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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, July 24, 1995

The House met at 10:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. EVERETT].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 24, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable TERRY

EVERETT to act as Speaker pro tempore on

this day.
NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to not to exceed 30 minutes and
each Member except the majority and
minority leaders limited to not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE] for 5
minutes.

A DECLARATION TO THE
REPUBLICAN PARTY

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, last week,
members of the Steel Workers Union
came to see me and they brought with
them what they called a declaration to
the Republican Party. These are not
my words. They are their words. They
are the almost 1 million strong steel
workers who represent so many of our
working people.

This is what they said, and I quote:

We of the United Steel Workers of Amer-
ica, we work in the steel mills, rubber
plants, chemical plants, mines, hospitals, of-
fices, in workplaces large and small all over
this land; it is we and the millions of work-
ing people just like us, active and retired,
who have built this country and created the
prosperity that has made the United States
of America the beacon of hope and freedom
for all people.

We believe with the founders of our Nation
that we are endowed with certain inalienable
rights, amongst which are the rights to life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness, and we
believe that these rights include the rights
of workers to have jobs, with fair wages and
safe and healthy workplaces, the right to a
job which is safe, the right of workers to or-
ganize in unions, the right of children to

grow up free of poverty and be educated for
fulfilling lives, the right of all citizens to be
free of discrimination, whatever their race,
religion or sex, the right of those who have
completed a productive life to enjoy their re-
tirements, and the right of all citizens to
health care, the right of all of us to clean
air, clean water, and a clean environment.

Mr. Speaker, the Steel Workers go on
to say, and I quote:

We come here today to declare that the Re-
publican Party has declared war on us and
all our brothers and sisters across this great
land. It has declared war on our families and
on our communities.

They go on to say:

You would tear down the agencies that
guarantee our right to decent jobs in safe
workplaces. You would eliminate our right
to organize. You would deny our children’'s
hopes for education. You would deprive our
senior citizens of security. You would rip up
the laws that have gone so far to erase our
Nation's bitter heritage of racism and dis-
crimination. You would convert our environ-
ment from a priceless gift to be preserved to
an economic resource to be raped and ex-
ploited. You would encourage the rich to get
richer and condemn the poor to get poorer.
You would do these things by turning over
our country to the greedy. You would sell
our heritage to the corporations whose lob-
byists you cater to. You would undermine
every piece of socially responsible legislation
that we and our predecessors struggle to
achieve.

The Steel Workers of America end by
saying: “You have declared war on us,
the working people of America,” and I
end quote.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say, these are
not my words, but they are the words
of many, many of my constituents.
They are the words of the Steel Work-
ars of America, almost 1 million
strong.

REFORMING MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, “What
you don't understand is why I ain’t
dumb enough to fall on my sword."" Let
me repeat that. “What you don't un-
derstand is why I ain’t dumb enough to
fall on my sword.”

Those are not my words. Rather,
they are the words as quoted in the
Houston Chronicle of the majority
leader of this House, my Republican
colleague from Texas, the Honorable
DICK ARMEY, when asked to explain
why the Republican majority is unwill-
ing to detail to American seniors, to
American families, the specifics of

their plan to do what they call reform-
ing Medicare.

We have, since that time, been told
by Speaker GINGRICH that perhaps 2
months from now, and it is almost 2
months to the day, on September 22,
we will finally hear the details of how
it is that our Republican colleagues
propose to deal with the Medicare sys-
tem.

One can hardly stop in amazement as
to why it is, if this is such a good plan
to reform and save Medicare for future
beneficiaries, rather than run to deci-
mate it for people who are on Medicare,
why it is that they are hiding their
light under a bushel, why it is that
they will not detail to the American
people so that they can evaluate how
great a plan this is, rather than having
it sprung on them as a September sur-
prise for seniors, why it is they are hid-
ing their plan.

I think the reason is clear to any
close observer of what is happening to
Medicare, why it is that our Repub-
lican colleagues are, in fact,
mediscared when it comes to revealing
the details of their plan to alter and
decimate the Medicare system.

The whole plan is based on two prem-
ises. No. 1 is the premise that it is not
s0 much about Medicare that they are
concerned, but they need a certain
amount of money and it just so hap-
pens that what I have always viewed as
the Medicare trust fund, but what they
seem to see as the Medicare slush fund,
has moneys coming into it that are
available to meet their need to provide
some tax shift and relief for the most
privileged few in our country. It is
really not a battle about Medicare. It
is just that there are Medicare funds
there that they want to use for some-
thing else.

The second and the most significant
premise about these so-called reform
plans that the majority leader does not
want to fall on his swords on and is not
dumb enough to fall on his sword on, is
that all of the various approaches that
have been conceived in the name of re-
form are based on one simple premise,
and that is that health care is just too
cheap for our senior citizens; they are
not contributing enough to their Medi-
care.

In fact, even though they contribute
more on the average as a proportion of
their income than any other age group
in this country, although they have no
Medicare coverage for prescriptions,
which is an extreme cost for many of
our Nation’s seniors or for the families
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that are backing up their parents, al-
though there is no real effective cov-
erage anywhere for long-term health
care, for the long-term health care
needs of many of our Nation’s seniors,
these so-called reform plans are based
on the assumption that our seniors are
just getting by with having to pay too
little and that they ought to have to
pay more with reference to their health
care.

One of the concepts that is being ad-
vanced, and all of these concepts we
get not from anything that has been
said at this microphone or anywhere on
the floor of this House, because to this
very day, since this idea of junking
Medicare as we have known it has
come out from our Republican col-
leagues, from day one, they have been
as silent as this microphone to my left
is at the moment when it comes to de-
tailing their plans. They have been
mediscared to come to this floor and
level with the American people and tell
the American people what it is that
they are doing. They have yet to utter
a word of specifics.

There are a number of internal
memos that, thanks to the freedom of
the press in this country, reporters
have investigated and they have talked
to staff members and they have gotten
contact here and there, and some of the
Nation's leading news periodicals, rely-
ing on those Republican staff members
and off-the-record comments, have
begun to get the details of what is
about to be sprung on it two months
from now in September.

One of the ideas that is about to be
sprung on us is the idea consistent with
the approach that American seniors
are just not paying enough out of their
pocket for their health care, that we
ought to discourage them from buying
insurance, the MediGap insurance that
many seniors purchase in order to
cover what Medicare does not cover
now.

The theory, according to these inves-
tigative reports is that, relying on
Medigap insurance, seniors just do not
have to pay enough for their coverage.

The second idea is to raise monthly
fees, and the third is to actually raise
the age at which people can qualify.

All of these suggest that the Amer-
ican people need to get more informed
about the September surprise for sen-
jors that our Republican colleagues
plan to pose with reference to Medi-
care.

SOLVENCY OF MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’'s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
now I have heard it all. It is the Repub-
licans that are mediscared? I am sorry.
I thought it was the President of the
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United States, a Democratic President
of the United States, that had his Med-
icare trustees go out and study the sol-
vency of the system.

He did that and they came back, and
they came back with a conclusion that
I am sure made the President of the
United States uncomfortable. The Med-
icare trustees, three of whom are in the
President’s own Cabinet, came back
and told the President of the United
States: Medicare is going bankrupt in 7
years. Let me repeat that. The Medi-
care trustees came back and said: Mr.
President, Medicare goes bankrupt in
the 2002.

Yet, since that report has come out,
we have seen nothing but speeches like
the one that we just heard talking
about how mean-spirited the Repub-
licans and the conservative Democrats
are for actually daring to step forward
and try to save Medicare.

We have seen the minority leader
come to the microphone and contin-
ually show a picture of two senior citi-
zens, Ma and Pa Middle America, and
say, it is the mean-spirited Repub-
licans that are going after Ma and Pa
America because they are coming in
and they are going to change the Medi-
care system.

Let me tell you something. That is
demagoguery. I am sorry. That is all it
can be called. When the person stands
behind that microphone and knows in 7
yvears that those senior citizens that
they are coming up proclaiming to pro-
tect will be part of a Medicare system
that is bankrupt and they are too
afraid to do anything about it and they
attack those who would dare to step
into the fray and try to save Medicare,
that is demagoguery defined. It is what
is worse with Washington politics,
somebody standing on the sideline
doing nothing but pointing fingers at
the other side when they dare to tackle
a problem that the other side is afraid
to touch.

Do you want to understand this de-
bate? Do you want to understand in the
end where the lines are drawn in this
debate? Just remember this, and I will
repeat it one or two times so you can
remember it. Medicare is going bank-
rupt and the House Democrats are
doing nothing about it. Medicare is
going bankrupt and the House Demo-
crats are doing nothing about it. Medi-
care is going bankrupt, bankrupt, and
the House Democrats are doing nothing
about it.

I have two choices. I can go back to
my mother 7 years from now and my
father 7 years from now and tell them
in Pensacola, FL, “I am sorry, mom
and dad, that this system is bankrupt,
but 7 years ago when the Board of
Trustees came back on Medicare and
told me that it was going bankrupt, I
lacked the political courage to do any-
thing about it because I was afraid
what the other side might tell me.”

I am not going to do that. Let me tell
you something, It is not just Repub-
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licans, House Republicans, that are
being left out on the line. The House
Democrats have abandoned their Presi-
dent. Say what you will about Presi-
dent Clinton, say what you will, but
even he recognizes that Medicare is
going bankrupt and the House Demo-
crats are doing nothing about it.

Mr. Speaker, they can come behind
this microphone all they want and say
how mean-spirited it is all they want,
but it does not change a basic fact.
Medicare is going bankrupt and the
House Democrats are doing nothing
about it.

I will not wash my hands of this mat-
ter and there are leaders throughout
Washington that will not wash their
hands of this matter. We will reform
Medicare to save it and I hope some-
body on the Democratic side will do
the same thing.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind all Members to
avoid personal references to the Mem-
bers who have participated in the
morning hour debates.

SHORTFALL IN MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
probably represent the Democratic sid.
and let me try and clear up this Medi-
care thing. Yes, we do have a report
from the trustees of Medicare that it
will have a shortfall starting in the
year 2002.

Let me ask a question. Here is the
big difference between the sides. If you
had a report saying there would be a
shortfall in the year 2002, would you
run out then and take another $270 bil-
lion out of this account? It is not going
to have a surplus. It is going to have a
shortfall. If you take $270 billion out of
it, boy, oh boy, is it going to have a
shortfall in the year 2002 because that
is exactly what the other side of the
aisle is trying to do.

We hear all this yelling and postur-
ing. It is because they do not have the
facts on their side so they have got to
yell louder.

Now they are going to take the $270
billion out to give a tax cut, and it is
basically going to be for people who
make over $350,000 a year. They are
going to get about a $20,000 a year re-
bate. Goody for them, and the people
who are on Medicare are going to pay
for it.

On this side of the aisle, what the
President has said is that the Medicare
system is in trouble and he is talking
about trying to cut down $70 billion.
There is a big difference between $270
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billion and $70 billion, but he is talking
about trying to cut out waste of $70 bil-
lion or find efficiencies of $70 billion
and not fund a tax cut, but reinvest it
in the Medicare fund. That will help
make it solvent.

If you take the money out and it is
already in trouble, you only escalate
the problems you are going to have. If
you take it out of the trust fund and
try to find efficiencies and the savings
you get you put back in the trust fund,
then you hope to make it solvent. That
is what all of the screaming is about.

It is really very simple. What has
really happened is they do not want to
admit what they are doing. I mean, it
is embarrassing. The people are not
. stupid in this country. Thank good-
ness. They know there is a big dif-
ference between finding savings and re-
investing it in that trust fund, and it
should be a separate trust fund because
you put the money in separately. It did
not come out of general revenues, and
people are trying to find it as a way to
do a bill payer for big tax cuts that
this side is not supporting.

Why do I care so much about Medi-
care? Because if you gut Medicare the
way they are talking about it, the im-
pact it is going to have on the Amer-
ican woman is very serious. Many more
women than men are on Medicare, but
not only at the Medicare level. It is
going to impact women who are not on
Medicare because women are still the
primary caregivers in this country, and
if older women suddenly find they can-
not make a go of if because Social Se-
curity does not give them enough
money to pay the increased costs in
their health care thing, they are going
to end up having to move back with
families or rely on families for more
care-giving or whatever, and while
many men do that, the still highest
percentage of care-giving is still done
by woman.

Let me just give some statistics that
show you what kind of trouble women
are in. I only say that everything that
I put out here, if you are an older
woman and you are an older woman of
color, the situation is much less.

Very, very few, in fact, only 13 per-
cent of America’s women over 65, re-
ceive a private pension, only 13 per-
cent. Why? Because when they were in
the workplace, they had marginal jobs.
Most did not have benefits; and if they
do get a pension, their pensions are at
the very lowest. So the 13 percent who
do the best still are at the lowest end
of the pension scale because it was be-
fore affirmative action; it was before a
lot of things, and these women had
very poor-paying jobs.

As a consequence, we have many,
many women over the age of 65 relying
solely on Social Security, solely on So-
cial Security, and out of that, they
have to make their Medicare payments
and they have to make all the rest of
their payments.
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Most of you know, if you are relying
solely on Social Security, you are in
big trouble. Then, if you look at the
next level of what happens to women,
women live longer than men, but be-
cause we have done a very poor job in
the past of doing research on women's
diseases, older women are much more
apt to be incapacitated by arthritis,
osteoporosis, frailty, many of the kinds
of diseases that we do not have an an-
swer for at this point. As a con-
sequence, they need it.

So I just think it is really time to
put this all in perspective, that people
should stop yelling, look at the facts
and let us get back to saving Medicare
rather than trying to gut Medicare.

PRESERVE AND PROTECT
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. METCALF] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, the
President’s commission does indeed
state that Medicare, and the Medicare
trustees state clearly that by 1997, we
start having more money coming out
of the Medicare fund than going in. By
the year 2002, it is bankrupt, and that
is unacceptable. It is absolutely unac-
ceptable.

Medicare must be preserved and must
be protected, and we will preserve and
protect Medicare. Presently, the allot-
ment per year for senior citizens in
Medicare is $4,300. By the next 10 years,
it will be $6,400. We are increasing Med-
icare about 5 percent, a little bit more
each year. This increase is called a cut
only inside the beltway. The people of
America can recognize the difference.

The solution of the other side is to
put more money into the system that
is already causing us these problems.
We do not have the money today. We
do not have the money. We have debt.
Today we have a huge debt. It is a defi-
cit which runs well over $250 billion a
year. If we had not borrowed all the
money in the past, if we had not irre-
sponsibly spent that money in the past,
this Government is running a surplus.

Did you know that this Government
is running a surplus today if you do not
count the interest paid on the previous
debt? All that irresponsible spending
now results in a debt payment that is
s0 large that it is more than the deficit
that we are running, and it is really
important to get that clear.

If we did not owe the money, we are
running a surplus. Today we have to
stop, we have to balance the budget, we
have to stop the increasing debt, we
have to solve the deficit.

The amount that is paid in interest
on the debt is $1,300 per person per
year, not per wage earner or anything,
men, women and children. Thirteen
hundred dollars per person per year
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just to pay the interest on the debt.
That does not buy anything that you
need, does not buy anything that the
Government does; just to pay the inter-
est.

