $1.6 trillion debt in the next
5 years, and there has been a lot of talk
about amendments A to Z. I am one of
those who signed a petition up at the
front desk of 178. There are Members
who have co-signed the bill of over 218.
We have signed onto this bill, a proc-
ess. And in my judgment, this is one of
the first from A to Z.

This amendment would eliminate $66
million in funding for construction of
the new fusion reactor called the
Tokamak physics experiment, but that
$66 million is this year. What about the
3700 million ultimately during the
course of the life of construction and
the $1.5 billion of operating costs, the
$2.2 billion that we are ultimately talk-
ing about?

If Members are for A to Z and they
are for other ways to cut spending, I
simply have a hard time understanding
why this would not be first on their
list. It is not a program that has prom-
ised any near run or even in the long
run, a future hope for energy. Promises
keep getting extended as the program
continues to fail.

Now is the time to cut this program.
I know it will be cut eventually. It will
be cut eventually because it is not
going to qualify as a means to spend
money efficiently.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
amendment.
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Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER],
a member of the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Swett amendment.

Mr. Chairman, although | have the greatest
respect and deepest admiration for the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire, | must rise to
oppose his amendment today. Fusion is a crit-
ical and necessary component of the world’s
future energy supply, and this Nation must not
surrender our lead in this scientific field as we
did in particle physics when we killed the
supercollider.

Mr. Chairman, the world petroleum supply
may expire in as little as 60 years. Where will
the world energy supply come from then? How
will our children and grandchildren continue to
maintain our quality of life?

The world is growing and maturing. But in
order for our quality and standards of living to
continue, our levels of energy production must
continue to grow. In order for Third World
countries to evolve, they must have a number
of things: modern medicine, improved trans-
portation and simple things that they do not
now have, such as clean water. You do not
have any of these things, not even pure drink-
ing water, without energy.

And in order to have that energy supply for
much of the world, we need a plentiful, inex-
pensive source. Fusion might be the answer.
With commercialization just a few decades
away, this scientific investment in our future is
one of the most critical efforts we can conduct
for future generations. Fusion fuel is as plenti-
ful as seawater, and fusion reactors will be
safe and productive.

Japan, Europe, and the Russians are
poised to seize the lead in fusion from this
country. Fusion is quality science, and its po-
tential is something we must not abandon.
Otherwise, in just a few decades, we might be
purchasing our energy from abroad.

We must invest in those steps that will take
us to commercial fusion energy production. Fi-
nally, Tokamak is connected to the inter-
national thermonuclear energy reactor, or
ITER, which is based on the Tokamak con-
cept. In order to produce the ITER, we must
continue work on the Tokamak physics experi-
ment, or TPX, at Princeton University.

The TPX will be an advanced fusion reactor
that will be the first major fusion machine to
operate continuously. For this country to main-
tain its global position in the fusion market, the
Tokamak physics experiment must continue.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER], who is very inter-
ested in this particular subject as a
member of the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology.

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is not about a simple budg-
et cut. But rather it is about a choice—
a choice between developing fusion as a
viable commercial energy source or
simply giving up.

The sponsor of this amendment says
he supports fusion research, but his
amendment would pull the plug on the
only major fusion research project
planned in this country.
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He says he would like more money
spent on alternative fusion research.
So would I. But his amendment would
not result in one additional cent going
to alternative fusion research.

The need for a commercial fusion en-
ergy source is clear. Fossil fuels are ex-
haustible and cause pollution. Nuclear
fission creates radioactive by-products
that take literally eons to break down,
creating serious disposal and nuclear
proliferation problems. The public fear
of a meltdown or a Chernobyl-type ac-
cident has prevented any new fission
plants from being built here in decades.
In contrast fusion energy has a nearly
inexhaustible source of fuel and it will
not cause meltdowns or result in by-
products that can be used in nuclear
weapons.

The goal of the Swett amendment is
to eliminate funding for the Tokamak
physics experiment called TPX. The
TPX machine will be the first new fu-
sion reactor built in the United States
in 10 years.

Only the Tokamak approach, which
uses superconductors to hold plasma in
a doughnut shaped reactor vessel, is far
enough along in the research and de-
sign process to even sustain a debt on
whether or not its concept is commer-
cially viable.

There is a consensus throughout the
world’s scientific community to focus
development on Tokamak machines
and, in fact, every major fusion reactor
experiment in the world—including the
international thermonuclear experi-
mental reactor [ITER] project that the
United States has been involved with
since 1985—are Tokamaks.

So in truth, if the United States
abandons our commitment to the
Tokamak system it would be tanta-
mount to abandoning virtually all our
fusion energy research. The Europeans
and the Japanese spend significantly
more on fusion research than the Unit-
ed States and in many ways their ma-
chines are more advanced than ours.
Building TPX would allow the United
States to again be a real player in fu-
sion; canceling it would greatly dimin-
ish our role in the process and it could
kill any chance of siting ITER in the
United States.

The TPX machine is specifically de-
signed to complement the much larger
ITER which the sponsor says his
amendment will not touch. TPX will
test the engineering and technology
concepts necessary to develop a com-
pact and economic commercial plant.

TPX will replace the enormously suc-
cessful Tokamak fusion test reactor
project which for the first time used a
commercial-grade fuel, and exceeded
expectations on every test. TPX will
also be the first fusion reactor to oper-
ate continuously—a vital step in devel-
oping a self-sustaining fusion reaction.

Fusion is one of the most successful
research endeavors ever undertaken by
the United States. According to the
magazine Science:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Despite * * * budget cuts, the fusion power
record has quietly risen a million-fold over
the last decade. Progress in fusion power,
which has increased by a factor of 10 every 2
years for the past decade, exceeds even the
much-touted improvements in computer
memory chips, which have grown ten-fold in
capacity every five years.

I would also like to quote from a let-
ter received from David E. Baldwin, As-
sociate Director of Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory.

In a recent ‘‘Dear Colleague' letter, Con-
gressman Swett has quoted material devel-
oped here at Livermore to attack the
Tokamak in the nation’s magnetic fusion
program. [This misconstrues both the con-
tent and intent of our work. We specifically
recognized that the Tokamak had made
great scientific strides and might, itself, be
appropriate as a fusion reactor. Livermore
supports the Tokamak program and to see
our views used as an argument for abandon-
ing that which is succeeding, the Tokamak,
before it is tested is to truly misunderstand
our intent.]

Supporters of this amendment are
putting the proverbial cart before the
horse. The Office of Technology Assess-
ment is currently reviewing our fusion
research priorities and is scheduled to
present its findings this summer. Also,
the chairman of the Science, Space and
Technology Committee has introduced
a bill to formally authorize the Depart-
ment of Energy’s fusion research pro-
gram. The bill orders the National
Academy of Sciences to conduct an
independent evaluation of fusion tech-
nologies, including non-Tokamak sys-
tems.

We should support these studies, but
we should not stop our fusion research
in its tracks. Vote against the Swett
amendment.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT] is
recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I want to
reemphasize that we are in agreement
with regard to the value of fusion re-
search. This is one program within the
fusion research programs that I believe
is not going to pan out, is not going to
become commercially viable.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
about whether or not U.S. taxpayers
should pay billions of dollars for com-
mercial development of one particular
fusion technology versus putting that
money into basic research where we
have hopefully a much greater chance
of reaching a successful reward in the
years ahead.

Let me read to my colleagues from a
study known as the ARIES study from
the Los Alamos National Laboratory.

I quote:

All of the Tokamak designs would not be
competitive with respect to advanced light
water fission reactors. The ARIES designs
are uneconomic because the fusion power
core is too massive and too expensive. Ther-
mal conversion efficiency can be no better
than for conventional fission or fossil power
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plants. Tokamak based power cannot use en-
hanced environmental safety and health
merits to resolve the economic issue.

Mr. Chairman, this study should
raise the red flag. This should help
make it apparent that there is a prob-
lem with the direction of the current
program. If the DOE were a business,
these studies would constitute a clear
message from the R&D development
that the Tokamak has serious prob-
lems and further funds should not be
spent on Tokamak until these prob-
lems have been worked out.

Beyond that, this is not the only
Tokamak project that is currently
being looked at.

We have the international project,
the ITER, which is being funded as we
speak. And that has the cooperation of
the international bodies that are put-
ting money into a large Tokamak
project.

The science in this TPX follows on
after that, and yet we have not even
completed engineering nor sited the
international Tokamak project.

I reiterate that the Swett/Shays/Pe-
terson/Thurman amendment has been
endorsed by scores of citizens and tax-
payers, including the National Tax-
payers Union, Friends of the Earth,
Citizens Against Government Waste,
the Sierra Club and many others. Con-
gress has rejected this in previous
years. I urge the Congress to do so
again this year.

0 1600

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the Swett
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by Representa-
tive DICK SWETT to strike the $66.7 million ap-
propriation for construction of the Tokamak fu-
sion experiment [TPX] at Princeton University
in New Jersey. Unlike the previous amend-
ment to strike the GT-MHR, the TPX has the
full support of the Secretary of Energy, and it
is the next vital step in development of a
sound and practical U.S. fusion energy pro-
gram.

Over the last year, the fusion program at
Princeton University Plasma Physics Labora-
tory has achieved a series of milestones with
its existing Tokamak fusion reactor, the TFTR.
The achievements include a record energy
burst of 9 million watts of fusion power using
a commercial grade fuel mixture. Construction
of the TPX will produce even greater results in
a more compact fusion reactor unit.

The TPX is the next step to making fusion
power a viable and cost effective commercial
power option. Contrary to the arguments from
the opponents of the TPX, fusion energy does
not generate high level radioactive waste. The
fuel supply is derived from ordinary water, and
it is safe! Finally, development of reliable fu-
sion power plants will help free our Nation
from dependence upon foreign oil.
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the TPX is a
scientifically-sound research program. It is
safe. It is one of the very best long-term en-
ergy options for the future of the United States
and the international community. | urge my
colleagues to cast a vote for the future and re-
ject the Swett amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the Swett amend-
ment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES].

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I want
to first of all congratulate the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BEVILL] and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MYERS] for a very, very fine bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
opposition to the amendment offered
by our colleague, Representative DICK
SWETT, to eliminate $67 million in
funding for construction of the
Tokamak physics experiment [TPX] at
Princeton University.

I understand where our colleague is
coming from, for we are faced with a
number of difficult choices in an effort
to save money for the short term. But,
the present energy situation has forced
us into a sense of false security.

Since the 1980’s, the world population
has grown to 5 billion people. Popu-
lation and economic aspirations of the
developing world are the key ingredi-
ents fueling energy demand around the
globe. By the middle of the next cen-
tury, the world population is expected
to double from 5 to 10 billion, and
world energy demand is expected to tri-
ple. There is no doubt that the world
will need an adequate supply of energy
in order to accommodate this increas-
ing demand.

To avoid environmental disaster
from reliance exclusively on fossil
fuels, new forms of clean and affordable
energy need to be developed for the
next century. In order to make the
transition from a global energy system
dominated by fossil fuel to one based
on alternative and renewable energy
sources, we must provide a broad range
of technology options to energy pro-
ducers and consumers. This requires an
investment today in the development
of alternative energy sources such as
solar, wind, and fusion power as long-
term options.

Fusion in one of the few environ-
mentally sound long-term energy op-
tions that are capable of central sta-
tion power generation. Fusion power is
clean and does not generate high level
radioactive waste products. Fusion re-
actors are inherently safe, with no pos-
sibility of meltdowns. The fuel for a fu-
sion reactor comes from ordinary
water. Therefore, there is no acid rain
resulting from a fusion reactor.

Fusion has been the ‘“Holy Grail” of
energy sources. Since its inception in
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the 1950's, the Tokamak concept has
proven to be the most effective con-
finement system. That is why our com-
petitors, such as Japan, the European
Community, and Russia have invested
50 percent more than the United States
in fusion energy. These countries have
continued to build new fusion machines
and have made major upgrades to ex-
isting facilities.

The Tokamak fusion test reactor
[TFTR] at the Princeton Plasma Phys-
ics Laboratory recently broke world
records in the production of fusion
power. The TFTR topped world records
for achieving 9 million watts of fusion
power in a single nuclear burst.

The U.S. participation in the devel-
opment of fusion energy is part of a
multilateral fusion research program,
the international thermonuclear exper-
imental reactor [ITER]. This program
is an outstanding model of inter-
national cooperation on large, complex
scientific and technical projects. The
United States is collaborating and
sharing costs with the European Com-
munity, Japan, and the Russian Fed-
eration.

In light of the recent historic break-
through at Princeton University and
our current involvement with the
ITER, how can we now eliminate the
fusion research program and renege on
our international collaboration in the
energy community? Obviously, we can-
not; it would be terribly shortsighted.

The United States has not built a fu-
sion test reactor in over 10 years. TPX
will be unique among world fusion pro-
grams as the first alternative to the
current generation of pulsed
Tokamaks. TPX will be the first
Tokamak in the world to operate con-
tinuously. This is the path to commer-
cialization for fusion and the right
choice for our country.

America cannot afford to be left be-
hind. I urge my colleagues to reject the
Swett amendment to delete $67 million
in funding for the TPX.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRANKS].

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Swett amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to express my
strong opposition to the Swett amendment to
H.R. 4506 and my support for the water re-
sources and energy projects included in the
fiscal year 1995 energy and water develop-
ment appropriations bill. While | commend the
gentleman from New Hampshire for his con-
cern to reduce the size of our bloated Federal
deficit, cutting fusion research at this critical
juncture would be pennywise and pound fool-
ish.

As | am sure my colleagues will recall, the
world's record in fusion power production was
set last December at the Princelon Plasma
Physics Laboratory in my home State of New
Jersey. The U.S. fusion program made sci-
entific history when the Princeton Tokamak re-
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actor produced more than 6 million watts of fu-
sion power. For a few brief seconds,
Lawrenceville, NJ, the site of the lab, was the
hottest place in the solar system, even hotter
than the core of the Sun. Only last month, this
astounding record was surpassed by 50 per-
cent when over 9 million watts of fusion power
were generated.

By using for the first time a fuel mixture like-
ly to be used in a commercial powerplant,
these experiments are moving the Nation clos-
er to practical fusion power. Continued re-
search is crucial if we are ever to realize the
full potential of fusion energy.

Mr. Chairman, New Jersey is the home to
many great scientific firsts that have changed
the world. They have included: the light bulb,
the movie camera and projector, the transistor,
the phonograph, the air-conditioner, and the
solar photovoltaic cell, to name but a few.
With the support of Congress, practical com-
mercial fusion energy will someday be added
to that list. | urge my colleagues to support fu-
sion energy research by voting “no” on the
Swett amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to bring to my
colleagues’ attention my strong support for the
Green Brook flood control project, which was
included in H.R. 4506. This project was au-
thorized by Congress under the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986—Public
Law 99-662, section 401. During the past 9
fiscal years, Congress has appropriated over
$16 million for this project. In fiscal year 1986,
Congress appropriated $484,000; in fiscal year
1987, $1.37 million; fiscal year 1988, $1.4 mil-
lion; fiscal year 1989, $1.5 million; fiscal year
1990, $1.2 million; fiscal year 1991, $2 million;
fiscal year 1992, $3.169 million; fiscal year
1993, $3.5 million; and fiscal year 1994, $2.8
million. For fiscal year 1995, | respectiully re-
quested that the House Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Subcommittee pro-
vide $2 million to continue the following tasks:
preconstruction engineering and design—in-
cluding hydraulic and hydrologic analysis; en-
vironmental investigations and data collection;
topographic mapping; and layout of levee
alignments. | am pleased that the Subcommit-
tee has fully funded my request.

This project also has the support of the ad-
ministration, which included $2 million in his
fiscal year 1995 budget for this project. This
represented the first time in 3 years this
project was included in the President's budget.
Furthermore, | was pleased to broker an
agreement between the Green Brook Flood
Control Commission and the Army Corps that
affected this project. This agreement roughly
stipulated that the upper portion of the project
would be put on hold and work would be con-
centrated on the lower basin. In consideration
for downsizing this project, the corps agreed
to recommend this project for the fiscal year
1995 Clinton budget.

| would also like to take this opportunity to
admonish the New York district of the Army
Corps of Engineers for the slow pace of this
project. Every year, we in Congress have
done our part to provide the funding for this
needed project, yet fruition of this project is
still years away. | am growing increasing im-
patient with the lack of urgency accorded this
project by the corps, and | am hopeful that
corrective action, such as transferring this
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project to the Philadelphia district, will not be
necessary.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, although | am a sup-
porter of this legislation, | was disappointed
the restoration of the Robinson's Branch Res-
ervoir Dam in Clark, NJ, was not included in
this bill.

Robinson’s Branch Reservoir is a small
body of water in my congressional district that
provides inland freshwater marsh, lake, and
associated woodland habitat for an already
documented 86 species of resident and migra-
tory birds. The reservoir is a shallow tributary
of the Rahway River, which feeds from the
surrounding towns of Woodbridge and North
Edison. Unfortunately, this 151-acre fract of
land is maintained by a 95-year-old dam that
does not meet the revised requirements of the
Federal Dam Safety Act of 1976 regarding its
ability to safely pass an anticipated worst-
case-scenario flood flow.

At this time, the dam has been designated
a high hazard by the Army Corps of Engineers
and, if it failed, there would be a potential for
loss of life downstream in the case of a storm
of extreme magnitude, according to the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protec-
tion and Energy's Dam Safety Section. The
dam does not have the spillway capacity to
handle 20 inches of rainfall in 10 hours, as
mandated by regulations pursuant to the act.

It would cost an estimated $1.5 million for
the necessary improvements in order for this
dam to comply with the act. To decommission
the dam, the costs would exceed $2.6 million.
Clearly, it is more cost-efficient and environ-
mentally sound to upgrade this structure than
to decommission the 95-year-old dam.