A child born in 1995 will look forward
to paying $187,000 in their lifetime just
to pay the interest on the debt. That is
about the cost of a very nice home.
What we are doing to our children by
refusing to get the spending in control
is to remove their chance to own a
home. My wife and I have realized the
American dream. We have a home. We
have it fully paid for. My grandchildren
will not have that opportunity unless
we solve that problem.

I just want to throw in one other lit-
tle statistic to remember about debt
and the growing debt. It is so easy to
just continue. The people of England
are still paying interest on the money
they borrowed to fight Napoleon. They
have paid that money 14 times over.
They paid 14 times as much as they
borrowed in interest and they are still
paying the interest.

If we do not solve this problem, if we
do not solve this problem right in the
next very few years, we are subjecting
our own children to debt slavery. We
are taking money out of their standard
of living just to pay interest on the
debt. Permanent interest payments on
a perpetual debt is debt slavery for
children. We have to balance the budg-
et and we will balance the budget.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 56
minutes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 12 noon.

e

_AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. EVERETT] at 12 noon.

R —
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are grateful, O loving God, for all
the memories that have sustained and
nourished our lives throughout our
times. Specially we are indebted to
those people whose attention has given
us support and joy and assurance. We
are appreciative of our families where
tradition and heritage have motivated
our endeavors and whose devotion is
more than we could ask or expect. It is
our prayer, O God, that we will gather
together these remembrances that
have been gifts to us and use them in
our daily lives, now and evermore.
Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 1854. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1854) **An act making ap-
propriations for the legislative branch
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes,’’ requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. MACK, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. HATFIELD, Mrs. MURRAY, and
Ms. MIKULSKI, to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint res-
olution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

5. 638. An act to authorize appropriations
for United States insular areas, and for other
purposes;

S. 1023. An act to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain trans-
portation projects in the District of Colum-
bia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and for
other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 27. Joint resolution to grant the
consent of the Congress to certain additional
powers conferred upon the Bi-State Develop-
ment Agency by the States of Missouri and
Ilinois.

KEEPING OUR PROMISES

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
the Republican majority in Congress is
committed to keeping our promises for
the American people. We pledge to re-
duce the size and scope of the Federal
Government, balance the Federal budg-
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et, and lower taxes on working fami-
lies. We also passed a budget resolution
that eliminates the deficit by the year
2002. It also provides a $245 billion tax
relief segment to families, seniors busi-
nesses.

Currently we are in the process of
implementing this plan. We are passing
appropriations bills that cut wasteful
spending, eliminate unnecessary pro-
grams and downsize bloated bureauc-
racies.

The President has also expressed his
desire to eliminate the deficit.
Strangely enough, however, he has sub-
mitted two budget proposals that
produce $200 billion in deficits as far as
the eye can see. He helped kill the bal-
anced budget amendment and he ve-
toed a $16.4 billion rescission bill. Now
he says he is threatening to veto our
appropriations bills because they cut
too much spending.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the American
people understand the difference. I
think they will see that the Repub-
licans are right in downsizing the Gov-
ernment to increase their take-home
pay.

LOBBY REFORM

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, in
Texas we believe in giving credit where
credit is due. Today I, as a Democrat,
rise to salute and applaud the Repub-
lican majority leader, BoB DOLE, for al-
lowing gift and lobbying reform meas-
ures to come before the U.S. Senate
this week.

I believe that this is a great develop-
ment for the American people, who will
recall that in the waning hours of the
last session a Democratic initiative for
lobby reform was killed by Republicans
to the cheers of lobbyists outside.

Senator DOLE has at least reluc-
tantly agreed to the Democratic de-
mands for a vote on measures severing
the ties that bind lobbyists to legisla-
tors in this Congress.

Strangely, the Washington Times re-
ports that the same thing is not hap-
pening here in the House of Represent-
atives. Rather, they report that the
House Republican leadership’'s agenda
calls for no action on gift and lobby re-
form this year.

Students of Congress know that if we
delay until next year, we will not get
the reform we need.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Speaker
GINGRICH and the Republican leader-
ship to follow Senator DOLE's lead and
reluctantly agree to Democratic de-
mands that we address gift reform and
lobby reform now and stop intimidat-
ing those who demand that we address
them.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind Members not to
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make references to actions in the other
body.

FAIRY TALES

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I had
the opportunity to spend some time
with my grandchildren this past week-
end, and like any good grandfather I
read them fairy tales before bedtime. It
made me think about the problems we
have here in Washington. Some people
have a hard time separating facts from
fairy tales. It is simply a matter of fact
that Medicare will go bankrupt in 7
years. It is a fact documented in a re-
port put out by the Medicare Trustees,
three of whom are members of the Mr.
Clinton's administration. Anyone who
tells you differently, well that is a
fairy tale. The Republicans have made
a decision to fix Medicare. We will
strengthen Medicare so that it may
survive well into the next century.
That is a fact. We must act to save the
system now. That is also a fact. Any-
one who would tell you that Medicare
is doing just fine, and that the Repub-
licans are trying to fix a system that
isn't broken, well, that is someone who
has been reading way too much of Alice
in Wonderland lately.

PARENTS DAY

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

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
was Parents Day for the first time
ever. A lot of us probably missed it.
That is because by now we have a day
for nearly every purpose under the sun.
But this one, Parents Day, stands for
something important: the importance
of parents, our parents, in our own
lives and in the life of our country.

I think one way that Congress can
distinguish this occasion and make it a
special day is this week or next to pass
H.R. 2030, a bill called parental choice
in television. This bill gives parents a
very simple power, the power to stop
their children from watching TV shows
that they think are too violent or too
vulgar. Nationwide 72 percent of the
people, when polled recently, said there
is too much violence on TV.

An even larger number said the thing
that this violence shows up again as vi-
olence on the streets and violence in
the schools.

Our bills will give parents a device to
block violence and sex from coming
into their homes by TV. When parents
have this device built into their own
TV sets, I think the networks are going
to take note. I think they are going to
be a lot more careful about the vio-
lence and vulgarity that they script
into today's programs. All sorts of
groups that care about children, from
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the PTA, to the elementary school
principals, from psychiatrists to pedia-
tricians have endorsed our bill. I urge
the Committee on Rules to do the same
and allow us the opportunity to offer it
as an amendment to the telecommuni-
cations bill when it comes up in the
House.

KOREAN WAR MEMORIAL

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
this Thursday at 3 in the afternoon at
The Mall in front of the Lincoln Memo-
rial, we will dedicate the Korean Me-
morial that honors those veterans who
fought and were called to active duty
during the Korean war. This, Mr.
Speaker, is a very attractive memorial
that will attract thousands and thou-
sands of Americans to come and look
at that war memorial that is dedicated
to the Korean veterans and to those
who went to Korea.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say about
30 Members of the House participated
in the Korean war. I was one of them.
So it is a pleasure to announce that
this memorial will be dedicated this
Thursday.

ECONOMIC RECOVERY AT THE
EXPENSE OF WORKERS

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Busi-
ness Week Reports that corporate prof-
its are at a b0-year high. They say that
executives who average over $1 million
a year in pay and bonuses have caused
this great profit by in fact cutting the
wages of American workers and many
times replacing full-time American
workers with temporary hires.

You see, to many corporations, I be-
lieve, the best American workers is an
American worker that also happens to
qualify for food stamps. Now, experts
are saying this is the greatest eco-
nomic recovery in our history. If that
is so, I say right on the floor, these
economic experts have been inhaling
for a long time.

THE V CHIP

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would hope that the Com-
mittee on Rules would make in order
the Spratt-Markey-Moran-Burton
amendment dealing with the V chip,
which is the ability to provide parents
greater say over what programs come
into their home and to have the ability
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to lock those programs out should they
desire that their children not be able to
view those programs.

Many in the telecommunications in-
dustry and certainly many in the net-
works fought this effort when it was of-
fered on the floor of the Senate and
were able to defeat it. We should em-
power parents to have the say, to have
this control in their own home about
the kind of programming that is com-
ing into their programs, especially
when so very often young children are
left at home or are home for a good
portion of the day while both parents
are out working.

Those parents should have the con-
fidence that they can have some say to
regulate the flow of programming, if
they are concerned about violence, if
they are concerned about sexual con-
tent of programs, they should have
some say in that. They should be able
to pick and choose for their children,
not the networks and apparently not
the sponsors that are not prepared to
exercise self-control and to respect the
rights of young children and of fami-
lies.

I hope that the Committee on Rules
would make the amendment in order
and Members of the House would vote
for the V chip amendment.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker's announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, 27 years
ago, on July 3, 1968, my predecessor in
Congress, the late James Howard,
spoke eloquently on this floor in honor
of the second anniversary of the Medi-
care Program, Medicare was enacted
during Congressman Howard's first
term in Congress. I know he looked
upon this opportunity to be part of
that Medicare debate as a great honor.

I just wanted to guote something
that he said in the RECORD on that day
in 1968. He said:

As we celebrate the second anniversary of
Medicare, we are really celebrating the en-
richment of many lives, the elderly who are
already served by Medicare, those who will
be served in the coming years and the rest of
us whose lives are enriched daily as we
watch our elders lead more productive lives.

Now, I would like to compare what
Jim Howard expressed so elogquently to
what the Republican leadership of
today is saying about Medicare.

According to one of the Republican
leaders recently, ‘‘Medicare is a pro-
gram I would have mo part of in the
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free world. Medicare,” he said, *‘teach-
es seniors the lessons of dependence.”

Mr. Speaker, the differences between
Congressman Howard's statements and
those Republican statements and the
differences in the philosophies underly-
ing them could not possibly be more
stark. On the one hand you have Con-
gressman Howard, a man of great com-
passion, expressing what most Ameri-
cans believed then and still believe
now, that Medicare is a hugely success-
ful program which have been respon-
sible for dramatically enhancing the
quality of life of senior citizens and
that this, in turn, has enriched the
lives of all Americans, young and old.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, you
have the Republican leadership of the
104th Congress tearing down Medicare
as somehow unAmerican and implying
that senior citizens should be ashamed
of themselves for using their hard-
earned Medicare benefits to pay for
their health care, that participating in
Medicare is somehow learning the les-
sons of dependence.

Of course, none of this is at all sur-
prising. It is exactly what congres-
sional Republicans have been saying
about Medicare since it was started.
After all, the congressional Repub-
licans of today are indeed the direct
ideological descendants of the party
that did everything it could to prevent
Medicare from ever being enacted.

Next week, we will be marking an-
other anniversary, the 30th anniver-
sary of the House passage of the Medi-
care Program. Unfortunately, unlike
when Jim Howard came to the floor 27
years ago, this anniversary is not an
occasion for celebration. Rather, it is a
time to rally against yet another
wrong-headed Republican attack on
Medicare.

So far the Republican side has tried
very hard to keep the specifics of their
plans to change Medicare a secret from
the American people. Who can blame
them when you consider that the vast
majority of Americans are against
them. But last week we noticed in the
papers that Senator GREGG of New
Hampshire announced legislation with
the goal of replacing Medicare cov-
erage with a voucher program.

Mr. Speaker, a voucher system, no
matter how you cloak it, amounts to
turning back the clock 30 years and ab-
rogating the contract Congress made
with America’'s seniors. Republican
proposals to implement a voucher sys-
tem are motivated exclusively by their
desire to reduce the Federal budget by
$270 billion at senior citizen's expense.
The amount the voucher provides will
not likely be based on the cost of a
quality health care plan but, rather,
what level of funding is politically ac-
ceptable in a given fiscal year.

The Federal Government would, in
effect, be walking away from Medicare
and saying to seniors, Here is what we
can afford; you make up the difference
and fend for yourselves.
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Since the overwhelming majority of
seniors live on fixed incomes, they will
not be able to pay more. Most would be
forced to buy inadequate coverage.
Some may not be able to find any
health insurance and, rather than hav-
ing choice, as Republicans claim, sen-
jors would struggle in an increasingly
expensive insurance market to buy di-
minished coverage with limited funds.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to read from a statement that a senior
citizen named Arthur Martin submit-
ted to the Committee on Ways and
Means on November 20, 1963. It poign-
antly conveys just why Medicare was
needed then and why we need it today.

Mr. Martin said that his total income
is his Social Security check of §174, out
of which he pays rent, utilities, food, et
cetera. Three years ago, he said, he
contracted bronchial asthma and was
hospitalized five different times. The
only remedy he had available was char-
ity.

The stigma and indignity to self-re-
spect to a resident of 50 years in the
same community leading a respectable
life as a taxpayer and in the evening of
his life having to resort to charity was
unbearable and humiliating. Whatever
savings he had were wiped out in hos-
pital and medical care.

Mr. Speaker, unless these Repub-
licans plans are stopped in their
tracks, we are going to turn back the
clock and create another generation of
seniors who face the same indignity
and pain that Mr. Martin endured 30
years ago, before we had Medicare.
That would truly be an American trag-
edy, which I think that we in this Con-
gress have to stop.

AMERICAN PRINTING HOUSE FOR
THE BLIND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WARD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, this week-
end—yesterday—I did a tour of the
American Printing House for the Blind.
Let me restate that name: the Amer-
ican Printing House for the Blind. It is
in the center of the United States of
America, and it happens to be in Louis-
ville, KY, in my district. This is where
services for the blind are generated in
terms of printing.

The American Printing House for the
Blind produces such works as this ge-
ography of the United States printed in
Braille. What we see here is the only
page that is printed in ink, in fact, be-
cause this is a supplement for a geog-
raphy book.

What you will see from here on in,
and I do not believe the camera will be
able to pick this up, because it is
Braille, there might be a little, there
might be an ability on the camera to
see some of these bumps. This is
Braille. This is printed in very short
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runs, very limited editions for those
people in our country who cannot
study because of their eyesight.
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That is people who are totally blind
or in some other way are legally blind.

The reason I bring this up, Mr.
Speaker, is that in the budget that is
being marked up in the Committee on
Appropriations right now; there is a 40-
percent cut in the Federal expenditure
at the American Printing House for the
Blind in Louisville. That 40 percent is
only $2 million, $2 million, which will
not have the effect of balancing our
Federal budget. It does not even rep-
resent one-thousandth of 1 percent of
the tax cut that is being included in
this next Federal budget, not even one-
thousandth of 1 percent.

However, what it does to the Amer-
ican Printing House for the Blind in
Louisville and the impact it has all
over this country can be devastating.
That is because there is no other sup-
ply for these kinds of materials, This is
an American history book. As Members
can see, it seems awfully big. In fact, it
is just one of four volumes that are
needed because of the large print.
These are reprinted directly off of a
standard American history textbook,
but done in huge print for those who
have some sight to be able to study.
They are done in very limited runs.

There is no commercial alternative
for either of these kinds of volumes.
What we will see is a reduction by 40
percent if this budget cut goes through
in the actual services, these actual
kinds of materials, that are to be used
by our blind children in this country.

We are talking about $107 a year that
is set aside for each legally blind child
in America, up to college age, not in-
cluding college age, high school or less,
$107 that is currently available to be
spent by their school all over the coun-
try at the American Printing House for
the Blind.

A 40-percent reduction, Mr. Speaker,
would be unthinkable. A 40-percent re-
duction would do exactly what we are
talking about up here not doing, be-
cause what we have been hearing for
the last 6 months, and what we are all
committed to, is helping people to help
themselves, putting people in a posi-
tion to get along a little better, to be
able to do a little better for themselves
and provide for themselves a little bet-
ter. However, if we reduce by 40 percent
the amount of school materials that
young blind people in this country can
have to enhance their studies and con-
tinue their studies, we will be making
it harder for them to take care of
themselves as time goes by.

I ask the Members of the Congress to
join me in restoring this 40 percent to
the American Printing House for the
Blind and make sure that all of our
blind children in America have the op-
portunity to learn and then later to
earn.
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TOBACCO AND AMERICA'S YOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ev-
ERETT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of May 12, 1995, the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN] is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken out this special order to talk
about the No. 1 threat to the health of
our children—tobacco.

This week, data from the National
Institute on Drug Abuse shows that we
are losing the battle to keep cigarettes
away from children. In just 3 years,
there has been a 30-percent increase in
smoking among 13- and 14-year-olds.
Nearly one-third of high school seniors
smoke cigarettes.

This is a health crisis of huge dimen-
sions. Every day, 3,000 children start
smoking. One-third of these children
will eventually die from their tobacco
addiction.

Why is this happening? The answer is
obvious. The tobacco industry spends
$5 billion a year—over $10 million a
day—on tobacco advertising and pro-
motion. Much of this effort is specifi-
cally targeted at children. To keep its
profits flowing, the industry has devel-
oped clever promotions like Joe Camel
and the Marlboro Country Store aimed
directly at children.

The administration is trying to pro-
tect our children from tobacco. As re-
ported last week, FDA Commissioner
David Kessler has found that tobacco is
an addictive drug. He has called for
commonsense regulation to protect
children—like banning cigarette vend-
ing machines. I believe the President
will support these efforts.

Unfortunately, when word of the ad-
ministration’s actions leaked out, it
encountered fierce resistance on Cap-
itol Hill, The Speaker said that Com-
missioner Kessler must be ‘‘out of his
mind” to consider regulating tobacco.
Other Members promised Congress
would intervene to prevent regulation
from going forward.

It is against this backdrop that I am
here today. This hour, I will be reading
into the RECORD excerpts of dozens of
previously secret documents from the
Nation’'s largest tobacco company,
Philip Morris. These documents make
a compelling case for regulation of to-
bacco to protect children. I hope they
will dissuade Members of this body
from any legislative effort to block
regulation.

Last year, when I served as chairman
of the Health and the Environment
Subcommittee, we commenced an in-
vestigation of the tobacco industry. We
learned more in that year than we had
learned in the previous decade about
tobacco industry efforts to study and
manipulate nicotine, an addictive drug.

The subcommittee’s investigation
was cut short prematurely by the elec-
tions. In particular, we were able to
learn very little about the activities of
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the Nation's largest tobacco company,
Philip Morris. Two out of every three
cigarettes smoked by children are
Marlboro cigaretts—a Philip Morris
product. But we learned far less about
Philip Morris than its much smaller
rival, Brown & Williamson.

Since the election, I have continued
my investigation as an individual
Member of Congress. I have been handi-
capped by the inability to hold hear-
ings or hire an investigative staff. But
nonetheless, I have learned a tremen-
dous amount about Philip Morris. I am
here today to report on what I have
learned to this body.

I am here to report that Philip Mor-
ris researchers administered painful
electric shocks to college students to
determine the influence of anxiety on
student smoking habits.

I am here to report that Philip Mor-
ris studies third-graders to determine
if hyperactive children are a potential
market for cigarettes.

I am here to report that the company
planned illegal experiments that in-
volved injecting human subjects with
nicotine.

And I am here to report that as early
as 1969, the board of directors of Philip
Morris was briefed by its researchers
on the addictive mature of nicotine.
The board was told that people smoked
to obtain ‘‘the pharmacological effect
of smoke” and that smokers' craving
for this effect is so strong that it ‘‘pre-
empts food in times of scarcity on the
smoker’'s priority list.”

The documents that I will be discuss-
ing today describe the secret research
activities of Philip Morris from Janu-
ary 1969 to November 1980. Some of
these documents were described in a
front-page article in the New York
Times on June 8, 1995. Most of the doc-
uments, however, have mnever pre-
viously been discussed in public.

Last month, I wrote Philip Morris to
ask the company to cooperate with
FDA’s investigation by turning over
the documents described in the New
York Times to FDA. However, the com-
pany refused to cooperate.

Three major points emerge from the
documents I will describe today:

First, Philip Morris conduced an ex-
tensive, but secret, research program
into nicotine pharmacology for over a
decade.

Second, top Philip Morris scientists
and executives have known for decades
that cigarettes have powerful and ad-
dictive pharmacological effects.

Third, Philip Morris conducted secret
research that focussed on the pharma-
cological effects of cigarettes on chil-
dren and college students.

THE SECRET NICOTINE PHARMACOLOGY
PROGRAM

The documents I will describe today
cover the period from January 1969 to
November 1980. They describe an inten-
sive investigation into nicotine phar-
macology, involving dozens of pre-
viously secret studies.
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The studies described in the docu-
ment range from traditional phar-
macology involving animal experi-
ments to high-technology
electroencephalography [EEG], which
measures human brain waves. Some of
the studies raise troubling ethical
questions. And some appear to be sim-
ply illegal.

Three of the documents describe ex-
periments that were to involve inject-
ing nicotine into human subjects. Such
experiments are illegal without the ap-
proval of the federal Food and Drug
Administration. In another series of
five experiments described in the docu-
ments, Philip Morris administered
“painful” electric shocks to human
subjects. Experiments that inflict pain
are ethically dubious unless they are
being conducted for beneficial pur-
poses.

The volume of the experimentation is
staggering. In one typical year—1979—
at least 16 separate studies on nicotine
pharmacology were conducted by three
different Philip Morris laboratories:

First, the Animal Behavior Group
conducted six experiments on topics
such as “nicotine discrimination’” and
“nicotine self-administration.”” These
are the same studies that are used by
the National Institute on Drug Abuse
to establish the addiction potential of
drugs.

Second, the Neuropsychology Lab-
oratory conducted five experiments on
topics such as “‘effects of smoking on
the electroencephalogram’ and ‘‘long-
term deprivation and the electrical ac-
tivity of the brain.” These studies are
designated to show the pharma-
cological effects of cigarettes on the
human brain. Third, the Smoking Be-
havior Group conducted five studies on
topics such as the behavioral con-
sequences of smoking low-nicotine
cigarettes. These studies were used to
learn how smokers respond to changes
in nicotine delivery.

Philip Morris conducted these studies
for commercial reasons. The document
describing the plans and objectives for
the Behavioral Research Laboratory in
1979 states expressly that ‘‘the ration-
ale for the program rests on the
premise that such knowledge will
strengthen Philip Morris R&D capabil-
ity in developing new and improved
smoking products.”

There is no reason to believe that the
documents provide a comprehensive
summary of Philip Morris' nicotine re-
search. As I will discuss, congressional
hearings I held last year disclosed that
nicotine research occurred after the pe-
riod covered in this report. Moreover,
most of the documents discuss the ac-
tivities of Philip Morris’ Richmond,
VA, research center. The documents
contain only fleeting references to nic-
otine studies being conducted by Philip
Morris in Cologne, Germany, and
Neuchatel, Switzerland. Virtually
nothing is known about these secretive
foreign research programs.
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TOP PHILIP MORRIS SCIENTISTS AND EXECU-
TIVES KNEW CIGARETTES HAVE POWERFUL
AND ADDICTIVE PHARMACOLOGICAL EFFECTS
On April 14, 1994, Philip Morris CEO

William Campbell testified before the
Subcommittee on Health and the Envi-
ronment of the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce that ‘‘cigarette
smoking is not addictive,”” that nico-
tine is retained in cigarettes because
nicotine ‘‘contributes to the taste of
cigarettes,” and that ‘“‘Philip Morris
research does not establish that smok-
ing is addictive.” The documents I will
describe conflict fundamentally with
these statements.

The documents show that top Philip
Morris scientists and executives knew
that cigarettes have powerful and ad-
dictive pharmacological effects. For in-
stance, the documents show:

First, during the fall of 1969, the
Philip Morris Board of Directors was
briefed by Philip Morris researchers on
why people smoke. The researchers
told the board that people smoke to ob-
tain ‘‘the pharmacological effect of
smoke.”” The researchers further told
the Board that smokers’ craving for
this ‘“‘pharmacological effect” is so
strong that it ‘“‘preempts food in times
of scarcity on the smoker’'s priority
list.”

Second, in November 1974, Philip
Morris’ Director of Research, Thomas
Osdene, who subsequently became vice
president for science and technology,
approved and sent to the then vice
president for research and develop-
ment, Helmut Wakeham, and other
Philip Morris officials a report stating
that the consumer smokes ‘‘to achieve
his habitual quota of the pharma-
cologically active components of
smoke” and that stopping smoking
produces ‘‘reactions not unlike
those to be observed upon withdrawal
from any number of habituating phar-
macological agents.”

Third, in March 1980, Philip Morris
researcher Jim Charles, who subse-
quently became vice president for re-
search and development, wrote the
than vice president for research and de-
velopment, Robert Seligman, that
“nicotine is a powerful pharma-
cological agent with multiple sites of
action and may be the most important
component of cigarette smoke.” He
added that ‘‘nicotine and an under-
standing of its properties are impor-
tant to the continued well being of our
cigarette business since this alkaloid
has been cited often as ‘the reason for
smoking.'"

Contrary to Philip Morris’ public
statements that cigarettes are not a
drug, the documents are replete with
statements that describe cigarettes in
explicitly drug-like terms. The docu-
ments, for instance, include many ref-
erences to ‘‘pharmacological effects,”
‘“‘dose control,” “withdrawal syn-
drome,” ‘“‘nicotine regulators,” ‘‘nico-
tine dose,” ‘‘nicotine pharmacology,”
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“nicotine administration,’”” ‘‘nicotine
analogues,” and ‘‘blood nicotine lev-
els.”

PHILIF MORRIS CONDUCTED RESEARCH ON THE
EFFECTS OF CIGARETTES ON CHILDREN AND
COLLEGE STUDENTS
One of the most significant revela-

tions in the documents is that Philip

Morris conducted pharmacological re-

search specifically targeted at children

and college students.

One of the longest-running studies in
the documents addresses the ‘“‘hyper-
kinetic child as a prospective smoker.”
In this study, Philip Morris collabo-
rated with the Chesterfield County
school system in Richmond, VA, to de-
termine whether hyperkinetic and bor-
derline hyperkinetic children will be-
come cigarette smokers in their teen-
age years. The researchers explained:

It has been found that amphetamines,
which are strong stimulants, have the anom-
alous effect of quieting these children down.
Many children are therefore regularly ad-
ministered amphetamines throughout grade
school years. . . . We wonder whether such
children may not eventually become ciga-
rette smokers in their teenage years as they
discover the advantage of self-stimulation
via nicotine. We have already collaborated
with a local school system in identifying
some such children in the third grade.

This research began in 1974. It con-
tinued until 1978, when it had to be ter-
minated prematurely because of objec-
tions from the school system and phy-
sicians.

Many of the studies conducted by
Philip Morris investigated the pharma-
cological effects of cigarettes on col-
lege students. These studies provided
scientific data about the youngest seg-
ment of the cigarette market lawfully
available to Philip Morris. Moreover,
because there is no bright line that
separates college students from under-
age smokers, the studies also provided
Philip Morris with considerable insight
into the underage market.

In one series of experiments with col-
lege students—code-named ‘‘Shock I,
II, III, IV, and V"—Philip Morris ad-
ministered electric shocks to the stu-
dents to determine if student smoking
rates increase under stressful condi-
tions. This study began in 1969. It ulti-
mately had to be terminated in 1972 be-
cause ‘‘fear of shock is scaring away
some of our more valuable students."

In another study, Philip Morris gave
college students low-nicotine ciga-
rettes in an attempt to force the stu-
dents “to modify their puff volumes,
inhalation volumes, and/or smoke re-
tention times in order to obtain their
usual nicotine dose."”

Philip Morris maintains publicly
that it does not target children in ad-
vertising, cigarette sales, or other
ways. The documents undermine this
claim—at least as it applies to sci-
entific research. They show that Philip
Morris has targeted children and col-
lege students, the youngest segment of
the market, for specific research
projects.
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At this point, I want to begin to read
excerpts from the documents. I have
organized the documents chrono-
logically, beginning in January 1969
and continuing to November 1980.

CHRONOLOGY OF PHILIP MORRIS RESEARCH ON

NICOTINE PHARMACOLOGY

January 1969.—A Philip Morris report
describes “‘objectives and plans” for its
Smoker Psychology Program. These
objectives and plans provide the first
recognition in the documents that
cigarettes have psychopharmacological
effects and are smoked for need-gratifi-
cation.

One objective mentioned in the re-
port is an “attempt to teach a rat to
seek the inhalation of cigarette
smoke * * * through the reinforcing
effect of the psychopharmacological ef-
fects of the inhaled smoke.”” This ob-
jective is noteworthy because a hall-
mark of an addictive substance is that
the substance is reinforcing and will be
self-administered by rats. As described
later in this chronology, Philip Morris
succeeded in 1980, well in advance of
the rest of the scientific community, in
showing that nicotine has this hall-
mark characteristic of an addictive
substance.

A second objective mentioned in the
report is to determine whether ‘‘there
is any product that can potentially re-
place the cigarette in need-gratifi-
cation.”

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
““Plans and Object.iv.es—mDD"—Janua.ry
8, 1969.

August 1969.—A Philip Morris sci-
entist, William Dunn, proposes that re-
search techniques used to study ‘‘drug
addiction” be applied to study ‘‘the ex-
periences of smokers in their efforts to
discontinue the habit.”

Dunn had visited a drug addiction
study being conducted by Dr. Paul
Lazarsfeld at Columbia University. Im-
pressed by the study, Dunn wrote to
Helmut Wakeham, the vice president
for research and development at Philip
Morris, to propose that Dr. Lazarsfeld
study ‘‘the experiences of smokers in
their efforts to discontinue the habit.”
Dunn argued that the drug addiction
methodologies would be ‘‘highly effec-
tive' in studying the cigarette habit:

I saw this approach in operation in the
drug-addiction conference. In its current ap-
plication it appears highly effective. I can
see no reason why it should not be as effec-
tive for the proposed study.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Discus-
sions with Professor Lazarsfeld on the
Study of Discontinuing Smokers,”
from W.L. Dunn to H. Wakeham—Au-
gust 1, 1969.

Fall 1969.—Philip Morris researchers
brief the Philip Morris Board of Direc-
tors on why people smoke. The re-
searchers tell the Board that a smoker
begins to smoke at age 16 ‘“‘to enhance
his image in the eyes of his peers.”
This psychosocial motive, however, is
not enough to explain continued smok-
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ing. The researchers tell the board that
people continue to smoke to obtain
‘‘the pharmacological effect of smoke.”
According to the researchers, the
smoker's desire for this pharma-
cological effect is so strong that it
‘preempts food in times of scarcity on
the smoker’s priority list.”