While the Robinson’s Branch Reservoir and
dam is currently owned by the Middlesex
Water Co., its chairman of the board and
president, J. Richard Tompkins, has stated his
intension to deed property to the township of
Clark for $1 should Federal funding be se-
cured for the upgrade. The future maintenance
of this dam and surrounding park land would
be the responsibility of the township of Clark.

It is my understanding that the subcommit-
tee did not reject this project on its merits, but
rather because of a lack of authorization. As
a member of the House Public Works and
Transportation Committee, | may offer an
amendment to the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1994 to authorize funding for this
project, if the committee considers that legisla-
tion this year. | am hopeful that should Con-
gress authorize this project, funding will be
available for it next year.

Mr. Chairman, these projects, and the oth-
ers included in H.R. 4506 are vital to our Na-
tion. For that reason, | urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 4506 and oppose any weakening
amendments.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. KLEIN].

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment. I
want to cut spending, wasteful spend-
ing, just as much as anyone in this
House. However, we also have to invest
in our future.

The Tokamak fusing project offers
the best hope for the Nation and the
world to provide an abundant, clean
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source of energy and rid us of depend-
ence upon foreign oil. Tokamak has
met every milestone, both financial
and timewise, that it has established.

When we talk about costs, remember
those rising oil prices during Operation
Desert Storm? The total cost to our
Nation's economy from Desert Storm
alone by those rising oil prices ex-
ceeded the entire cost of the Tokamak
project.

Do Members want American jobs in
the 21st century? We have to be the
leaders in world technology in the
most vital area of the worlds' economy,
and that is energy. Tokamak gives us
the opportunity to do that.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. PACKARD].

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Swett amendment.

The United States requires a na-
tional energy strategy which empha-
sizes our need for greater energy inde-
pendence. Implementation of such a
strategy will decrease U.S. demand for
oil while increasing development of our
domestic energy sources.

For this reason, I do not support the
amendment offered by Congressmen
SweETT. This amendment would strike
funding for the Tokamak physics ex-
periment, commonly known as TPX.
This device is vital for the continued
exploration of advanced, superconduct-
ing fusion technology.

Fusion energy is one of the long-term
energy options for the future. The fuel
for this energy source is water. This
means that it is an inexhaustible re-
source which is safer and cleaner to
produce than any of the energy re-
sources we currently possess.

One of the leading developers of this
technology, general atomics is located
in southern California. Lioss of this pro-
gram would mean the end of the road
for the evolution of TPX technology
and would mean the loss of jobs for
people in my district who are dedicated
to exploring this vital energy resource.

The United States is a leader in the
production of fusion technology. The
successful production of fusion devices
known as Tokamaks has allowed this
country to produce more fusion energy
than any other country in the world.
The TPX Program represents a first
step toward the commercial develop-
ment of this most vital energy re-
source.

I urge my colleagues to consider the
impact this technology will have for
this country’s economic prospects and
long-term prosperity. Our continued
preeminence in the world arena is bol-
stered by greater energy independence
and technological prominence. I urge
defeat of this amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SCHENK].

Ms. SCHENK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
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by the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. SWETT].

Fusion energy is one of the very few

long-term energy options we have. In
the next 30 years, the population of the
world is expected to increase from b5
billion people in 1993 to over 9 billion
people. World energy needs will triple.
In order to meet those needs without
inviting an environmental catastrophe
by overusing fossil fuels, we must find
a clean mix of energy sources—includ-
ing solar, renewables, and fusion en-
ergy.
Fusion power may be the most chal-
lenging and ambitious scientific en-
deavor we have ever undertaken. It is
also, potentially, one of the most im-
portant. If we can achieve the ability
to produce energy from the clean and
abundant fuels used in fusion reactors,
we will take a significant step to as-
sure our national environmental and
energy security.

Some of my colleagues who support
this amendment oppose Tokamak tech-
nology as the main vehicle for fusion
research. They think our fusion pro-
gram should be more diversified. Over
the past 40 years, however, there has
been a vigorous scientific competition
within international fusion programs
to develop the most cost-effective
methodology to harness fusion energy.
The Tokamak concept has proven to be
the most effective confinement system
and all major fusion programs around
the world are investing in Tokamaks
as the primary vehicle to develop fu-
sion power. I believe it would be a mis-
take for Congress to reject such an
international scientific consensus.

Fusion research is a highlight of
large international scientific coopera-
tive programs. For instance, the inter-
national thermonuclear experimental
reactor [ITER]—one target of this
amendment—is a multilateral fusion
research program in which the United
States is collaborating and sharing
costs with the European Community,
Japan, and the Russian Federation, the
model we want to follow. ITER engi-
neering design activities was signed by
the four parties. This protocol allows
the project to proceed with completion
of design activities. It is essential that
the United States be considered as a re-
liable partner in projects such as this.
Passage of this amendment could jeop-
ardize our participation in the ITER
project. The Tokamak physics experi-
ment [TPX] is an important com-
plement to this international collabo-
ration and will place U.8. industry in a
competitive position to bid on ITER
and build fusion powerplants in the fu-
ture.

It is our responsibility to provide fu-
ture generations with a fusion energy
option. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Swett amendment.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART-
LETT].
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Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, as one of the two scientists
in the Congress, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT],
which would do great harm to a very
important scientific and national secu-
rity interest program.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI].

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman,
during the energy crisis of the 1970’s
and the Persian Gulf war of the 1980's
there was not a Member of this House
who did not stand in this well and vow
to change America's future, to answer
our dependencies with science and with
research. That will not be done with
words, Mr. Chairman. Our future will
be secured with science.

Mr. Chairman, this vote is about that
confidence, that American willingness
to take risks, and yes, even if the re-
wards are not for the next generation,
even if they are a generation away, to
care enough about this future of this
country to make that investment.
That is the choice before this House.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, to close
out debate on this issue, I yield 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. BEVILL], the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment, and I
urge that we vote it down.

For the long term, the Nation needs
to diversify energy sources. Fusion en-
ergy plays an important role in the Na-
tion's long-term energy strategy and
needs to be strongly supported.

The Tokamak physics experiment
[TPX], which will be located at Prince-
ton University, will be the focal point
for the domestic fusion research pro-
gram to make major improvements
over today’s designs.

The purpose of TPX is to develop the
scientific basis for an economical,
more compact, and continuously oper-
ating fusion design needed for the next
step to develop a fusion demonstration
power plant.

TPX’s mission is complementary to
that of the international thermo-
nuclear experimental reactor [EATER]
project which is part of an inter-
national effort of the United States,
Europe, Japan, and Russia aimed at
producing over 1 billion watts of power
and the testing of fusion components.

I urge a “no’” vote on the amend-
ment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
opposition to the amendment being offered by
my colleague from New Hampshire.

Mr. Chairman, one of the most pressing
problems our Nation will face in the next cen-
tury is the need for adequate supplies of en-
ergy.
rgA); our demand for energy continues to in-
crease, the finite supplies we depend on con-
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tinue to decrease. Unless we begin to develop
alternative sources of energy now, we cannot
expect to have adequate supplies in the fu-
ture.

For this reason, it is essential that we con-
tinue the development of renewable sources
of energy such as solar and wind.

It is equally important that we pursue the
development of fusion energy. Fusion holds
the potential for an inexhaustible, clean-burn-
ing source of energy that will help meet our
demand in the 21st century.

While we all must be concerned about cut-
ting the deficit and getting the most for our
money, it does not make any sense to be pen-
nywise and pound-foolish.

The Tokamak physics experiment is an es-
sential step in the development of fusion en-
ergy, and it is an investment we must be will-
ing to make.

| urge my colleagues to defeat the Swett
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. DE
LA GARZA). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
in connection with operating expenses; the
purchase, construction, and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other ex-
penses incidental thereto necessary for resid-
ual uranium supply and enrichment activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.) and the Energy Policy
Act (Public Law 102-486, section 901), includ-
ing the acquisition or condemnation of any
real property or any facility or for plant or
facility acquisition, construction, or expan-
sion; purchase of electricity as necessary;
purchase of passenger motor vehicles (not to
exceed 11 for replacement only), $73,210,000,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That revenues received by the Department
for residual uranium enrichment activities
and estimated to total $9,900,000 in fiscal
year 1995, shall be retained and used for the
specific purpose of offsetting costs incurred
by the Department for such activities not-
withstanding the provisions of section 3302(b)
of title 31, United States Code: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum herein appropriated shall
be reduced as revenues are received during
fiscal year 1995 so as to result in a final fiscal
year 1995 appropriation estimated at not
more than $63,310,000.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out
uranium enrichment facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning, remedial actions
and other activities of title II of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 and title X, subtitle A of
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, $301,327,000 to
be derived from the fund, to remain available
until expended.

GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for general science and re-
search activities in carrying out the pur-
poses of the Department of Energy Organiza-
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tion Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including
the acquisition or condemnation of any real
property or facility or for plant or facility
acquisition, construction, or expansion; pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles (not to ex-
ceed 12 for replacement only), $989,031,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That none of the funds made available under
this section for Department of Energy facili-
ties may be obligated or expended for food,
beverages, receptions, parties, country club
fees, plants or flowers pursuant to any cost-
reimbursable contract.
NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

For the nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97-425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $304,800,000, to remain available until
expended, to be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund. To the extent that balances in
the fund are not sufficient to cover amounts
available for obligation in the account, the
Secretary shall exercise her authority pursu-
ant to section 302(e)(5) of said Act to issue
obligations to the Secretary of the Treasury:
Provided, That of the amount herein appro-
priated, within available funds, not to exceed
$6,000,000 may be provided to the State of Ne-
vada, for the sole purpose of conduct of its
scientific oversight responsibilities pursuant
to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, Pub-
lic Law 97-425, as amended: Provided further,
That of the amount herein appropriated, not
more than $8,500,000 may be provided to af-
fected local governments, as defined in the
Act, to conduct appropriate activities pursu-
ant to the Act: Provided further, That within
ninety days of the completion of each Fed-
eral fiscal year, each State or local entity
shall provide certification to the Depart-
ment of Energy, that all funds expended
from such payments have been expended for
activities as defined in Public Law 97-425, as
amended. Failure to provide such certifi-
cation shall cause such entity to be prohib-
ited from any further funding provided for
similar activities: Provided further, That
none of the funds herein appropriated may be
used directly or indirectly to influence legis-
lative action on any matter pending before
Congress or a State legislature or for any
lobbying activity as provided in section 1913
of title 18, United States Code: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds herein appro-
priated may be used for litigation expenses:
Provided further, That none of the funds here-
in appropriated may be used to support
multistate efforts or other coalition building
activities inconsistent with the restrictions
contained in this Act.

ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION
PROGRAM FUND

For Department of Energy expenses for
isotope production and distribution activi-
ties, $11,600,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

AToMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense weapons activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S5.C. T101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 104, of
which 103 are for replacement only, including
22 police-type vehicles), $3,164,369,000 to re-
main available until expended, of which



June 14, 1994

$20,765,000 shall be available only for pro-
gram activities at the University of Roch-
ester, Rochester, New York; and $8,750,000
shall be available only for program activities
at the Naval Research Laboratory, Washing-
ton, District of Columbia.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense environmental res-
toration and waste management activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. T101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 87 of
which 67 are for replacement only including
6 police-type vehicles), $5,128,211,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That funds previously made available under
this head in the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1992, to assist the
State of New Mexico and affected local gov-
ernments in mitigating the impacts of the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant are available for
any authorized purposes under this head.

MATERIALS SUPPORT AND OTHER DEFENSE

PROGRAMS

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense materials support,
and other defense activities in carrying out
the purposes of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), in-
cluding the acquisition or condemnation of
any real property or any facility or for plant
or facility acquisition, construction, or ex-
pansion, $1,879,204,000, to remain available
until expended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97-425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $129,430,000, to remain available until
expended, all of which shall be used in ac-
cordance with the terms and conditions of
the Nuclear Waste Fund appropriation of the
Department of Energy contained in this
title.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Depart-
ment of Energy necessary for Departmental
Administration and other activities in carry-
ing out the purposes of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles and official reception and represen-
tation expenses (not to exceed $35,000),
$407,312,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, plus such additional amounts as nec-
essary to cover increases in the estimated
amount, of cost of work for others notwith-
standing the provisions of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511, et seq.): Provided,
That such increases in cost of work are off-
set by revenue increases of the same or
greater amount, to remain available until
expended: Provided further, That moneys re-
ceived by the Department for miscellaneous
revenues estimated to total $161,490,000 in
fiscal year 1995 may be retained and used for
operating expenses within this account, and
may remain available until expended, as au-
thorized by section 201 of Public Law 95-238,
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notwithstanding the provisions of section
3302 of title 31, United States Code: Provided
further, That the sum herein appropriated
shall be reduced by the amount of mis-
cellaneous revenues received during fiscal
year 1995 so as to result in a final fiscal year
1995 appropriation estimated at not more
than $245,822,000.
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, $26,465,000, to remain available
until expended.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of projects in Alaska and of
marketing electric power and energy,
$6,494,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power
Administration Fund, established pursuant
to Public Law 93-454, are approved for the
purchase, operation and maintenance of two
rotary-wing aircraft for replacement only,
and for official reception and representation
expenses in an amount not to exceed $3,000.

During fiscal year 1995, no new direct loan
obligations may be made.

Amounts otherwise available for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1995 are reduced by
$485,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy
pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as
applied to the southeastern power area,
$22,431,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy,
and for construction and acquisition of
transmission lines, substations and appur-
tenant facilities, and for administrative ex-
penses, including official reception and rep-
resentation expenses in an amount not to ex-
ceed $1,500 connected therewith, in carrying
out the provisions of section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 (16 U.5.C. 825s8), as applied
to the southwestern power area, $21,316,000,
to remain available until expended; in addi-
tion, notwithstanding the provisions of 31
U.S.C. 3302, not to exceed $3,935,000 in reim-
bursements, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION
AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the functions authorized
by title III, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of
August 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), and
other related activities including conserva-
tion and renewable resources programs as
authorized, including official reception and
representation expenses in an amount not to
exceed §1,500, $224,085,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $202,512,000 shall be
derived from the Department of the Interior
Reclamation Fund: Provided, That of the
amount herein appropriated, within awvail-
able funds, $5,135,000 is for deposit into the
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Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conserva-
tion Account pursuant to title IV of the Rec-
lamation Projects Authorization and Adjust-
ment Act of 1992: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to
transfer from the Colorado River Dam Fund
to the Western Area Power Administration
$7.472,000, to carry out the power marketing
and transmission activities of the Boulder
Canyon project as provided in section
104(a)(4) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of
1984, to remain available until expended.
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to carry out
the provisions of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), in-
cluding services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles; official reception and representa-
tion expenses (not to exceed $3,000);
$166,173,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not to exceed
$166,173,000 of revenues from fees and annual
charges, and other services and collections in
fiscal year 1995, shall be retained and used
for necessary expenses in this account, and
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced as revenues are re-
ceived during fiscal year 1995, so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1995 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than §0.
TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
For expenses necessary to carry out the
programs authorized by the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965, as amended,
notwithstanding section 405 of said Act, and
for necessary expenses for the Federal Co-
Chairman and the alternate on the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission and for pay-
ment of the Federal share of the administra-
tive expenses of the Commission, including
services as authorized by section 3109 of title
5, United States Code, and hire of passenger
motor vehicles, to remain available until ex-
pended, $187,000,000.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY
BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Safety Board in carrying out
activities authorized by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 100-
456, section 1441, $17,933,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary to carry out the
functions of the United States member of the
Delaware River Basin Commission, as au-
thorized by law (75 Stat. 716), $343,000.
CONTRIBUTION TO DELAWARE RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION
For payment of the United States share of
the current expenses of the Delaware River
Basin Commission, as authorized by law (75
Stat. 706, 707), $478,000.

INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE
POTOMAC RIVER BASIN
CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON
THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay in advance to the Interstate Commission
on the Potomac River Basin the Federal con-
tribution toward the expenses of the Com-
mission during the current fiscal year in the
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administration of its business in the conser-
vancy district established pursuant to the
Act of July 11, 1940 (54 Stat. 748), as amended
by the Act of September 25, 1970 (Public Law
91-407), $511,000.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Commission
in carrying out the purposes of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
including the employment of aliens; services
authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code; publication and dissemination
of atomic information; purchase, repair, and
cleaning of uniforms, official representation
expenses (not to exceed $20,000); reimburse-
ments to the General Services Administra-
tion for security guard services; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft,
$540,501,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $22,000,000 shall be derived
from the Nuclear Waste Fund: Provided, That
from this appropriation, transfer of sums
may be made to other agencies of the Gov-
ernment for the performance of the work for
which this appropriation is made, and in
such cases the sums so transferred may be
merged with the appropriation to which
transferred: Provided further, That moneys
received by the Commission for the coopera-
tive nuclear safety research program, serv-
ices rendered to foreign governments and
international organizations, and the mate-
rial and information access authorization
programs, including criminal history checks
under section 149 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, may be retained and
used for salaries and expenses associated
with those activities, notwithstanding the
provisions of section 3302 of title 31, United
States Code, and shall remain available until
expended: Provided further, That revenues
from licensing fees, inspection services, and
other services and collections estimated at
$518,501,000 in fiscal year 1995 shall be re-
tained and used for necessary salaries and
expenses in this account, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 3302 of title 31,
United States Code, and shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That
the sum herein appropriated shall be reduced
by the amount of revenues received during
fiscal year 1995 from licensing fees, inspec-
tion services and other services and collec-
tions, excluding those moneys received for
the cooperative nuclear safety research pro-
gram, services rendered to foreign govern-
ments and international organizations, and
the material and information access author-
ization programs, so as to result in a final
fiscal year 1995 appropriation estimated at
not more than $22,000,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, including services authorized by
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
35,080,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; and in addition, an amount not to
exceed 5 percent of this sum may be trans-
ferred from Salaries and Expenses, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission: Provided, That no-
tice of such transfers shall be given to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate: Provided further, That from this
appropriation, transfers of sums may be
made to other agencies of the Government
for the performance of the work for which
this appropriation is made, and in such cases
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the sums so transferred may be merged with
the appropriation to which transferred: Pro-
vided further, That revenues from licensing
fees, inspection services, and other services
and collections shall be retained and used for
necessary salaries and expenses in this ac-
count, notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 3302 of title 31, United States Code, and
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced by the amount of
revenues received during fiscal year 1995
from licensing fees, inspection services, and
other services and collections, so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1995 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $0.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW

BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board, as author-
ized by Public Law 100-203, section 5051,
$2,664,000, to be transferred from the Nuclear
Waste Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

OFFICE OF THE NUCLEAR WASTE
NEGOTIATOR
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the office of the
Nuclear Waste Negotiator in carrying out ac-
tivities authorized by the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act of 1982, as amended by Public Law
102-486, section 802, $1,000,000 to be derived
from the Nuclear Waste Fund and to remain
available until expended.

SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the
functions of the United States member of the
Susquehanna River Basin Commission as au-
thorized by law (84 Stat. 1541), $318,000.
CONTRIBUTION TO SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN

COMMISSION

For payment of the United States share of
the current expenses of the Susquehanna
River Basin Commission, as authorized by
law (84 Stat. 1530, 1531), $288,000.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND

For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933, as amended (16 U.S.C. ch. 12A), in-
cluding purchase, hire, maintenance, and op-
eration of aireraft, and purchase and hire of
passenger motor vehicles, $136,856,000, to re-
main available until expended.

Mr. BEVILL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of the bill
through page 34, line 14, be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
Page 34, after line 14, insert the following
new title:

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND
PRODUCTS

SEC. 501, SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the
sense of the Congress that, to the greatest
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extent practicable, all equipment and prod-
ucts purchased with funds made available in
this Act should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to the amendment.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, the author has discussed this
amendment with the Republicans, and
we have no objection.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the committee. We have a fine
bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, some months ago
when the House ran into terrible trage-
dies in the Midwest with the flooding
and with earthquakes in Los Angeles,
we came to the point that the only way
we could handle these matters was by

passing emergency  supplementals,
which meant, of course, add-on spend-
ing.

At that point, a number of us felt
that the House ought to prepare itself
better for those kinds of contingencies
by setting aside money as part of the
regular appropriations process, and
thereby assuring that money was con-
sistently available when emergencies
arose.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
that I would like to offer later on, that
would be subject to a motion to rise,
that essentially gets us to that point.
What my amendment would do is set
aside 1 percent of this bill, and then my
hope would be to offer it on other ap-
propriations as well, to set aside 1 per-
cent of the appropriations to be used
for emergencies, should emergencies
arise.

If the emergency did not take place,
the money would remain available to
be committed by those agencies. How-
ever, once we got to an emergency
under this approach, the President
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would have the ability to reach into
these accounts and get the money that
is needed to meet the emergency needs.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
that is planning much more in the way
that families plan, that they set aside
some rainy day funds in case there is
something that happens which is bad.

Mr. Chairman, this House should
move in that direction as well. What I
would like to see is us move to do that
kind of thing. As I say, Mr. Chairman,
under this amendment it would be sub-
ject to a motion to rise, so I will have
to be cognizant of the will of the House
on that particular matter, but I am
hopeful that the House will at some
point look toward this as a way of deal-
ing with this whole problem of national
emergencies in a way that does not
force us to constantly come up with
supplemental appropriations in emer-
gency circumstances.
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Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we all certainly concur
and agree that something has to be
done. This frequency of national disas-
ters is happening rather regularly now.
We have always come through, but it
comes out of the hide of the American
taxpayers every time because we are
never prepared for it. We always go off
budget in emergencies. We are not op-
posed to helping people. We have dis-
cussed this in the past. Something has
to be done.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out two
things: First, I understand the Speaker
is appointing, if he has not already, a
task force to study this issue. Some-
thing like this has to be done, but it
possibly ought to be done through
budget resolution rather than through
each appropriations bill, would be a
more reasonable place. Everyone would
agree, but I think this is probably not
the right vehicle.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s statement.
There are a number of ways of address-
ing this. The budget resolution would
be another one. The fact is each year,
we fail to take the action and then we
are faced with emergency sup-
plementals. As the gentleman well
knows, the problem with the emer-
gency supplementals is they have got-
ten to the point where we not only
spend the money for the emergency but
then we do some add-on kind of things
that have absolutely nothing to do
with the emergencies. I have not for-
gotten last year when we had the Mid-
west flood money up here and we added
on a section to pay people for good
grooming in Los Angeles. We cannot do
this kind of thing over a long period of
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time without it having a very det-
rimental impact. This would be a far
better way to go, I think, for the coun-
try as a whole to set aside the money
in advance for emergencies that we
know are probably going to arise.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, each time we bring up the issue,
yes, we want to help, but let us pay for
it. Let us offset spending someplace
else just as the gentleman and I have
to do or every other business has to do
when emergencies come up.

We are constantly here saying, “Yes,
we agree, but not now, sometime
later.” 1 completely agree, I think
most of us do agree, we need to do
something, but the vehicle, there ought
to be a study, hopefully the Speaker
has appointed that task force.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman,
gentleman is right.

That would be the far better way to
do it. Otherwise we have to do it on
each appropriation bill. If we did it as
part of the budget resolution, that
would be the best way to handle the
matter. Until we get to that point, we
may have to look at this kind of mech-
anism.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

This Act may be cited as the “Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act,
1995."

Mr. BEVILL. 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 the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MONT-
GOMERY) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HuUGHES, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4506) making appropriations for
energy and water development for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1995,
and for other purposes, had directed
him to report the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments, with
the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to, and that the bill,
as amended, 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
question 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.

the
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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 ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 393, nays 29,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 235]
YEAS—393

Abercrombie Cramer Hamburg
Ackerman Cunningham Hamilton
Andrews (ME) Darden Hansen
Andrews (NJ) de la Garza Harman
Andrews (TX) Deal Hastert
Applegate DeFazio Hastings
Archer DeLauro Hayes
Bacchus (FL) DeLay Hefley
Bachus (AL) Dellums Hefner
Baesler Derrick Herger
Baker (CA) Deutsch Hilliard
Baker (LA) Diaz-Balart Hinchey
Ballenger Dickey Hoagland
Barca Dicks Hobson
Barcia Dingell Hochbrueckner
Barlow Dixon Hoekstra
Barrett (NE) Dooley Hoke
Barrett (WI) Doolittle Holden
Bartlett Dornan Horn
Barton Dunn Houghton
Bateman Durbin Hoyer
Becerra Edwards (CA) Huifington
Beilenson Edwards (TX) Hughes
Bentley Ehlers Hunter
Bereuter Emerson Hutchinson
Berman Engel Hutto
Bevill English Hyde
Bilbray Eshoo Inhofe
Bilirakis Evans Inslee
Bishop Everett Istook
Blackwell Ewing Jefferson
Bliley Farr Johnson (CT)
Blute Fazio Johnson (GA)
Boehlert Fields (LA) Johnson (SD)
Bonilla Fields (TX) Johnson, E. B.
Bonior Filner Johnson, Sam
Borski Fingerhut Johnston
Boucher Fish Kanjorski
Brewster Flake Kaptur
Brooks Foglietta Kasich
Browder Ford (MI) Kennedy
Brown (CA) Ford (TN) Kennelly
Brown (FL) Fowler Kildee
Brown (OH) Frank (MA) Kim
Bryant Franks (CT) King
Bunning Franks (NJ) Kingston
Burton Frost Kleczka
Buyer Furse Klein
Byrne Gallegly Klink
Callahan Gallo Kolbe
Calvert Gejdenson Kopetski
Camp Gekas Kreidler
Canady Gephardt Kyl
Cantwell Geren LaFalce
Cardin Gibbons Lambert
Carr Gilchrest Lancaster
Castle Gillmor Lantos
Chapman Gilman LaRocco
Clay Gingrich Laughlin
Clayton Glickman Lazio
Clement Gonzalez Leach
Clinger Goodlatte Lehman
Clyburn Goodling Levin
Coleman Gordon Levy
Collins (MI) Goss Lewis (CA)
Combest Grandy Lewis (FL)
Condit Green Lewis (GA)
Cooper Greenwood Lewis (KY)
Coppersmith Gunderson Lightfoot
Costello Gutierrez Linder
Cox Hall (OH) Lipinski
Coyne Hall (TX) Livingston
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Lloyd Pastor Smith (NJ)
Long Payne (NJ) Smith (OR)
Lowey Payne (VA) Smith (TX)
Lucas Pelosi Snowe
Machtley Penny Spence
Maloney Peterson (FL) Spratt
Mann Peterson (MN) Stark
Manton Pickett Stearns
Manzullo Pickle Stenholm
Margolies- Pombo Stokes