Specifically, the researchers tell the
Board:

We are beginning to concentrate on the
smoker himself. We are addressing the ques-
tion, "“Why do people smoke.” . . .

First, we have to break the question into
its two parts: No. 1, Why does one begin to
smoke? and No. 2, Why does one continue to
smoke?

There is general agreement on the answer
to the first part. The 16 to 20 year-old begins
smoking for psychosocial reasons. The act of
smoking is symbolic; it signifies adulthood,
he smokes to enhance his image in the eyes
of his peers.

But the psychosocial motive is not enough
to explain continued smoking. Some other
motive force takes over to make smoking re-
warding in its own right. Long after adoles-
cent preoccupation with self-image has sub-
sided, the cigarette will even preempt food in
times of scarcity on the smoker’s priority
list. The question is “why?" . . .

We are of the conviction . . . that the ulti-
mate explanation for the perpetuated ciga-
rette habit resides in the pharmacological ef-
fect of smoke upon the body of the smoker,
the effect being most rewarding to the indi-
vidual under stress.

Source: ‘“Ryan/Dunn Alternate—
Third Version of Board Presen-
tation’'—fall 1969, delivered with only
minor changes.

December 1969.—Philip Morris com-
mences the first of several series of
studies of smoking by college students.
The first series is called ‘‘Shock I, II,
ITI, IV, and V."” In these studies, col-
lege students are given electric shocks
to promote anxiety. The purpose of the
studies is ‘“‘to show that cigarette
smoking is more probable in stress sit-
uations than in nonstress situations.”
According to the researchers:

Shock intensity will be adjusted for each
subject according to the subject’s pain
threshold. The shock will be painful.

The Shock studies run for three
years. In October 1972, the scientists
are finally forced to abandon the re-
search because ‘‘fear of shock is scar-
ing away some of our more valuable
subjects.”

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Proposed
Research Project: Smoking and Anxi-
ety,” from F.J. Ryan to W.L. Dunn——
Dec. 23, 1969; Frank Ryan, “Shock I, II,
III, and IV," in Consumer Psychology
Monthly Report—Sept. 16 to Oct. 15,
1971; Frank Ryan, *“Shock V,” in
Consumer Psychology Monthly Re-
port—Jan. 15 to Feb. 15, 1972; P.A.
Eichorn and W.L. Dunn, ‘‘Quarterly Re-
port—Projects 1600 and 2302"—Oct. 5,
1972.

September 1970.—Philip Morris devel-
ops a five-year plan for the Smoker
Psychology Program. Two of the re-
search goals are first, to determine
whether ‘‘the smoking habit can be
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sustained in the absence of nicotine”
and second, to ‘‘elucidate the role of
nicotine as a factor in determining cig-
arette acceptability.”

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
“Five-Year Objectives and Plans for
Project 1600""—Sept. 25, 1970.

November 1971.—Philip Morris contin-
ues its study of smoking by college stu-
dents in a project titled ‘“‘Desire to
Smoke."” In this study, “‘all available
college students will fill out a ques-
tionnaire rating their desire to smoke"
so that Philip Morris can ‘“‘compare the
rated desire to smoke with our existing
personality profiles.”

Source: Frank Ryan, ‘Desire to
Smoke,”” in Consumer Psychology
Monthly Report—Oct. 16 to Nov. 15,
1971.

January 1973.—Philip Morris com-
mences three studies to determine
“‘what effect, if any, smoking has upon
the magnitude of shifts in arousal
level, with heart rate being used as the
index of this psycho-physiological
state."

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
‘“‘Quarterly Report—Projects 1600 and
2302""—Jan. 5, 1973.

February 1973.—Philip Morris begins a
study of the effect of smoking on
‘‘alpha brain wave dominance”—that
is, the effect of smoking on the elec-
trical activity of the brain. The re-
searchers involved in the study state:

Alpha brain wave dominance is associated
with states of tranquility and meditation.
. . . As part of our continuing search for the
motivationally relevant effects of smoking,
we are investigating the influence of smok-
ing upon the rate of acquisition of alpha
wave control.

Source: W.L. Dunn, “Smoking and
Rate of Learning Alpha Control,” in
Smoker Psychology Monthly Report—
Jan. 1 to Jan. 31, 1973.

June 1974.—Philip Morris commences
a four-year study of smoking by “hy-
perkinetic'' children to determine if
they will ‘‘discover the advantage of
self-stimulation via nicotine’ and ‘‘be-
come cigarette smokers in their teen-
age years."

In June 1974, the researchers con-
ducting the study write:

It has been found that amphetamines,
which are strong stimulants, have the anom-
alous effect of quieting these children down.
Many children are therefore regularly ad-
ministered amphetamines throughout grade
school years. . . . We wonder whether such
children may not eventually become ciga-
rette smokers in their teenage years as they
discover the advantage of self-stimulation
via nicotine. We have already collaborated
with a local school system in identifying
some such children in the third grade. . . . It
would be good to show that smoking is an
advantage to at least one subgroup of the
population.

In March 1975, the researchers de-
scribe their intention to increase the
size of the study of ““hyperkinesis as a
precursor to smoking” to 60,000 chil-
dren:

The size of our prospective study should be
increased to the base of about 60,000 children
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when a local school system extends its stu-
dent evaluation three more grades this
spring,

In July 1975, the researchers report
the status of their investigation of the
‘‘hyperkinetic child as a prospective
smoker’' to Helmut Wakeham, the vice
president. of research and development
at Philip Morris, and other Philip Mor-
ris officials. Specifically, they tell the
Philip Morris vice president:

We hypothesize that the characteristics of
smokers and hyperkinetic children so closely
resemble each other that in the past
hyperkinetics were almost sure to become
smokers. ... We have undertaken a long
term prospective study to identify the hyper-
kinetic and borderline hyperkinetic young-
sters in Chesterfield County school system,
and to see whether they become smokers. All
the children in one grade level were tested
last year.

In May 1977, Philip Morris continues
its investigation into the smoking hab-
its of hyperactive children by initiat-
ing two prospective studies with pedia-
tricians treating hyperactive children.
In these studies, Philip Morris will
track the hyperactive children and a
group of controls to see whether they
have become smokers. Philip Morris
will then “help our colleagues find the
variables which account for drug-re-
sponding and non-responding.”

Finally, the study of hyperkinetic
children stops in March 1978, due to ob-
jections from school systems and phy-
sicians. The researchers write:

Obstacles presented by school systems and
physicians concerned with the various ‘‘pri-
vacy acts’ passed by state and national leg-
islatures have made it very difficult for us to
conduct studies using school and medical
records of minors.

Source: F.J. Ryan, “Relationship be-
tween Smoking and Personality,” in
Smoker Psychology Monthly Report—
June 10, 1974; Frank Ryan, ‘‘Hyper-
kinesis as a Precursor of Smoking,” in
Smoker Psychology Monthly Report—
Mar. 10, 1975; **Behavioral Research An-
nual Report,” approved by W.L. Dunn
and distributed to H. Wakeham et al.—
July 18, 1975; F.J. Ryan, “Hyperactiv-
ity," in Smoker Psychology Monthly
Report—May 13, 1977; F.J. Ryan, “Hy-
perkinetic Children,” in Smoker Psy-
chology Monthly Report—Mar. 10, 1978.

November 1, 1974.—Philip Morris’ di-
rector of research, Thomas Osdene,
who later becomes vice president for
science and technology, approves and
sends an annual report on behavioral
research to the vice president for re-
search and development, Helmut
Wakeham. The report shows that by
1974, top company officials plainly con-
sider cigarettes to be a drug. The re-
port analogizes smoking to drug use,
stating ‘‘dose control continues even
after the puff of smoke is drawn into
the mouth''; it asserts that a person
smokes ““to achieve his habitual quota
of the pharmacologically active compo-
nents of smoke'; and it hypothesizes
that stopping smoking produces ‘“‘reac-

July 24, 1995

tions . . . not unlike those to be ob-
served upon withdrawal from any num-
ber of habituating pharmacological
agents.”

The report also summarizes the sta-
tus of a number of Philip Morris stud-
ies, including a study of smoker com-
pensation when nicotine levels in ciga-
rettes are reduced. Compensation stud-
ies, which are repeatedly discussed in
the documents, assess the attempt of
smokers to increase their nicotine in-
take through smoking more cigarettes
or taking longer puffs.

Source: ‘‘Behavioral Research An-
nual Report, Part II,” approved by T.S.
Osdene and distributed to H. Wakeham
et al.—Nov. 1, 1974.

December 1974.—A Philip Morris docu-
ment discusses the company’s nicotine
research program in Neuchatel, Swit-
zerland. This is the only document de-
scribing these secret activities. The
Switzerland researchers, who were also
heavily involved in nicotine research,
report that a ‘“‘compensation mecha-
nism seems to be in operation for a
proportion of the consumer population
to adjust the nicotine yield to their
needs or liking.”

Source: Gustafson and Haisch, “PME
Research: 1972-74."

March 1975.—Philip Morris continues
its study of smoking by college stu-
dents by examining whether smoking
by college students increases following
a 2-hour deprivation period. Prelimi-
nary data suggest that students com-
pensate for deprivation by smoking
more and taking more puffs.

Source: Quarterly Report Memoran-
dum, from W.L. Dunn to T.S. Osdene—
Mar. 25, 1975.

July 1975.—Philip Morris commences
its first study of ‘‘the black menthol
smoker.” The researchers explain:

The black menthol smoker is an important
segment of the menthol market, yet all of
the PM national field tests of menthol ciga-
rettes have been conducted with virtually all
white panels. What with some 500 black men-
thol smokers having become available with
the advent of the RP3 panel, the opportunity
was afforded to study the black response to
menthol cigarettes.

Source: ‘‘Behavioral Research An-
nual Report,” approved by W.L. Dunn
and distributed to H. Wakeham et al.—
July 18, 1975.

September 1975.—Philip Morris sci-
entist W.L. Dunn describes smokers’
abilities to compensate for reduced nic-
otine in cigarettes as '‘dose-regulating
mechanisms of remarkable precision
and sensitivity.” He explains in detail
how a smoker could compensate for a
156 percent reduction in nicotine in
Marlboro cigarettes by “more efficient
extraction of the goodies.”” He writes:

To accommodate to the 15% reduction in
available Marlboro nicotine, the smoker who
was getting 50% of the available nicotine
over into his blood from the Marlboro . . .
now must get 59% of what the current Marl-
boro offers him. He can take bigger puffs, or
inhale more from the supply drawn into the
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mouth . . . or for more efficient extraction
of the goodies, he can draw it deeper or hold
it in longer.

Source: Letter from W.L. Dunn to
Stanley Schachter (Sept. 8, 1975).

February 1976.—Philip Morris contin-
ues its study of smoking by college stu-
dents by attempting to identify ‘“‘nico-
tine regulators” among college stu-
dents. A major goal of the study is to
determine if Philip Morris can ‘*‘force"
students who are given low-nicotine
cigarettes ‘“‘to modify their puff vol-
umes, inhalation volumes, and/or
smoke retention times in order to ob-
tain their usual nicotine dose.'' Nico-
tine regulators are described by Philip
Morris in the documents as smokers
who compensate for nicotine depriva-
tion by increasing their intake of nico-
tine.

Source: Carolyn Levy, “Regulator
Identification Program,” in Smoker
Psychology Monthly Report—Feb. 10,
1976.

June 1976 —Philip Morris researchers
discuss ‘‘why people start to smoke.”
They summarize the data indicating
that most smokers begin to smoke be-
tween 10 and 18 years old. They then
state that one of the reasons for con-
tinued smoking is that cigarettes serve
‘‘as a narcotic, tranquilizer, or seda-
tive."

Source: Memorandum on “*Why Peo-
ple Start to Smoke,” from A. Udow to
J.J. Morgan—June 2, 1976.

December 1976.—Philip Morris sci-
entists report a ‘‘consensus of inves-
tigators” that ‘‘the reinforcement of
the smoking act is the effect of smoke
component action in the central nerv-
ous system.” They propose setting up
an electroencephalographic or “EEG"
laboratory ‘‘to seek an ultimate expla-
nation of cigarette smoking among the
nicotine or smoke-component-related
events of the central nervous system.”
The new EEG equipment would enable
Philip Morris to monitor the brain
waves of smokers.

Source: Memorandum on “Rationale
for Investigating the Effects of Smok-
ing Upon Electroencephalographic Phe-
nomena,” from W.L. Dunn to T.S.
Osdene—Dec. 22, 1976.

November 1977.—Philip Morris contin-
ues its study of smoking by college stu-
dents. In a new experiment, Philip
Morris attempts to distinguish stu-
dents who smoke out of “habit” from
those who smoke out of ‘‘need.” The
researchers explain:

Although nicotine intake appears a criti-
cal mainstay of tobacco consumption, not all
people smoke for nicotine on all occasions.

.. All ... cigarettes contribute to the
total nicotine in the system, so that a ciga-
rette smoked out of habit will delay the time
until a cigarette is smoked out of need.

Source: F.J. Ryan, ‘“Habit and Need
Cigarettes,”” in Smoker Psychology
Monthly Report—Nov, 11, 1977.

December 1977.—Philip Morris re-
searchers report to the Director of Re-
search their view that ‘‘nicotine com-
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pensation is a real phenomenon' and
that ‘“‘some people smoke for nicotine
and * * * try to obtain a relatively con-
stant amount of nicotine from their
cigarettes.”

The report also states that Philip
Morris has ‘‘effected an arrangement
with a university affiliated hospital for
injecting nicotine in humans for dis-
crimination studies.”” FDA approval is
required before conducting nicotine in-
jections, but in this case and the other
instances of human injection men-
tioned in the documents, no such ap-
proval apparently was.

Source: Memorandum on “‘Behavioral
Research Accomplishments—1977,”
from W.L. Dunn to T.S. Osdene—Dec.
19, 1977.

March 1978 —Philip Morris launches
its ““nicotine program.’” The program is
to involve central nervous system
(**CNS'") behavioral testing, studies of
the ‘‘molecular basis of nicotine phar-
macology,” and ‘‘nicotine analogue
preparation.”

On March 15, 1978, the Philip Morris
researchers involved in the program
write:

An effective nicotine program must in-
clude both peripheral and CNS bioassay.
.+ . It is clear that CNS studies represent
the most complex, state-of-the-art concepts.
Ultimately, the isolation and characteriza-
tion of the nicotine CNS receptors are the
major goal. Many steps must come first.
These include (1) pharmacological location
of sites of nicotinic action using both
cannulae and wvarious tissue sections; (2)
measurement of electrochemical activity
following drug administration; (3) various
techniques including photoaffinity labeling
and binding studies as aids a receptor isola-
tion (4) receptor identification and charac-
terization.

On March 31, 1978, they elaborate fur-
ther, describing “‘CNS behavioral test-
ing"” that is “needed in the immediate
future’’:

Nicotine discrimination, self-administra-
tion and tolerance studies will enable us to
examine the cuing and reinforcing properties
of nicotine and nicotine analogues in rats.
These are state-of-the-art bioassays for
central nervous system activity which we be-
lieve will serve as useful models of human
smoking behavior.