Mezvinsky Pomeroy Strickland
Markey Porter Studds
Martinez Portman Stupak
Matsui Poshard Swett
Mazzoli Price (NC) Swift
McCandless Pryce (OH) Synar
McCloskey Quillen Talent
McCrery Quinn Tanner
McCurdy Rahall Tauzin
MeDade Rangel Taylor (MS)
McDermott Ravenel Taylor (NC)
McHale Reed Tejeda
Meclnnis Regula Thomas (CA)
McKeon Richardson Thomas (WY)
McKinney Ridge Thompson
McMillan Roberts Thornton
McNulty Roemer Thurman
Meehan Rogers Torkildsen
Meek Rohrabacher Torres
Menendez Ros-Lehtinen Torricelli
Meyers Rose Towns
Mfume Rostenkowski Traficant
Mica Roukema Tucker
Michel Rowland Unsoeld
Miller (CA) Roybal-Allard Upton
Mineta Rush Valentine
Mink Babo Velazquez
Moakley Banders Vento
Molinari Sangmeister Visclosky
Mollohan Santorum Volkmer
Montgomery Sarpalius Vucanovich
Moorhead Sawyer Walker
Moran Saxton Walsh
Morella Schaefer Watt
Murphy Schenk Waxman
Myers Schiff Weldon
Nadler Schroeder Whitten
Neal (MA) Schumer Williams
Neal (NC) Scott Wilson
Nussle Serrano Wise
Oberstar Sharp Wolfl
Obey Shaw Woolsey
Olver Shepherd Wyden
Ortiz Shuster Wynn
Orton Sisisky Yates
Owens Skaggs Young (AK)
Oxley Skeen Young (FL)
Packard Skelton Zimmer
Pallone Slaughter
Parker Smith (IA)

NAYS—29
Allard Grams Petri
Armey Hancock Ramstad
Boehner Inglis Roth
Coble Jacobs Sensenbrenner
Collins (GA) Klug Shays
Crane Knollenberg Smith (MI)
Crapo McCollum Solomon
Dreier Miller (FL) Stump
Duncan Minge Zeliff
Fawell Paxon
NOT VOTING—12
Collins (IL) Murtha Sundquist
Conyers Reynolds Washington
Danner Royce Waters
McHugh Slattery Wheat
0O 1634

The Clerk announced the following

pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Slattery for, with Mr. McHugh against.

Mr. MILLER of Florida changed his
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay."”

Mr. UPTON and Mr. FIELDS of
Texas changed their vote from ‘“‘nay"”
to “‘yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, after 3:30 p.m.
today, it will be necessary for me to attend
and testify at an official public meeting con-
ducted by the U.S. Air Force in Plattsburgh,
NY, relative to the closing of Plattsburgh Air
Force Base.

It | were present and voting, | would vote as
follows: “No” on final passage of H.R. 4506,
Energy and Water Development appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1995.

0O 1640
FLAG DAY, JUNE 14, 1994

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
LAMBERT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker,
today, the 14th of June, 1994, is Flag
Day, as well as the 180th anniversary of
the “Star Spangled Banner,” and the
156th anniversary of the ‘‘Pause for the
Pledge."

At 7 p.m., by a Joint Resolution of
the Congress, all Americans shounld
pause to pledge allegiance to the flag.
It is an act of patriotism, started in
Maryland and supported by the Con-
gress which encourages all Americans
to think of what that ‘‘Star Spangled
Banner” has meant to generations of
Americans.

There is a long history of Maryland’'s
proprietary interest in the stars and
stripes—Mary Pickersgill’'s needlework
gave us the flag that flew over Ft.
McHenry. The very flag that inspired
Francis Scott Key to write of it still
gleaming in the dawn’s early light. The
flag which is still on display at the
Smithsonian. Barbara Fritchie’s heroic
stance—protecting the flag from
Southern troops at Frederick during
the Civil War—was recorded for poster-
ity by John Greenleaf Whittier.

It is an ancient tradition to celebrate
a nation with a standard. Prehistoric
excavations have documented the dis-
play of banners in the earliest of civili-
zations, identifying their country,
hearalding their sovereignty.

The flag which we salute today came
into being in 1818, when President Mon-
roe designated 13 stripes, one for each
of the original colonies—instead of the
15 shown in the Ft. McHenry flag—as-
signing one star for each State—allow-
ing for new States to be recognized as
they entered the Union.

The name “‘Old Glory' began to be
spread when a mother stitched to-
gether a flag for her son, a ship’s cap-
tain named William Driver. When he
raised it above his first command, he
told his sailors, ‘““This is Old Glory,
bOYB."

So 0ld Glory sailed the world until
Captain Driver retired in the late 1850's
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to his hometown of Nashville, TN.
When the Civil War broke out, the cap-
tain sewed Old Glory up in his mattress
cover to protect it from being seized by
Confederate troops.

Toward the end of the war, when the
Union Army broke through to liberate
the city, Captain Driver took the flag
out and flew it over his house to wel-
come the Army. The Union soldiers
were s0 excited at seeing one of their
flags, they took up the cry that it’s Old
Glory and spread the story of the flag
and its name across the country as
they returned home after the victory.

To every citizen of this country, the
flag has a unique meaning. In 1992, the
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Gen. Colin Powell, spoke about
the meaning it had to him—as a sol-
dier. He suggested it “‘captures the soul
of a nation and its people.”

That it absorbs ‘‘the blood of patriots
into its crimson stripes.”

But, when carried into battle, when
flown over the Capitol of the United
States or over any public building, it is
a sign of the sovereignty of this Na-
tion. Of the power of the American peo-
ple over their own destiny.

It carries the hope of freedom to all
of the oppressed in the world. I have
been told by refugees—from behind the
old Iron Curtain—of how, when they fi-
nally reached the refuge of an Amer-
ican Embassy, looking up at the Stars
and Stripes, they fell to their knees—
thanking God for all it represented to
them.

We must never forget what this won-
derful banner means to the image of
freedom around the world. It rep-
resents the land of the brave and the
free to millions of the oppressed.

In the current times it is a real
worry to me that this flag and what it
represents is threatened by pre-
emption by the flag of the United Na-
tions. That our men and women should
serve under a flag other than their
own—leaders other than their own—
representing nations other than their
own should not be happening by a mere
expansion of actions taken during the
Gulf war.

As we pause for the pledge tonight—
let us each and every one think deep-
ly—about what these actions will mean
to this Nation and to this flag in the
future. The passing of this power
should not be made lightly—and the
preeminence of the stars and stripes
above our troops and their commanders
should not be given up.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 446

Mr. MCKEON. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] be
removed as a cosponsor of House Reso-
lution 446. His name was erroneously
added to the list of cosponsors submit-
ted on June 8, 1994.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

INSURANCE REFORM AND
UNIVERSAL COVERAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Feb-
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
MCcDERMOTT] is recognized for 30 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker,
as you know, I have made an effort to
talk to my colleagues almost every
week about key issues in health care
reform and to explain how these issues
will affect the American people di-
rectly—in plain terms that everyone
can understand.

I have spoken previously on why
every American needs universal health
insurance, not just the uninsured. And
I have spoken on why system-wide
managed care is the wrong approach to
health care reform. I will speak on
both of those issues again.

Tonight I want to talk about a pro-
posed compromise in health care re-
form that is being widely discussed in
the media—because I believe that the
American people are being very much
misled on the workability of this com-
promise.

This compromise is like the emper-
or's new clothes. There are a lot of peo-
ple admiring the silk, but in reality,
there is nothing there.

I am talking about the idea of just
doing, quote, ‘“‘insurance reform’ and
dealing with universal coverage later.

Well, there is one problem with that.
Insurance reform only works if you
have universal coverage guaranteed. If
you do insurance reform without uni-
versal coverage, the result is that the
price of insurance premiums go up, pe-
riod. Employers stop offering insurance
because the price is too high, and peo-
ple lose insurance rather than gaining
it.

This is not just theory. It has hap-
pened in the real world. In New York
State, in an attempt to improve access
to coverage by the middle class em-
ployed, instituted community rating
and eliminated the preexisting condi-
tion exclusion. In other words, it be-
came illegal to exclude people from in-
surance if they already had a physical
problem or illness. But New York did
not require universal coverage.

And what was the result? Insurance
premium prices escalated, employers
dropped insurance, and after the insur-
ance reform, they have more uninsured
people in New York than they did be-
fore insurance reform.

Why? Because all the young healthy
people left the insurance pools when
community rating came in. This made
the insurance pools even more expen-
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sive, causing a death spiral of higher
premiums, people unable to afford in-
surance unless they know they will use
it, and ever-worsening insurance pools
which in turn become more expensive.

The only way to prevent this is to do
universal coverage first or simulta-
neously with insurance reform. Then
the insurance pools stay mainly
healthy and insurance premiums have
at least some possibly of becoming af-
fordable.

Insurance reform without universal
coverage is a sham! It will give Ameri-
cans the illusion that we have done
something for them on health care re-
form, when in fact we will have made
matters worse.

What could be worse than enacting
reform that will cause people to lose
their health insurance coverage? And
that's exactly what insurance reform
without universal coverage will do. Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to reject
out of hand such proposals. The Amer-
ican people will figure this out in a
very short amount of time and they
will come looking—with great jus-
tification—for the culprits who did it.