These CNS studies are significant be-
cause they are the same studies used
by the National Institute on Drug
Abuse to determine the addiction po-
tential of a drug. A substance that a
self-administered and reinforcing has
addiction potential because it induces
repeated and compulsive use.

The researchers also propose con-
ducting studies into the ‘‘molecular
basis of nicotine pharmacology,’” be-
cause "‘we must begin to gain expertise
in experimentation dealing with nico-
tine receptor technology.' Nicotine re-
ceptors are the structures in the brain
to which nicotine attaches after enter-
ing the blood stream.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Nicotine
Program,” from J.I. Seeman to T.S.
Osdene—Mar. 15, 1978; Memorandum on
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““Nicotine Program: Specific Imple-
mentation,” from J.I. Seeman et al. to
T.S. Osdene—Mar. 31, 1978.

September 1978.—Philip Morris devel-
ops a new five-year plan for research
and development. A major component
of the plan is the nicotine analog pro-
gram, which is based on the recogni-
tion that *‘nicotine may be the physio-
logically active component of smoke
having the greatest consequence to the
consumer.”’

Specifically, the plan states:

Nicotine may be the physiologically active
component of smoke having the greatest
consequence to the consumer. Therefore, we
are studying the differences in physiological
effects between nicotine and its analogues to
determine the mode of nicotinic action. If
acquired, this knowledge may lead to a sub-
stance which will produce the known desir-
able nicotinic effects and greatly diminish
any physiological effects of no benefit to the
consumer.

Source: Philip Morris, USA, ‘“Re-
search and Development Five Year
Plan, 1979-1983"'—Sept. 1978.

December 1978.—Philip Morris pre-
sents its objectives for the Behavioral
Research Laboratory for 1979, The ob-
jectives are significant for two reasons:

First, they describe intense research

activity, involving over 15 different in-
vestigations, into nicotine pharmacol-
OgY.
Second, they link the laboratory’s
nicotine research to the development
of “new and improved smoking prod-
ucts'' that capitalize on the research.

The Philip Morris researchers state
their overall objective as follows:

All of the effort of the Behavioral Research
Laboratory is aimed at achieving this objec-
tive: To understand the psychological reward
the smoker gets from smoking, to under-
stand the psychophysiology underlying this
reward, and to relate this reward to the con-
stituents in smoke.

The researchers explain that to
achieve this objective, three general
lines of research will be pursued:

1. The effects of nicotine and nicotine-like
compounds on animal behavior.

2. The effects of smoke and smoke con-
stituents upon the electrical activity in the
human brain.

3. The effects of changes in smoke com-
position upon puffing behavior, inhalation
behavior and descriptive statements by the
smoker.

The ‘“‘rationale for the program’ is
its potential commercial application.
Specifically, the researchers state:

The rationale for the program rests on the
premise that such knowledge will strengthen
Philip Morris R&D capability in developing
new and improved smoking products.

The researchers then describe six
studies being conducted by the animal
behavior group—'‘nicotine discrimina-
tion,” ‘‘tail flick,"” ‘‘monitoring of
motor activity,” ‘‘prostration syn-
drome,”” ‘“‘nicotine self-administra-
tion,” and ‘‘rat EEG', five studies
being conducted by a new
neuropsychology laboratory set up ‘‘to
understand the interrelations between
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cigarette smoking and the human
brain"'—*‘effects of smoking on visually
evoked response,” ‘‘search for other
evoked responses,’” ‘‘effects of smoking
on the electroencephalogram,’” *“long-
term deprivation and the electrical ac-
tivity of the brain,”” and ‘‘comparison
of three routes of nicotine administra-
tion''; and five studies being conducted
by the smoking behavior group—nico-
tine detection, masking of nicotine,
nicotine's affect on cigarette accept-
ability, behavioral consequences of
low-nicotine cigarettes, and
“mouthfeel” factors.

Three of the studies are especially
noteworthy. First, the study compar-
ing three routes of nicotine adminis-
tration is significant because it again
involved ‘‘intravenous injection” of
human subjects with nicotine as one of
the routes of administration. The other
two routes of exposure were inhalation
and ingestion. The study was designed
to ‘‘answer several important ques-
tions,” including “‘what is the relation-
ship between blood nicotine levels and
CNS activity''; ‘*how soon following a
given method of nicotine administra-
tion are effects seen in the CNS and for
how long"; and “how are the human
studies employing cigarette smoking
similar to or different from animal
studies employing nicotine injection.”

Second, the study of long-term depri-
vation and the electrical activity of
the brain is important because it in-
volved measuring the brain waves of
quitters to learn whether ‘‘brains
change in some fashion following the
experience with tobacco.” According to
the researchers, this study was under-
taken because ‘‘in terms of the elec-
trical activity of the brain, there can
be little doubt that smokers and non-
smokers are very different."

Third, the study of the behavioral
consequences of smoking low-nicotine
cigarettes is significant because it in-
volved designing special cigarettes *‘at
or near the nicotine need threshold.”
As the researchers explained:

The low nicotine delivery will ensure that
total nicotine in the system remains at or
near the nicotine need threshold, thus maxi-
mizing the proportion of day's cigarette con-
sumption which is smoked out of need. . . .
The results may shed light on the manner by
which nicotine control is achieved.

Source: Memcrandum on ‘‘Plans and
Objectives—1979,"" from W.L. Dunn to
T.S. Osdene—Dec. 6, 1978.

January 7, 1980.—Philip Morris de-
scribes its objectives for the behavioral
research laboratory for 1980. Many of
the objectives are a continuation of the
1979 objectives. The Philip Morris re-
searchers make several statements
that again underscore the company's
knowledge of nicotine’s addictiveness.

The Philip Morris researchers state
that “our theorizing on the role of nic-
otine suggests that cigarettes will be
smoked whenever body nicotine con-
tent drops below a certain (unknown)
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level.”” The researchers also state their
view that smokers will experience
withdrawal syndrome and evidence of
nicotine dependence upon being given
ultra-low-nicotine cigarettes.

In one noteworthy study, the re-
searchers propose to use a place pref-
erence paradigm used to study mor-
phine to study nicotine. Specifically,
they state:

Mucha and Van der Kooy (1979) have re-
ported that a place preference paradigm may
be used to demonstrate the rewarding prop-
erties of morphine. We plan to use a similar
paradigm to examine the rewarding prop-
erties of nicotine.

A second important study described
in the report involves the effect to de-
velop an assay for measuring the nico-
tine level in saliva. This assay would
be used to confirm that ‘“‘cigarettes
will be smoked whenever body nicotine
content drops below a certain (un-
known) level."”

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Plans and
Objectives—1980," from W.L. Dunn to
T.S. Osdene—Jan. 7, 1980.

January 15, 1980.—Philip Morris de-
scribes its objectives for the Bio-
chemistry Division for 1980 in a report
from the director of research, Thomas
Osdene, to the vice president for re-
search and development, Robert Selig-
man. As in earlier reports, the objec-
tives for this division include a heavy
emphasis on nicotine.

Specifically, the report states that
the objectives include:

1. To develop a fundamental understanding
of the mechanisms by which nicotine and
other tobacco alkaloids interact with the pe-
ripheral and central nervous system.

2. To determine if nicotine analogues can
be designed which exhibit differential activ-
ity at different receptors. . . .

5. To perform . . . pharmacological testing
of nicotine and its analogues.

Source: T.S. Osdene, ‘‘Plans and Ob-
jectives for 1980, distributed to R. Sel-
igman et al.—Jan. 15, 1980.

March 1980.—Philip Morris's vice
president for research and develop-
ment, Robert Seligman, sends a memo
to Philip Morris scientists soliciting
their views on the value of continuing
Philip Morris’s support for the nicotine
analog research being conducted by Dr.
Leo Abood at the University of Roch-
ester.

The researchers respond that the pro-
gram should be continued. One re-
searcher, Jim Charles, justifies support
by explaining that ‘‘nicotine and an
understanding of its properties are im-
portant to the continued well being of
our cigarette business since this alka-
loid has been cited often as ‘the reason
for smoking.’” Charles subsequently
became the director of research at
Philip Morris and later vice president
for research and development.

Specifically, Charles states:

Nicotine is a powerful pharmacological
agent with multiple sites of action and may
be the most important component of ciga-
rette smoke. Nicotine and an understanding
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of its properties are important to the contin-
ued well being of our cigarette business since
this alkaloid has been cited often as *“‘the
reason for smoking.”" . . . Nicotine is known
to have effects on the central and peripheral
nervous system as well as influencing mem-
ory, learning, pain perception, response to
stress and level of arousal.

Our ability to ascertain the structural fea-
tures of the nicotine molecule which are re-
sponsible for its various pharmacological
properties can lead to the design of com-
pounds with enhanced desirable properties
(central nervous system effects) and mini-
mized suspect properties (peripheral nervous
system effects). There are many opportuni-
ties for acquiring proprietary compounds
which can serve as a firm foundation for new
and innovative products in the future.

A second researcher refers to related
work being conducted by Philip Morris
in Germany, stating “‘for several years,
we have been receiving data on periph-
eral screening of our nicotine ana-
logues from Germany.” According to
the researcher, the work from Cologne,
Germany, has been of the highest cali-
bre.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Nicotine
Receptor Program——University of
Rochester,” from R.B. Seligman to

T.S. Osdene et al.—Mar. 5, 1980; Memo-
randum on ‘‘Nicotine Receptor Pro-
gram—University of Rochester,”” from
J.L. Charles to R.B. Seligman—Mar. 18,
1980; Memorandum on ‘‘Nicotine Recep-
tor Program—University of Roch-
ester,” from E.B. Sanders to R.B. Sel-
igman—Mar. 21, 1980.

November 1980.—Philip Morris de-
scribes its research objectives for the
behavioral research program for 1981.
The objectives again confirm the com-
pany’s extensive interest in the phar-
macological effects of nicotine.

The report describes the goals of the
electrophysiology program as follows:

It is our belief that the reinforcing prop-
erties of cigarette smoking are directly re-
latable to the effects that smoking has on
electrical and chemical events within the
central nervous system. Therefore, the goals
of the electrophysiology program are to: (I)
Determine how cigarette smoking affects the
electrical activity of the brain, and (II) Iden-
tify, as far as possible, the neural elements
which mediate cigarette smoking’s reinfore-
ing actions.

The report describes the goals of a
new behavioral pharmacology program
as follows:

Objectives: 1. To develop a better under-
standing of the behavioral pharmacological
actions of nicotine, particularly the action
which reinforces smoking behavior. II. De-
velop the empirical evidence which differen-
tiates nicotine from classical abuse sub-
stances. III. Use behavioral pharmacology
methods for evaluating the nicotine-likeness
of nicotine analogues.

The report describes the goals of the
experimental psychology program as
follows:

Objectives: 1. To gain a better understand-
ing of the role of nicotine in smoking. 2. To
study basic dimensions of the cigarette as
they relate to cigarette acceptability.

Two individual studies described in
the report are especially important.
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First, the report states that Philip
Morris succeeded in developing a tech-
nique for inducing rats to self-admin-
ister nicotine. This is significant be-
cause self-administration is a hallmark
characteristic of an addictive drug.
Independent scientists, who were not
informed of this secret Philip Morris
research, did not demonstrate nicotine
self-administration in the laboratory
until 1989, nearly a decade after Philip
Morris.

Second, the report describes a third
planned experiment involving injecting
nicotine into human subjects. The re-
port states:

There are tentative plans for one other
project in which nicotine will be delivered
intravenously in different sized spikes of dif-
ferent duration, to yield a broader picture of
the role of the spike, the level, and the rein-
forcement characteristics of the substance.
The execution of this project .. . involves
the dosing of numerous subjects with nico-
tine.

Source: Memorandum on ‘‘Plans and
Objectives—1981,"" from W.L. Dunn to
T.S. Osdene—Nov. 26, 1980.

SUBSEQUENT RESEARCH

What happened in the Philip Morris
research laboratories after November
19807

On April 28, 1994, two Philip Morris
researchers, Victor DeNoble and Paul
Mele, appeared before the Subcommit-
tee on Health and the Environment of
the House Committee on Energy and
Commerce, to testify about their re-
search at Philip Morris from 1980 to
1984. They described how they used ex-
perimental techniques developed by
the National Institute on Drug Abuse
[NIDA] to determine the addiction po-
tential of nicotine.

DeNoble and Mele's experiments pri-
marily involved nicotine self-adminis-
tration studies in rats. As described
above, they found that rats would self-
administer nicotine—one of the hall-
mark characteristics of an addictive
drug.

DeNoble and Mele's work held great
interest to top Philip Morris execu-
tives. According to their testimony, in
mid-1983 they were flown to New York
to brief senior management on their
work. Then in November 1983, the
President of Philip Morris, Shep Pol-
lack, flew to Richmond to observe rats
injecting nicotine in one of DeNoble
and Mele's self-administration experi-
ments. At that time, Pollack was in-
formed by DeNoble that the procedures
he observed were ‘‘the exact procedures
NIDA would use to demonstrate abuse
liability.”

Despite Philip Morris’s interest in
their work, DeNoble and Mele were
abruptly terminated in April 1984, due
to concerns that their findings could
bolster product liability claims against
Philip Morris. Subsequently, Philip
Morris threatened the two researchers
with litigation if they disclosed their
research activities in journals or at
public forums.
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DeNoble and Mele were involved in
only one part of Philip Morris’s inten-
sive investigation of nicotine—the rat
experimentation. Virtually nothing is
known about what happened to the
many other Philip Morris research ini-
tiatives after 1980.

CONCLUSION

The documents I have just read make
it clear that Philip Morris is in the
drug business. Its laboratories have
been intensively involved in unlocking
the secrets of nicotine pharmacology
for decades. The documents themselves
state that this pharmacological re-
search was undertaken for commercial
purposes.

The documents also indicate that
this research was in important in-
stances targeted specifically at chil-
dren and college students.

In summary, these documents make
it crystal clear that we need regulation
of tobacco to protect our children from
becoming addicted to a life-threatening
drug.

Mr. Speaker, I have brought with me
the documents I read from during the
course of this hour. Pursuant to my
earlier unanimous consent request, I
am inserting the documents in the
RECORD for publication.

[Documents referred to will appear in
a future issue of the RECORD.]
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SALUTE TO POLICE OFFICERS IN
AUSTIN, TX

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EvV-
ERETT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized until 2 p.m.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, thank
heavens there are young men and
women across this country who are
willing to dedicate their lives to pro-
tecting the rest of us, who help to se-
cure us in our neighborhoods and our
homes, who protect us against crime
and violence and crimes of property.

I particularly want to salute and rec-
ognize some of the young men and
women, and I have actually brought
pictures of them here today, who
joined the men and women in blue last
Friday night in Austin, TX.

You will see each of them is actually
in a tan or khaki uniform because
these are their cadet pictures, and on
Friday night, they graduated from
being cadets in the Austin Police De-
partment to serving now and are today,
as I speak, many of them are out pa-
trolling the streets and the sidewalks
of the city of Austin, TX, assuring that
the good citizens of our community can
go about their lives and their liveli-
hoods without the threat of wviolent
crime.

Today in this House and throughout
this week we are going to have an op-
portunity to back up these young men
and women who are out there patrol-
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ling our streets or to abandon our com-
mitment to them. And it is the concept
of community policing and the impor-
tant vote that this House will take this
week when it takes under consider-
ation the appropriations bill for the
COPS Program that I wanted to ad-
dress this afternoon.

You see, this particular class of
young men and women is the largest
class that we have had in Austin, TX,
for some time, because it includes
some 63 young men and women who
have dedicated themselves to the pro-
tection of their neighbors there in
central Texas, and the only reason that
the class can include 63 cadets, now 63
new law enforcement officers in Aus-
tin, TX, is because of the backup of the
Federal Government.

Of course, law enforcement must al-
ways be principally a local responsibil-
ity, and we are fortunate in Austin,
TX, to have one of the finest law en-
forcement agencies in this entire coun-
try under the command of our chief of
police, Elizabeth Watson.

In order to back up that strong local
initiative, in recognizing our local
communities are many times strapped
for tax resources, the Federal Govern-
ment can provide some support, not
only through an occasional speech on
the floor of the Congress or from the
White House but actually by putting
dollars where the Federal mouth is,
and in this case something was done
right by this Federal Government and
something was done right on the floor
of this House last September when a
new crime offensive was approved by
the House, over tremendous opposition,
and that bill was signed into law, and
within little more than a month of the
time that that bill became law late last
October, the city of Austin learned
that it could go out and would have the
Federal support, the Federal moneys
that 25 of these 63 young men and
women would be paid for through Fed-
eral tax dollars through the COPS Pro-
gram.

We have had a real interest in Aus-
tin, TX, in community policing because
we realize that getting our law enforce-
ment officers into the community,
knowing the people in the neighbor-
hoods, backing up Neighborhood
Watch, backing up crime stoppers,
using every tool available to involve
law enforcement officers with the
neighborhoods in doing effective com-
munity policing was the best way to do
something about the rising tide of
crime that we had faced in Austin, TX.

So within a month of Congress act-
ing, little more than a month, the city
of Austin, like communities across this
great land, learned that there would be
Federal dollars to back up local efforts
and to add new cadets to the training
course. Come January of this year, our
cadets began a very rigorous training
that is done right there in Travis Coun-
ty, TX.
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Last Friday night they completed
that training and are now out serving.

But what an unusual coincidence, I
must say, it is this week, just as these
cadets hit the street and began protect-
ing our citizenry, that we are faced
with a critical vote that will probably
come up tomorrow night or Wednesday
morning in the Justice Department ap-
propriations, and if that bill is ap-
proved in the form that is rec-
ommended to this House for action, we
will yield in our support to these young
men and women. We will be saying to
communities across the country that
the commitment to add 100,000 new law
enforcement officers to our Nation's
streets is a commitment that this Con-
gress does not intend to fulfill.

I think that would be a serious mis-
take. That is why I want to draw atten-
tion to that appropriations bill this
afternoon and particularly to an
amendment that I believe will be of-
fered by our colleague from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN], to restore sup-
port for the same program that has
added these young men and women to
our streets.

It is ironic that a group of people,
our Republican colleagues who refer to
themselves frequently at campaign
time as law and order supporters,
would be withdrawing support from the
very program that put these people on
the street.

You see, the administration backed
the initiative here in Congress and
signed it into law to get 100,000 new po-
lice officers on the street. But the bill
that passed this Congress earlier in the
year and the appropriations measure,
instead of backing up our law enforce-
ment officers, takes away the commit-
ment of 100,000 new police and sub-
stitutes something that I guess you
would have to call a blob grant because
no longer do we stand by our commit-
ment of 100,000 new officers. Rather, we
say we are going to transfer to the
States and localities a blob of Federal
money that can be used for a variety of
things.

Under the legislation passed, and as
it would be funded as an alternative to
actually putting law enforcement offi-
cers on the street, is an incredible
amount of mew bureaucracy. In this
particular case, the reason the city of
Austin was able to move so fast as
communities across our country have
done so is because all it had to do is
file a simple application. It did not
have to go through the bureaucracy of
the State of Texas and get that bu-
reaucracy involved in evaluating its
application. It could come directly to
the source of the money, and I know
that that has been true in other States.

I see the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado. I am sure you have had that expe-
rience in Colorado.

I yield to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Not only have we
had that experience, no one can believe
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it is a one-page form. I mean it is a
one-page form which is historic, I
think, in this Federal bureaucracy that
we have, and I find that my city of
Denver has had the same experience
yours has had.

We, first of all, feel very lucky that
we live in the country where people
call the police and call the police with
great trust and, if fact, want more po-
lice because they feel the more police
that are around, the safer the streets
are going to be. You and I could stand
here and name a lot of other countries
where the last thing you might want to
do is call the police. But here they call
the police. They want the police.

In my city of Denver, having police
on the beat, having police on the
street, having police in the neighbor-
hoods has just been a very exciting pro-
gram and has truly remarkably re-
duced crime in 1 year. We saw it go
down over 7 percent in 1 year.

It used to be every year we sat
around waiting for those statistics to
come out, wringing our hands, think-
ing how much worse is it going to get
this year. But with these new police of-
ficers that we got funded, we are begin-
ning to see a turnaround. We want it to
go lower, of course. Of course, we do.

But I think what the gentleman is
talking about is if we create this whole
new tier of bureaucracy, if we go back
to business as usual with the big com-
plex form or if we allow the State to
control the funds, we are not going to
have this direct action, this fast ac-
tion, this rapid action to get help to
the cities, and they are the ones that
are on the front line in most of this.

Mr. DOGGETT. I really appreciate
the gentlewoman's observation because
while I focused, naturally, on my com-
munity in central Texas, this is really
just an example of what has been hap-
pening throughout this country.

As you know, I am new here to Wash-
ington. I think it is truly amazing from
the time that you and others provided
the leadership in this Congress to pass
this bill and then it got signed, over
this tremendous objection that you
had, so many roadblocks and obstacles
thrown up by what was at that time a
Republican minority, the President
signed the bill in September. By late
October, cities across the country
know they will have money coming,
and here, 10 months later, we have
across the country almost 3,000 new of-
ficers that are on the street. That is a
Federal bureaucracy that was actually
working the way it is supposed to:
lean. It gets its office set up, gets any
regulations it needs set up, and you ac-
tually have under the program that
Austin and Denver benefited from, al-
ready 3,000 new officers; and in our
smaller cities of under 100,000 there are
almost 5,000 new officers under the
COPS Ahead program; and still under
another program of the COPS Fast pro-
gram, which, I believe, is the one actu-
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ally targeted at the smallest commu-
nities, there are about 7,000 officers
that have come on there.

So that is the Federal Government
for once operating the way it is sup-
posed to do: getting a program started
and actually getting the officers on the
beat.

O 1330

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield further, in
my locality we were very fortunate
also in that we are one of four areas in
the country where they have experi-
mented with something called Project
Pat. As my colleague knows, Attorney
General Reno had been a local law en-
forcement, officer, so she understands
these layers of bureaucracy, and, when
my district kind of exploded in crime,
she was very sympathetic and said,
“Let me try and get the State, the
Federal Government, and the city gov-
ernment in the same room, and let
them be planning from all agencies, all
agencies of all levels, to make sure
there isn't duplication, that they can
respond rapidly, and they can really
get funds out quickly to wherever
there appears to be a problem,” and,
believe me, that has worked tremen-
dously, too. We had a very quiet sum-
mer in Denver because of that type of
response, whereas the summer before
had been a great tragic one of day after
day no one wanting to watch the news
because if it bleeds, it leads, and there
was a whole lot of bleeding, and it was
almost the entire news hour.

So what I think the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] is worried about
and what I am worried about is what
we are apt to see when we take up this
appropriations bill is really undoing
the ability of the Federal Government
to do that, that they are going to
strike these funds, take away the
sugar, and take away the ability to
come forward with this very distin-
guished new group that you are so
proud of. This is the new group that
just graduated in Austin.

Mr. DOGGETT. This is just Friday
night, and ironically they will begin
their service this week on the very
week that our Republican colleagues
proposed to just pull away this entire
commitment to 100,000 new police offi-
cers across the street. Twenty-five of
these young men and women were
funded through Federal dollars, and
you know you have raised, as you so
often do here on the floor of Congress,
a very important point in referring to
Attorney General Janet Reno and her
experience in law enforcement because
when I have talked, not just to these
young men and women, but to our ex-
isting Austin Police Department offi-
cers, to law enforcement organizations
around the country, I do not find any
law enforcement experts coming for-
ward and saying, ‘‘Junk this program
that is actually providing us support.”
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Rather I find them agreeing with our
chief of police in Austin, Elizabeth
Watson, and I know the gentlewoman
will be pleased to know that our leader
in the law enforcement office in Austin
is a woman who is doing an outstand-
ing job in law enforcement. She said
that these neighborhood enforcement
teams that have been packed up with
Federal dollars will really make a dif-
ference, and she is saying the same
thing I am sure you hear in Denver,
that I have heard from the various law
enforcement organizations that have
come before the committee on which
you serve that have come here for press
conferences here at the Capitol saying,
‘‘Please continue to lend us the sup-
port; this program works,"” but for
some unfortunate partisan political
reasons, just as this program begins to
get the law enforcement officers on the
street, our Republican colleagues want
to jerk the rug out from under this pro-
gram.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, if the gen-
tleman would yield, I think that is ex-
actly what is happening, and unfortu-
nately I hope by the end of the week
what we are worried about has not
come true.

But my police chief, David Rochard,
is wonderful. He is very distinguished.
He is in the National Cities or the
Great Cities Police Chiefs League. I
met with him a couple of weeks ago,
and he was very distressed. He said this
is the first group, meaning the new
leadership in this Congress, that would
not meet with the chiefs from the large
cities in America. They have been
banging on the door. Usually they say
everybody is trying to get a hold of the
police chiefs, and I would think you
would want to talk to the police chiefs
first. They are on the front line, they
are the ones having to deal with this
rising crime, and, if we are going to try
to do something for them, we ought to
ask them what would work the best,
and, as he said during the crime bill,
they were consulted constantly by the
administration and by the then major-
ity in Congress. But they have not been
able to break through the door and get
into to see anyone here. Not only have
they not been asked, they cannot get
in when they ask to get in.

He also was very upset; as my col-
league knows, last week we saw this
body cut back severely the funds that
were to go for the violence against
women, and again America’s police
chiefs have been saying young people
are learning violence in a classroom, in
their living room. They are learning it
right at home, and they need that vio-
lence against women money to put in
the hot line, to have more shelters, to
do training of judges and police officers
as to how to treat this and to get at
that. Well, of course, that got gutted
last week, and if this week you go after
the police officers that we are now get-
ting out on the street, we used ours
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through community policing, and I as-
sume, I am not sure that is what Aus-
tin is——

Mr. DOGGETT. Indeed we do, and
you make such a vital point about the
Violence Against Women Act portion
of this. If I understand this same bill,
it essentially eliminated all of the
funding for the excellent work that you
and your colleagues did last year in es-
tablishing a violence against women
portion, a tremendous portion and a
tremendous advance in this same piece
of legislation, and about the only thing
they left in the appropriation was the
hotline for women who are abused and
are the victims of violence to call in,
and so the question that we have here
today is whether, when they call in,
there will be a law enforcement officer
there to meet their calls along with the
counselors, and our battered-women
centers, and groups that work against
violence, but will there be a law en-
forcement officer, or will all of the sup-
port for Federal support for law en-
forcement officers be pulled away and
denied to communities across this
country to support women who are the
viectims of violence and people across
our society that suffer from either
physical violence or crimes of prop-
erty.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, if the gen-
tleman would further yield, I am so
glad you stood up and are talking
about this.

You were not here in the last term,
but in the last term the Violence
Against Women Act passed 411 to zero,
411 to zero. Now it is hard to get a larg-
er mandate than that, even though the
crime bill was a lot closer, but 411 to
zero, and 1 year later the new majority
feels perfectly able to go in and gut it
even though many of them voted for it,
and I think you are going to find ex-
actly the same thing with police offi-
cers.

Show me a person who would not like
to have more police officers in their
neighborhood. They would. And we had
a long 2-year dialog about this with At-
torney General Reno, with police chiefs
and everybody. They said this is now
the money could be used the best. So
we got going, we fast-forwarded, we
made the form simple, and we did have
some moderate Republicans join us.
That is how we got the bill out of here
finally. We were all excited, and now
they have done to that—or they appear
to be going to do to that what they did
to the Violence Against Women Act
last week, so I am so pleased that the
gentleman is down here pointing this
out.

Let us hope, if anyone is watching, it
will be, Wake up America; no one is
really safe., You think everyone is
against erime, but they may not be for
funding anything or really helping
communities trying to fight crime.

Mr. DOGGETT. 1 thank the gentle-
woman for that observation and would
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add one other aspect of this, that see-
ing our colleague from California [Mr.
MILLER] here, I know it is particularly
important in California, but it is im-
portant in San Antonio, TX, as well,
and that is that under this cops pro-
gram one of the programs that is very
important is the Troops to Cops Pro-
gram. That is taking people who are
leaving our military, who have ob-
tained training in security as military
police and other aspects of the military
and channeling their skills into law en-
forcement and particularly in parts of
our country that have had recent base
closings. I would think there would be
particular support for this Troops to
Cops Program, and what an extraor-
dinarily ill-timed initiative by our Re-
publican colleagues to come in and gut
this cops program at the very time
that it could turn to those who will be
leaving some of our military bases and
help them get on the streets to make
our—they have done a great job in pro-
tecting our national security, but now
they can help us with our neighborhood
security.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. I want to
thank the gentleman for taking this
time to call attention to the concerns
we have about the appropriations bills
that come to the floor and the reduc-
tion of the cops portion of that bill.

I represent two communities in my
district that were among—had among
the highest crime rates in California,
and unfortunately one of them had
among the highest homicide rates in
the State of California. But of those
communities qualified for Federal
moneys to expand their police forces,
to expand the cops on the beat or to
participate in the Cops on the Beat
Program. Both of them used it for the
purposes of community policing, along
with the sheriff's agency in one of the
countries that I represent, but in these
two communities I have traveled with
the police during the day, talked to the
officers on the best, and seen a remark-
able, remarkable change in attitude as
this money has allowed the police de-
partments to expand into the commu-
nities.

In one case in Vallejo, CA, they have
used them for a bicycle patrol within
the commercial districts, and helping
out the transit districts as large num-
bers of young people get out of school
during a particular time during the
day, and also used them for evening
drug patrols, and drug activity has
plummeted, the homicide rate is down
considerably. They have been able to
literally ride down and capture more
individuals engaged in drug-related ac-
tivity because they have been able to
move along the railroad tracks, over

“hill, over dale, and also, as they point

out, to very often surprise drug deals
because they are just not cognizant
that these bicycles coming down the
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road are police officers. In Richmond,
CA, they have used the officers on the
beat again to make it safer for retail
businesses to have people shop on foot,
to come back downtown, to participate
in the community. They have used it
to patrol the housing projects, again
bringing about a reduction in criminal
activity. They have also related very
strongly that they have—this money
and this cops program has allowed
them to spend additional time with
some of the gang-related activities
that we have experienced in both of
these communities, and in one of the
communities we have again seen a re-
duction in the gang violence.