There is another concept being float-
ed as a potential compromise that is
equally ludicrous. In fact, I saw the
distinguished Senate minority leader,
Mr. DoLE, advocating this in a tele-
vision commercial on health care re-
form.

And that is the notion of giving
Americans, quote, ‘‘portability’ with-
out universal coverage. Now, I've been
working on health care reform for 30
years and I cannot for the life of me
figure out what portability without
universal coverage is.

Portability means that you can take
your health insurance with you wher-
ever you go no matter how your em-
ployment or personal situation
changes.

How can you do that if there is no
universal coverage? What is the vehi-
cle, the mechanism of portability?
What are they saying? That if you lose
your job or move, they'll let you buy
your own insurance at full price in the
individual market? Most Americans
have the right to do that now., They
don't need a new law to do that. The
reason they don’t do it is because they
can't afford to do it.

You don’t have portability if you
leave a job that has insurance and your
next employer doesn’t offer it.

You don't have portability if you get
divorced and are no longer on your
spouse's insurance policy and have to
pay for insurance yourself.

You don't have portability if your
spouse dies.

You don’t have portability if you
move or change jobs or lose a spouse
that carried insurance when family
health policies today cost $5,000 to
$6,000 a year.

If you don’t have a system that guar-
antees you coverage and a way to pay
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for it, you don't have portability, pe-
riod.

Now, it’s time to stop throwing words
at the American people and pretending
that words are solutions.

The American people are not fools
and they know that some shortcuts are
more trouble than they are worth. We
can't take shortcuts on health care re-
form.

We can't take shortcuts—not because
it would be immoral or inhumane or
undemocratic. We can’t take shortcuts
because they simply won't work. We
must have universal coverage because
you can't get insurance reform or port-
ability or cost-containment without it.
Health care reform without universal
coverage simply is not worth doing. In
fact, it will probably make matters
worse.

Madam Speaker, I am concerned that
we are conveying the impression that
health care reform is just too hard to
do. This is unworthy of the American
people.

When we look around the world and
the events of the last few years, we see
historical developments of almost bib-
lical proportions. The Berlin wall has
come down and Russia is a struggling
democracy.

Unbelievably, South Africa has ended
apartheid and has completed its first
nationwide democratic election.

Our fellow industrialized countries
are climbing—and scaling—the Mount
Everests of political challenges. Com-
pared to the challenges these nations
have embraced, the difficulty of re-
forming our health care system so that
we can finally get everyone into the
system is so small. It is not Mount Ev-
erest. It is not even a hill.

We are the greatest Nation in the
history of the world. We are the richest
and we are the most democratic.

To say that we cannot do something
as relatively simple as get all our citi-
zens in the largest health care system
in the world in less time than it took
for de Klerk to end apartheid or Gorba-
chev to bring down the Berlin wall is
unworthy of the American people.

Since when are the American people
so weak or so small that we cannot
meet our own challenges?

We have witnessed ordinary people
around the world in the trans-
formations of recent years and weeks
rise to the stature of giants. The Amer-
ican people are every bit their match
and we should never concede otherwise.

Universal coverage is the house of
health care reform. We all know that it
is better to own your own home than to
rent an apartment. But what usually
keeps people from buying their own
homes? The downpayment.

We have to come up with a downpay-
ment—the way to get into the house—
or, as a nation, we will just have to
keep on renting this inadequate and
over-priced apartment.

An apartment that is too small, that
doesn’t suit our needs, that drains our
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resources and keeps us from ever being
able to afford the house.

So how do we get into the house?
There is no gquestion that the cheapest,
the quickest, the most efficient way to
get into the health care house is
through single-payer reform.

This is the way every other country
in the industrialized world got into the
house, and they are living there much
more comfortably than we are in our
poor apartment.

Single-payer is the way to absolutely
guarantee 100 percent universal cov-
erage within 1 year. Even Senator
DURENBERGER, who is not a single-
payer supporter, acknowledged that
only single-payer could achieve full
universal coverage with every “i'’ dot-
ted and every '‘t" crossed.

Only single-payer guarantees unre-
stricted free choice of provider and
eliminates insurance company inter-
ference in the physician-patient rela-
tionship. Only single-payer guarantees
that you can have a lifetime relation-
ship with your doctor if that is your
choice.

Only single-payer provides complete
benefits including preventive care, all
outpatient and hospital services, pre-
scription drugs, children’s dental care,
mental health services, and com-
prehensive long-term care. It takes
care of the coverage part of universal
coverage.

How is single-payer able to do all
this? Very simply.

If Americans paid their health insur-
ance premiums to a single national
health security fund instead of to all
their different insurance companies,
and then that single national fund re-
imbursed health care providers directly
for their services the way insurance
companies do now, we would save
enough money on insurance adminis-
tration to pay for universal coverage
and comprehensive benefits for all
Americans.

With single-payer, we get to univer-
sal coverage immediately. So don't let
anyone tell you we have to phase it in
over 5 years, or to the end of the cen-
tury, or beyond.

We don’t need to wait that long. And
remember, every year we postpone it,
we lose money because we can't control
costs. Every year it will cost more to
fix the problem. Every year more peo-
ple will lose their insurance and we
will all have more to worry about.

And every year universal coverage is
delayed, the chances are greater that
something will intervene in Congress
to just keep on pushing it back. We
will simply lose it.

We can have universal coverage by
1997, and the American people should
settle for no less.

I urge all of you who want the guar-
antee of universal coverage for your-
selves and for your families to insist on
universal coverage by 1997 so that we
can finally move into the house that
will give us security for the future.
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0 1700
THE BIBLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
LAMBERT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, I do
not want to be too satirical or sarcas-
tic here, because my intent is serious.
But just for the sake of capturing your
attention and the attention of the
1,200,000 or 1,300,000 good caring Ameri-
cans who follow the proceedings of this
House electronically or those who go to
their public libraries a week hence and
look at the written transcript of these
proceedings, I am tempted to be mirth-
ful at the beginning and point out that
I have come across a shocking example
of the violation of the wall of separa-
tion between church and state, some-
thing that is so horribly politically in-
correct that I called it to the attention
of my colleagues and all of the distin-
guished men and women of the other
body, the U.S. Senate.

Madam Speaker, our tax dollars have
been spent to create a religious book, a
religious bible of Christians, not even
the Old Testament, but just the New
Testament, the written words of Mat-
thew, Mark, Luke and that fourth one,
the youngest one who had the effron-
tery to show up at the crucifixion of
his Lord and leader, Jesus Christ. This
is a tiny New Testament, and it was
put in my hand in the American ceme-
tery on the bluff above Omaha Beach
at the Colleville-sur-Mer, that unbe-
lievably tranquil spot of American soil
172 acres given to us forever by the
government and grateful invasion of
France.

This little Bible says on its cover,
with the beautiful golden emblem of
the patch that General Eisenhower had
designed in early 1944 for the SHAEF
headquarters, the Supreme Head-
quarters of the Allied Expeditionary
Force to liberate Europe from the Nazi
jackboots of Adolf Hitler, it says that
this New Testament is a commemora-
tive edition for the Normandy invasion
50th anniversary.

I looked at this and realized that this
was taxpayer money going for this
Christian endeavor. I looked at the
back page. It said, “Everything in the
scriptures is God's word.” Second Tim-
othy, 3:16.

And then I opened it up and was I
ever shocked at the political incorrect-
ness of President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, because I realized that this
commemorative edition was a perfect
replica of the 1941 edition. And there is
a letter from the Chief Executive, the
White House, Washington, dated Janu-
ary 15, 1941, that is only 5 days into
FDR's third term, the only President
to ever run for or get elected to a third
term, the first President sworn in on
January 20, because his first two terms,
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as it had been all the way back to our
second President, Presidents were
sworn in on March 4. This Congress
moved it because the delay was too
great between the election date and the
inauguration so they moved it up to
January 20, 1941.

Five days later, the draft had only
been in existence for 2 years, passed by
one vote, one vote in this Chamber.
That one vote also encouraged the Jap-
anese to attack Pearl Harbor at the
end of 1941.

So here is Roosevelt, writing to every
single young member of the armed
services before we were in the war 10
months later. Listen to what he says.
This is shocking, Madam Speaker.

‘‘T'o the Armed Forces:

‘““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. Through-
out the centuries men of many
faiths’'—he forgot to say women—
“men of many faiths and diverse ori-
gins have found in the Sacred Book
words of wisdom, counsel and inspira-
tion. It is a fountain of strength and
now, as always, an aid in attaining the
highest aspirations of the human soul.

‘*Very sincerely yours, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt.”

Of course, Madam Speaker, I love
this, I will be doing this on Cal Thom-
as' show tonight nationwide on CNBC.
What have we lost in the heritage of
our country?

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
CERTAIN POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST H.R. 4556, DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1995

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 103-546) on the resolution (H.
Res. 454) waiving certain points of
order against the bill (H.R. 4556) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1995, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

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 illness.