This summer so far has been much
different than the summer a year ago
and a year and a half ago, and we hope
that we will be able to continue that
effort, Of course now the mayors of
those cities and the city councils are
concerned that either they are going to
renege on these contracts for cops on
the beat or they will not have the
availability to try and reapply should
that funding be available beyond the
contract period.

We should not, we should not, dimin-
ish the success that we have, and we
should not yank away these resources
from the communities, whether it is in
Austin, or in Colorado, in Boulder and
Denver, elsewhere where I think we
have shared these kind of experiences.
The returns are just now starting to
come in as these communities have
been able to participate in this pro-
gram, and for the Republicans now, al-
most what seems like almost spite be-
cause of the success of this program,
because this program, I think, was suc-
cessful for the administration, but they
thought it up, they executed it, they
got the money on the street, that now
there is some desire just to whack this
money, and it is going to be a terrible
blow to the local law enforcement, cer-
tainly to community policing in many,
many communities that desperately
need this money and really do not have
the wherewithal to replace it, and I
want to commend the gentleman and
thank him for taking this time and the
gentlewoman from Colorado for par-
ticipating in this.

Mr. DOGGETT. 1 appreciate your
comments. As you know, one of the
really good points about this program
is, if you have a community of 100,000
or less, the entire application process
is filling out one piece of paper and
sending it directly to Washington. And
what a contrast, as the gentleman
knows, between that effective program
and this new block grant program that
the Republicans want to substitute. I
note particularly, and I think this
could have a particularly negative ef-
fect in California, that under their
block grant program the Governor of
the State has not less than 45 days to
review and comment on the applica-
tion. That is not true under existing
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law. Your cities found out within 45
days of the President signing the law
that the money was on the way. I do
not know in California if Governor Wil-
son would even have time to look at
the application since he is off and
about the country.

Mr. MILLER of California. If the gen-
tleman would yield, yes, we would not
want to do that with an absentee Gov-
ernor like we have now, but more im-
portantly, our communities were able
to take their circumstances, their
crime rate, their concern about youth
gang activities, and in the city of Rich-
mond, the city of Vallejo, that have
been suffering under increasing crime
rates, they were able to take that situ-
ation, make this application, and very
quickly determine whether or not they
would be qualified for the first- or sec-
ond-round grants that were made, and
the fact of the matter is the money is
now in the police department where it
belongs, it is not being argued about
within the city council over some other
kind of way they can sneak out that
block-grant money and use it for some
other purposes.
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It is in the police department, it is
being directed at crime, and the results
are coming in in terms of a diminishing
crime rate in two communities, both
Vallejo, CA, and Richmond, CA, that
were having a real rough time fighting
crime. They do not need the Governor's
involvement. They do not need Con-
gress' involvement. What they need is
communications between the Justice
Department and their own situation
and a quick determination of whether
or not they quality or not.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman
would yield, that is one of the things
my communities have been very ex-
cited about. They have never seen such
customer service relations as on this.
One-page form, goes immediately, you
put in a coupon and get an electronic
transfer of the funds to your own bank.
It is up and going.

I am a little fascinated that if this
works so well, and if this is what the
police chiefs want, and if it is so tre-
mendously user friendly, why is every-
body out to kill it this week?

Mr. DOGGETT. It is really extraor-
dinary. I know the gentlewoman served
on the committee that reviewed some
of this legislation. Did the gentle-
woman hear any good reason advanced
for why a program that is putting
young men and women like this on
streets across this country, why we
should pull the rug out from under that
program and say that we need the Pete
Wilsons and the George Bushes and the
Governors and the State bureaucracies
suddenly getting in the way of a pro-
gram that takes money directly from
Washington and puts it onto the
streets and sidewalks of our commu-
nities across the country?
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, if the gen-
tleman will yield, no, I did not hear
any good response to that. Obviously,
there are certain people who are to-
tally into the punishment mode rather
than prevention. I think the American
people would much prefer a crime that
is prevented.

Now, if it happens, then, yes, they
are into punishment. But this was seen
more as on the prevention side and
they thought that that was soft, warm,
fuzzy. I do not think so. I think the
American people would much prefer a
tough prevention program with cops on
the beat and cops on the street. That is
what they want to see. We got that,
but for those who are still trying to say
the Federal Government's role is only
in prisons and only after they have
been caught, we are in trouble.

I think one of the things we have all
found is, first of all, block grants are
not going to work well for any of our
States, because if your population is
growing, the funding is going to be on
your old population. So some State is
going to get your money where the
people have left and moved into your
State.

The next thing you are going to see
is that people are going to try and
knock this out. When cities start get-
ting into trouble with crime, then the
city starts getting hurt economically.
The more it hurts economically, the
less it has of its own money to get
more police officers. So this is a way to
help them get police officers, get back
on their feet economically, and get
people not worried about the crime
rate and moving back in.

If you take this all away, we are back
to where we were. Once communities
get on that slippery slope of rising
crime, they can be in real trouble and
you can end up with an abandoned city.

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen-
esis of this program was this was about
putting police officer resources on the
street, not about initiating a debate in
city councils or boards of supervisors
and the State legislature about what to
do with a block grant form of money.
This was about getting officers on the
street to deal with the community.

I would suggest that our Republican
colleagues ought to spend some time
riding with these officers, walking with
these officers, visiting the commu-
nities, talking to the merchants who
for the first time feel comfortable in
their communities because they know
that these officers are around and
about.

Many people lament the loss of com-
munity, the way it used to be. Well,
the way it used to be was the people
knew the police officers on the beat.
They trusted them, they knew them,
they could report activity to them.
That, once again, in the communities I
represent is returning. When I went
around and talked to the merchants in
Richmond, when I went around in
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Vallejo and talked to the merchants,
they said yes, now they knew that
sometime during the day this officer
would be there. They felt free to talk
to them. to say gee, there are these
groups congregating on the corner,
causing trouble, could you do this, look
into it, do that. That is how we police
our communities.

I think the point was that is what
this was directed at. The block grant
suggested there is some greater law en-
forcement decision to be made out
there, and that we will let that open
debate and let communities do what
they wanted. The fact of the matter is
what local communities wanted were
officers, police personnel, on the
streets. If they think this is warm and
fuzzy, they ought to talk to the crimi-
nals that have been run down by com-
munity police officers in the commis-
sion of an act of crime and brought to
justice. That was not very warm and
fuzzy, but they were available, where
in the past they have not been.

Mr. DOGGETT. Or as you wisely sug-
gest, to simply ride with, to walk on
the beat with, our law enforcement of-
ficers. When I have done that, I have
had the same experience as the gen-
tleman from California. You talk to
the young man or woman who is out
there on the beat, standing between us
and violent crime, protecting our busi-
nesses, protecting our neighborhoods
and our families and their dwellings.
They are not interested in having to
get immersed in city politics. They
sure do not want to have to go to the
governor and ask if more police is
okay. They do not care whether Repub-
licans or Democrats or President Clin-
ton or President somebody else takes
credit. They just need help.

What this piece of legislation that we
will vote on tomorrow night does is it
pulls that help away and says we will
not stand with them against crime. We
are going to immerse them in the very
kind of politics that they asked not to
be immersed in, instead of backing
them up and lending them the support
they need to protect communities,
whether it is in California, Colorado, or
Austin, TX, or anywhere else in this
great land.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. One of the ways
it worked in my community, which has
been wonderful, is the police have
opened a neighborhood office. All the
merchants and local people are invited
in. The community gets a dinner. It
just opens up the whole community,
and they have done a much better job
of catching criminals. If you look at
the bottom line, one of the reasons
there is a lot of crime is a lot of people
got away with it.

Well, if you have them there and you
have eyes and ears and people know
where to call and know it is right near-
by in their neighborhood, boy, that
stops the nonsense. And our biggest
problem has been people wanting more,
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more, more. We cannot get enough fast
enough.

I am sure they are going to be
stunned to find out that we may vote
this out tomorrow, that this may be
voted out, because, listen, they do not
have R's on their shirts. There is no R
for Republican, no D for Democrat, no
C for Clinton. They are police officers.
They are out there to protect the com-
munity.

The gentleman was talking a little
earlier about the Troops to Cops. That
was in my committee. I worked very
hard to get that amendment through
and cosponsored it. What a waste.
Some of these young people have al-
ready been perfectly trained. They just
need a little extra training and they
are ready to go on the civilian side. It
is a win-win for the taxpayer. You paid
for their military training. You may as
well transfer it to the civilian side and
keep it going.

I think there were so many things we
were starting to make headway on, and
I do not care, the people in my district
do not care, whether it is Republicans
or Democrats. Their No. 1 issue is get
crime under control and stop the kill-
ing and stop the terror. This is the best
way.

They are not saying what we want is
get as many prisons as you can shoe-
horn in here and let us stuff everybody
in prison. Yes, if you catch people, they
want them to go to prison, but they
much prefer preventing it in the first
instance, so they are free to walk
around on the streets and enjoy the
community that they used to be able
to enjoy.

So I think your bringing this to the
floor is absolutely essential. I cannot
wait to see what they come up with as
a reason to kill this program. I know
we will all be listening intently.

Mr. DOGGETT. The gentlewoman
from Colorado and the gentleman from
California have both referenced preven-
tion, I also wonder whether anyone is
trying to undermine this cops program
has ever discussed prevention with
young men and women like this or
with their older peers who are out
there and have served our community,
in some cases for decades.

I know, for example, that in my com-
munity of Austin, TX, you mentioned
this community meeting, last year we
had a real problem in one neighborhood
particularly, it has unfortunately af-
fected a great deal of our community,
with youth violence. So instead of
looking only at the question of vio-
lence, our forward looking police de-
partment under Chief Watson sees lead-
ership.

One of the things they did about
crime was to set up a job fair, to actu-
ally pull in local businesses to a high
school, not far from this community. I
went out to that job fair and there
were young people coming out the
doors, and there were some business
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people who I am sure instead of having
someone who might come in and shop-
lift, someone who might some day be-
cause of drugs be burglarizing their es-
tablishment, they found a willing
worker. Because if we provide some of
these young people hope and we pro-
vide them opportunity, and if they
begin to recognize that the men and
women who go through cadet school
and put on their blue uniform and go
out to defend us are on our side, they
are not the enemy, they are there
working in the community with com-
munity police stations, with commu-
nity prevention programs that work to
try to prevent crime, that try to deter
crime, and in turn, of course, unfortu-
nately, when that does not work to a
prison system to back them up, which
we need. But if we rely only on the
steel bars, we cannot build the prisons
fast enough to fulfill the need of our
community for security.

Mr. MILLER of California. I want to
thank the gentleman and just say we
found at least some of the officers have
been more involved in community po-
licing than just their shift work. We
find them involved with the young peo-
ple they work with in an official capac-
ity during the day, on the weekends,
and on their own time developing pro-
grams of community service for these
people, completely voluntary, only rec-
reational activities.

This summer, at the end of the sum-
mer, we will for the second time have a
police officer-inspired program in
which young people have done service
in their community and will be treated
to a field trip. It is a huge event in a
community that is very poor, lives in
public housing, but by having all of the
kids participate throughout the sum-
mer and stay engaged, this officer has
put together the resources to then take
them on a field trip of recreation and
fun, something that we would have
never seen because of the walls that
are traditionally being built between
the community and law enforcement.

But now, because of her involvement
in this community on a day-to-day
basis, walking, talking to their moth-
ers, their fathers, and other young peo-
ple in the community, we now see this
kind of relationship being built which
we think long term will help law en-
forcement. As these young people grow
up, it will also build some confidence
in law enforcement by these young peo-
ple because they will know these offi-
cers personally, and we like to believe
that will continue. But for the first
time we are now seeing a downward
trend in crime in our communities.

I hope we can defeat these efforts to
take away this funding.

Mr. DOGGETT. In attempting to do
that, let me bring to the attention of
the House one other aspect of this cops
program, and that is something called
cops more.
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Again, it is ironic that this very
week, probably by midweek, the ad-
ministration, the Department of Jus-
tice, will be announcing cops more
grants. Hopefully, the city of Austin
will be one of those and cities across
this country. That is money that does
allow some flexibility.

It will, for example, provide Federal
dollars, again, directly to the city of
Austin, to other communities, to allow
some of our law enforcement officers
that are now tied up with paperwork
and other duties within the station to
be replaced with civilian workers so
that those skilled law enforcement of-
ficers can be out on the street. It will
allow for the paying of overtime when
our police officers are stretched to the
limits at times and have to have over-
time. It will allow for certain equip-
ment to be purchased to facilitate po-
lice communications and other activi-
ties on the street.

So the cops program, as the Congress
approved it last year, has the necessary
flexibility already not only to get
100,000 police officers on the street, but
to give them the tools that they need
to be effective. Not politics, but real
law enforcement tools, and that pro-
gram will be announcing grants across
America this week.

Yet, unfortunately, it is that very
program that the House will undermine
and destroy tomorrow night, unless we
are able to get an amendment on
changing the appropriations bill as it
has been recommended and keep the
support for our local law enforcement
agencies.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If the gentleman
will yield further, let me thank him
one more time for so very articulately
laying out what our choices are going
to be this week.

Let me end the way I began. 1 feel so
fortunate to live in a country where
people call the police, are not afraid of
the police, and see the police as their
friend, and they really want us to help
fund more of them to help bring our
communities back to the way they
were. Just as we were beginning to get
that going, we do not want to see the
rug pulled out from under us. Thank
you so much.

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gentle-
woman for her observations and com-
ments.

I would just close in saying that
crime is not like the weather. There is
something that we can do about it. The
‘‘something’ this week in the House is
to stand behind the men and women
who just graduated from the academy
in Austin, TX, that are out there be-
cause of Federal dollars, and keep that
program going, backing up our law en-
forcement agencies, not substituting
some weird blob grant program, but
standing behind the men and women
who are protecting our neighborhoods,
our homes and businesses, doing some-
thing about crime with a program that
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works today, right now. Keep that pro-
gram and defeat this reactionary
change that has been proposed.
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PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Commerce, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and the Committee on the
Judiciary.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ev-
ERETT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Georgia?

Mr. DOGGETT. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I would say
that the Democratic leadership has
been consulted and the ranking minor-
ity member of each of the committees
the gentleman referred to.

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

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

There was no objection.

EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH
SLOPE OIL

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by the di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 197 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 197

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. T0) to permit
exports of certain domestically produced
crude oil, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Resources. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Resources
now printed in the bill. Each section of the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. Dur-
ing consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
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portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may postpone until a
time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment. The chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may re-
duce to not less than five minutes the time
for voting by electronic device on any post-
poned question that immediately follows an-
other vote by electronic device without in-
tervening business, provided that the time
for voting by electronic device on the first in
any series of questions shall be not less than
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 2. (a) After passage of H.R. 70, it shall
be in order to take from the Speaker's table
the bill S. 395 and to consider the Senate bill
in the House. All points of order against the
Senate bill and against its consideration are
waived. It shall be in order to consider in the
House, any rule of the House to the contrary
notwithstanding, the motion to amend‘de-
scribed in subsection (b). The motion to
amend shall not be subject to a demand for
division of the guestion. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
motion to amend and on the Senate bill
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit the bill with or without in-
structions. If the motion to amend is adopt-
ed and the Senate bill, as amended, is passed,
then it shall be in order to move that the
House insist on its amendments to S. 395 and
request a conference with the Senate there-
on.