Mr. ROYCE (at the request of Mr.
MICHEL), for today, on account of ill-
ness.

Mr. MCHUGH (at the request of Mr.
MICHEL), after 3:30 p.m. today, on ac-
count of his participation in a public
hearing on the planned closing of the
Plattsburgh Air Force Base.
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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. TALENT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MICHEL, for 5§ minutes each day,
on June 15, 16, and 17.

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. HUTTO, for 5 minutes, today.

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

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, today.

—————

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

Mr. HASTERT.

Mr. GUNDERSON.

Mr. DORNAN.

Mr. HORN in three instances.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. POSHARD.

Mr. COPPERSMITH,

Mr. KLEIN.

Mr. FINGERHUT.

Mr. TRAFICANT,

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts in two in-
stances.

Mr. SWIFT.

Mr. SERRANO.

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

Mr. ROBERTS.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. SWETT.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

5. 1066. An act to restore Federal services
to the Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians;
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DORNAN. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do uow adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.)
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the House adjourned until Wednesday,
June 15, 1994, at 10 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:

3366. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report
of a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act
which occurred in the Department of Health
and Human Services, pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
1517(b); to the Committee on Appropriations.

3367. A letter from the Director, the Office
of Management and Budget, transmitting
the cumulative report on rescissions and de-
ferrals of budget authority as of June 1, 1994,
pursuant to 2 U.8.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. No. 103~
272); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

3368. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting the Department's De-
fense Manpower Requirements Report for fis-

cal year 1995, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
115(b)(3X(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

3369. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled, “Audit of the District of Columbia
Public Schools’ Central Investment Fund
[CIF]—An Off Budget Discretionary Revenue
and Spending,” pursuant to D.C. Code, sec-
tion 47-117(d); to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

3370. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting Final Regulations—Di-
rect Grant Programs, pursuant to 20 U.S.C.
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

3371. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting notice of Final Funding
Priorities—Knowledge Dissemination and
Utilization Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C.
1232(d)(1); to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

3372. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification of the Department of the Air
Force's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance (LOA) to Turkey for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 94-19),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

3373. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
the price and availability report for the
quarter ending March 31, 1994, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2768; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

3374, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
copies of the original report of political con-
tributions by Brian J. Donnelly, of Massa-
chusetts, to be Ambassador to Trinidad and
Tobago, also by Clay Constantinou, of New
York, to be Ambassador to Luxembourg, and
Elizabeth Frawley Bagley, of the District of
Columbia, to be Ambassador to the Republic
of Portugal, and members of their families,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3%44(b)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

3375. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled, “Fed-
eral Employee Mileage Reimbursement Act
of 1994"; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

3376. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
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ting the Department’s views on H.R. 518, the
‘'California Desert Protection Act of 1994’ as
reported by the Committee on Natural Re-
sources; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

3377. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation entitled,
“Confederated Tribes of the Colville Res-
ervation Grand Coulee Dam Settlement
Act"; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

3378. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled, ‘‘Rail-Highway Grade
Crossing Safety Act of 1984""; jointly, to the
Committees on Energy and Commerce and
Public Works and Transportation.

3379. A letter from the Chairman, United
States Securities and Exchange Commission,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled, “‘Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion Authorization Act of 1994," pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 1110; jointly to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce and Appropriations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 454. Resolution waiving certain
points of order against the bill (H.R. 4556)
making appropriations for the Department
of Transportation and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and
for other purposes (Rept. 103-546). Referred
to the House Calendar.

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

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

Mr. MINETA: Committee on Public Works
and Transportation. H.R. 2680. A bill to
amend the Public Buildings Act of 1959 con-
cerning the calculation of public building
transactions, with an amendment; referred
to the Committee on Government Operations
for a period ending not later than August 12,
1994, for consideration of such provisions of
the bill and amendment as fall within the ju-
risdiction of that committee pursuant to
clause 1(j), rule X (Rept. 103-547, Pt. 1). Or-
dered to be printed.

R —

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolution
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. GUNDERSON (for himself and
M. PETRI):

H.R. 4575. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Army to transfer to the State of Wiscon-
sin lands and improvements associated with
the LaFarge Dam and Lake portion of the
project for flood control and allied purposes,
Kickapoo River, WI, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:

H.R. 4576. A bill to designate the Federal

building located at the northeast corner of
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the intersection of 14th Street and Independ-
ence Avenue, SW., in Washington, DC, as the
“Jamie L. Whitten Federal Building''; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:

H.R. 4577. A bill to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 242 East Main Street in Bowling
Green, KY, as the "William H. Natcher Fed-
eral Building and United States Court-
house'’; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. VENTO (for himself, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
and Mr. KENNEDY):

H.R. 4578. A bill to amend the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to revise
and extend programs providing urgently
needed assistance for the homeless, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, En-
ergy and Commerce, and Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CLAYTON (for herself, Mr.
CLYBURN, and Mr. THOMPSON):

H.R. 4579. A bill to amend Title V of the
Housing Act of 1949 to make necessary re-
forms to the Section 515 Rural Housing pro-
gram; jointly, to the Committees on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs and Ways and
Means.

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H.R. 4580. A bill to establish the Geno
Baroni Commission on Neighborhoods and
provide for a White House Conference on
Neighborhoods, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

————

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

425. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of New
Hampshire, relative to Pease Air Force Base;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

426. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of New Hampshire,
relative to the Federal Mandates Relief Act
of 1993; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

427. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of New Hampshire,
relative to campaign spending and unalter-
able records of proceedings; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

428. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of New Hampshire,
relative to urging the President and the Con-
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gress to have the remains of certain Native
Americans, including those of Chief
Passaconaway of Penacook, returned from
France to the United States of America; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

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

H.R. 39: Mr. MANN, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr.
GLICKMAN.

H.R. 163: Mr. SHAYS.

. SHAYS.

. HUFFINGTON.

. ORTON,

. ORTON.

. SUNDQUIST.

. DEFAZIO, Mr. EVANS, and Mr.
BONIOR.

H.R. 830: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 1164: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. HINCHEY, and
Mr. GLICKMAN.

H.R. 1192: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1322; Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. DELLUMS.

H.R. 1483: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1671; Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. BREWSTER,
Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. BAccHUS of Florida.

H.R. 1897: Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H.R. 1910: Mr. HUFFINGTON.

H.R. 2145: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
BRrROWN of California, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr.
MURTHA.

2292: Mr. SABO.
. 2648: Mr. DELLUMS and Mr. HAMBURG.
2837: Mr. FINGERHUT.
2898: Mr. BECERRA.
2929: Mr. MANN.
2985: Mrs. SCHROEDER.
3075: Mr. MINETA.
3128: Mr. JoHNSTON of Florida.
3269: Mr. Goss and Mr. RANGEL.
3271: Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

.R. 3630: Mr, DARDEN and Mr. GUNDERSON.

H.R. 3646: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PARKER, Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. MICHEL,
and Mr. EWING.

H.R. 3927: Mr. KOPETSKIL.

H.R. 4051: Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 4091: Mr. SHARP, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs.
CoLLINS of Illinois, and Ms, ESHOO.

H.R. 4106: Mr. HILLIARD.

H.R. 4189: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 4213: Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 4350: Mr. HANCOCK.

H.R. 4371: Mr. RAVENEL
CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 4386: Mr. GORDON, Mr. SKELTON, Mr,
WALSH, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. MYERS of
Indiana, Mr. MCCURDY, and Mr. ORTON.
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H.R. 4393: Mr. Towns, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4399: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
BORSKI, Mr. BLACKWELL, and Mr. FOGLIETTA.

H.R. 4400: Mr. BROWN of California.

H.R. 4104: Mr. WASHINGTON, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. QUINN, and Mr. MCKEON.

H.R. 4441: Mr. KASICH and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 4481: Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 4491: Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr, CRAMER, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SoLoMON, and Mr.
TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 4507: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4514: Mr. KREIDLER, Mrs. UNSOELD,
and Mr. BORSKI.

H.R. 4517: Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 4540: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
WiLsoN, Mr. FrROST, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. McCuUR-
DY, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4560: Mr. MOAKLEY.

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H.J. Res. 160: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. JoHNSON of Georgia.

H.J. Res. 328: Mr. DELLUMS.

H.J. Res. 364: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. LANTOS, and
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H. Con. Res. 90: Mr. SHAYS.

H. Con. Res. 148: Mr. WISE.

H. Con. Res. 166: Mr. TALENT and Mr.
STUMP.

H. Con. Res. 209: Ms. MCKINNEY.

H. Res. 291: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.

H. Res. 434: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr.
HERGER.

H. Res. 437: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

96. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Leg-
islature of Rockland County, NY, relative to
memorializing Congress to discontinue Fed-
eral subsidies to tobacco growers; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

97. Also, petition of the Legislature of
Rockland County, NY, relative to memori-
alizing Congress in support of S. 993 and H.R.
140, the Federal Mandate Relief Act of 1993;
to the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

98. Also, petition of the General Court,
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
memorializing the Department of the Inte-
rior to retain the National Park Service Re-
gional Headquarters in Boston, MA; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.
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