(b) The motion to amend the Senate bill
made in order by subsection (a) is as follows:

**(1) Strike title I.

**(2) Strike sections 201 through 204 and in-
sert the text of H.R. 70, as passed by the
House.

*Y(3) Strike section 205.

‘*(4) Strike section 206.

“(5) Strike title IIL".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LINDER] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all the time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 197 is
an open rule providing for 1 hour of
general debate equally divided between
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Re-
sources. After general debate, the bill
shall be considered for amendment
under the 5-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the 5-
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minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Resources now
printed in the bill. Each section of the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as
read.

House Resolution 197 authorizes the
Chair to accord priority recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESIONAL
RECORD. The rule does not require
preprinting, but simply encourages
Members to take advantage of the op-
tion in order to facilitate consideration
of amendments on the floor of the
House.

This rule allows the chair to post-
pone votes in the Committee of the
Whole and reduce votes to 5 minutes, if
those votes follow a 15-minute vote. Fi-
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nally, this resolution provides one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Section 2 of House Resolution 197
provides for the consideration of S. 395
in the House. All points of order
against the Senate bill and its consid-
eration are waived and it shall be in
order to consider the motion to amend
S. 395 as described in the rule. Addi-
tionally, this section provides for one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions. If the motion to amend is
adopted and the Senate bill, as amend-
ed, is passed, then it shall be in order
to move that the House insist on its
amendments to S. 395 and request a
conference with the Senate.

The purpose of the underlying legis-
lation, H.R. 70, is to lift the ban on the
export of crude oil produced on Alas-
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ka's North Slope. This legislation was
reported out of the Committee on Re-
sources by voice vote and it has broad
bipartisan support. This bill is clearly
in the national interests, and by lifting
the ban on exports, we can create tens
of thousands of new jobs, drive domes-
tic energy production, raise revenues,
and reduce our dependence on imports.
It is important to note that according
to the Congressional Budget Office,
H.R. 70 will reduce Federal outlays by
about $50 million over the next b years.

This open rule was reported out of
the Rules Committee by voice vote. I
urge my colleagues to support the rule
so that we may proceed with consider-
ation of the merits of the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following information:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of July 21, 1995)
103d Congress 104th Congress
Rule type

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total
Open/Modified z 46 4 38 13
mmm 9 4] 12 23
Closed * 9 9 2 4
Totals: 104 100 52 100
1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of

mmmslmﬂamhmm&hnalmﬁmmmmmmﬂrmwm pmeusunderﬂummlu
2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer 2 germane amendment under the five-minute ru lmﬁumenmlelsmnndsuhmhmmwmnﬂsamlwﬁmﬁmﬂﬁhhﬂ—mmmm:uwmk

to an overall time limit on the amendment process andfor a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

i may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.
be (other than amendments recommended
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by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS

[As of July 21, 1995]
H. Res. Mo, (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 A 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) NC I':JCE: n? 17 A 255-172 (1/25/95).
. HES. i
H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 101 A: voice vate (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 400 . A: voice vate {2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 440 A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR 2 A: voice vate (2/2/95),
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 HR. 665 A: voice vate (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/35) 0 HR. 666 ... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO HR, 667 A: voice vole (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 imrm 0 H.R, 668 A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO HR. 728 A voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. B3 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. B8 (2/16/95) MC HR. 831 PQ. 230-191; A 229-188 (2/21/35).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 HR. 830 A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC HR. 889 282184 (2722/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO HR. 450 A 252-175 (23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/35) MO HR. 1022 . A 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 HR. 926 A: voice vate (2/28/35)
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 A 271-151 (372/95).
H. Res. 103 (372/95) MO HR. 1058
H. Res, 104 (3/3/95) MO HR. 988 A: voice vate (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A 257-155 (3/7/95)
H. Res. 108 (3/7/35) Debate HR. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PO- 234-191 A 247-181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO HR. 1159 Making E Supp. Approps. A: 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95] MC HJ. Res. 73 . Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (V/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95 Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) MC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/35) 0 HR. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 HR. 660 Older Persons Housing Act ... A oice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Refief Act of 1935 . A 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res, 130 (4/5/35) MC HR. 483 Med) Expansi A 253172 (46/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 HR. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/35).
H. Res. ) 0 HR. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1995 A: woice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. ) 0 HR. 961 Clean Water Amend A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote {5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/35) 0 HR. 584 Fish Hatchery—lowa A: voice vote (5/15/95),
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 HR 614 Fish A: voice vote (3/15/95),
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 ......... Budget Resolution FY 1396 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 {5/17/95),
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO HR. 1561 American s Interests A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/2/95) MC HR. 1530 PO 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 HR, ABET oot PO- 223-180 A: 245155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) MC HR. 1854 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H, Res. 170 (6/20/35) 0 HR. 1868 .. PQ: 221-178 A- 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 HR. 1905 . A oice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) c HJ Res. 79 . PQ: 258-170 A: 271-152 (6/28/95),
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC HR. 1944 PO: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 HR. 1977 PO 235-193 D: 192-238 (1/12/95),
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 HR. 1977 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 HR. 1976 PO: 242185 A: voice vate (7/18/95),
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 HR. 2020 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vate (7/18/95).
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of July 21, 1995]
H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 193 (7/19/35) € . Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 . PO 217-202 (7721/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 . Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PO-previous question vote, Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major-
ity of the Committee on Rules has rec-
ommended an open rule on H.R. 70, and
the committee’s Democrats fully sup-
port this rule. In addition, I support
this bill.

H.R. 70 will lift the ban on exports of
Alaskan North Slope oil which was im-
posed in 1973 as a compromise to allow
the construction of the trans-Alaska
pipeline in an era when the United
States was subjected to embargos im-
posed by the oil-producing states of the
Middle East. Mr. Speaker, the time is
long past when this ban serves any use-
ful strategic purpose and, in fact, this
ban may have actually contributed to
reduced domestic production. By free-
ing North Slope oil from this export
ban, we will encourage further domes-
tic production—both in Alaska and in
the lower 48.

Mr. Speaker, the committee is also
to be commended for including a provi-
sion in the rule which will expedite a
conference on this legislation, and I
urge support for the rule and the bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS].

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
important initiative to authorize ex-
ports of Alaskan oil because it is vital
to preserving the independent tanker
fleet and the cadre of skilled men and
women who proudly sail today under
the American flag. There can be little
doubt that our Government has a com-
pelling interest in preserving a fleet es-
sential to national security, especially
one transporting an important natural
resource.

Specifically, section 1 of the bill re-
quires that, other than in specified ex-
ceptional circumstances, Alaskan
crude exports must be transported by a
vessel documented under the laws of
the United States and owned by a U.S.
citizen.

Mr. Speaker, I am aware that some
have raised trade-related questions
about this provision, but these issues
have already been addressed by the
trade experts in the administration,
who have concluded that the bill is
consistent with our international obli-
gations. In his March 9, 1995, letter, a
copy of which is attached to my state-

ment, for example, U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative Mickey Kantor stated that
the bill does not violate our inter-
national obligations under WTO/GATT,
the relevant OECD Code, or the GATS
Ministerial Maritime Decision. In fact,
he pointed out that ‘“‘the U.S. flag pref-
erence provisions * * * actually present
opportunities for foreign flag vessels to
carry more oil to the United States, in
light of the potential new market op-
portunities resulting from enactment."

As my colleagues know, current law already
requires Alaskan oil to move to the lower 48,
Hawaii, and Canada on so-called Jones Act
vessels. When Congress authorized construc-
tion of the trans-Alaska pipeline system, it es-
tablished export restrictions that had the effect
of ensuring that North Slope crude would
move to the lower 48 and Hawaii on U.S.-built,
U.S.-owned, and U.S.-crewed vessels. Al-
though the export restrictions have changed
over time, there has been no change with re-
spect to the requirement to use Jones Act
vessels.

In 1988, when Congress passed legislation
to implement the U.S.-Canada Free-Trade
Agreement, it agreed to allow up to 50,000
barrels per day of ANS crude to be exported
for consumption in Canada, subject to the ex-
plicit requirement that “any ocean transpor-
tation of such oil shall be by vessels docu-
mented under [46 U.S.C.] section 12106." By
insisting that exports to Canada move on
Jones Act tankers, even though not required
by the specific terms of the Agreement, Con-
gress established the principle that exporis
must move on U.S.-flag vessels.

Consider also that in negotiating the North
American Free-Trade Agreement, the Mexican
Government reserved to itself the “transpor-
tation * * * [of] crude oil." The U.S. Govern-
ment specifically agreed to this reservation in
adopting article 602(3) of NAFTA. Additionally,
in two major areas of commercial movements
in foreign trade, the U.S. Government has
long enforced preference for American ves-
sels. Since 1934, the U.S. Export-Import Bank
has reserved for American carriers 100 per-
cent of all cargo the export of which it finances
under various programs. The Cargo Pref-
erence Act of 1954 also reserves certain Gov-
ernment-financed cargo to “privately owned
United States-flag commercial vessels, to the
extent such vessels are available at fair and
reasonable rates.”

There are plenty of other examples of cargo
reservation world wide. Our Government has
entered into bilateral treaties with Latin Amer-
ican countries that preserve government con-
trolled cargoes for national lines. These inter-
governmental agreements are supported by
pooling agreements among the lines that ef-
fectively divide all cargo, not merely controlled
cargo, on the UNCTAD 40-40-20 basis, with
the 20 percent being accorded to such third-

flag lines as are admitted to the pools. Simi-
larly, the French Government reserves for
French-flag vessels substantial cargoes. The
Act of 30 March 1928, for example, requires
that, unless waived, two-thirds of France’s
crude oil needs be carried on French-flag ves-
sels.

Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear that long-stand-
ing precedent supports the U.S.-flag require-
ment in this bill.

Now let me address specific U.S. inter-
national obligations and explain why the legis-
lation does not violate the GATS Standstill
Agreement, the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, or other of our international obliga-
tions.

GATS Standstill Agreement. At the conclu-
sion of the Uruguay round of multilateral trade
negotiations, the United States and other
countries for the first time agreed to cover
services, as embodied in the General Agree-
ment on Trade in Services [GATS]. Maritime
services were effectively excluded, however,
because no commitments of any kind were
made by the United States. Although a U.S.
offer had been briefly tabled, it was withdrawn.
Thus, the U.S. Government did not in any way
restrain or limit its authority to maintain or pro-
mote an American-flag fleet.

The only commitment made by the U.S.
Government was to continue negotiations until
June 1996, with a view to determining whether
to make any binding commitments at that
time. The Ministerial Decision on Negotiations
on Maritime Transport Services imposed this
standstill commitment or peace clause for the
period during which the negotiations would
occur: “[I]t is understood that participants shall
not apply any measure affecting trade in mari-
time transport services except in response to
measures applied by other countries and with
a view o maintaining freedom of provisions of
maritime transport services, nor in such a
manner as would improve their negotiating po-
sition and leverage." Some foreign govern-
ments are now arguing that the enactment of
the proposed legislation would violate this
commitment. They are incorrect.

In a letter to me at the time, the U.S. Trade
Representative stated that the peace clause is

Strictly a political commitment by the
Parties to the negotiations not to take
measures to *‘improve their negotiation posi-
tion or leverage.” In a worst case scenario, if
one of the Parties to this negotiation were to
conclude that the United States had taken a
measure that contravenes the peace clause,
their only remedy would be to leave the ne-
gotiating table.

* * * * *

Let me assure you that there is nothing in
the negotiations that would interfere with
maritime reform legislation . .. . Discus-
sion of promotional programs, including gov-
ernment subsidies, would, by no stretch of
the imagination, be viewed as undermining
these negotiations.
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This understanding was confirmed by the
Presidential Advisory Committee on Trade
Policy and Negotiations. In filing its report at
the conclusion of the Uruguay Round negotia-
tions, the Committee said: “[A]ll existing mari-
time promotional and support laws, programs
and policies continue in full force and effect.
The United States also may enact or adopt
such new measures as it wishes including
pending legislation to revitalize the maritime
industry."

GATT

The General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade covers goods, not services. Under long-
standing precendent, vessels in international
commerce are not themselves products or
goods subject to GATT. For purposes of
GATT, the relevant product is ANS crude,
which would be transported on American-flag
vessels. Requiring that this product be carried
on these vessels, as currently required under
the implementing legislation for the United
States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement, does
not conflict with GATT.

Article XI of GATT proscribes “prohibitions
or restrictions other than duties, taxes or other
charges whether made effective through
quotas, import or export licenses or other
measures” by a contracting party “on the im-
portation of any product” or “on the expor-
tation * * * of any product.” These require-
ments apply to products, which do not include
vessels in transit between nations. Moreover,
these requirements are limited to products and
not to their transportation. This is made clear
by the exceptions listed in 92, such as (a)
measures to prevent or relieve “critical short-
ages of food stuffs or other [essential] prod-
ucts” and (b) restrictions to facilitate “classi-
fication, grading or marketing of commodities.”
Such exceptional restrictions are to be accom-
panied by public notice “of the total quantity or
value of the product permitted to be imported.”
Thus, the transporiation requirements of the
committee print are not “prohibitions or restric-
tions other than duties” on goods proscribed
under article XI.

Article lll, the national treatment article, for-
bids internal taxes or other charges or regula-
tions, affecting, inter alia, the transportation of
goods, that discriminate in favor of domestic
production. Requiring U.S.-flag vessels for the
carriage of certain cargoes in international
trade is not an internal regulation of transpor-
tation that discriminates against foreign goods.
As | said earlier, vessels are not considered
goods. Moreover, by operation of the Jones
Act, foreign-flag vessels may not today carry
ANS crude oil to the lower 48 or Hawaii. Hav-
ing no claim under article Ill that they some-
how will be denied opportunities tomorrow as
a result of a change in current law.

Article V, the freedom of transit article, re-
quires that member nations permit goods, and
also vessels, of other member nations “free-
dom of transit through the territory of each
contracting party” of traffic in transit between
third countries. The proposed bill, however, is
not an inhibition of such movement of foreign
goods or vessels within the United States. Ar-
ticle V thus does not apply.

GATT GRANDFATHER CLAUSE

GATT 1994 contains an explicit exemption
for the Jones Act. Annex 1A to the Agreement
establishing the World Trade Organization
contains an exception relating specifically to
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national flag preferences for shipping “be-
tween points in national waters” enacted be-
fore a member became a contracting party to
GATT 1947. The exception becomes inoper-
ative if “such legislation is subsequently modi-
fied to decrease its conformity with Part Il of
the GATT 1994."

On its face, however, the proposed bill
would not operate in commercial applications
“between points in national waters,” since it
concerns the foreign trade. The proposed leg-
islation would not amend the Jones Act and
this does not jeopardize the grandfathering of
the Jones Act by Annex 1A. The conformity of
the bill with international obligations of the
United States does not depend on this excep-
tion, but on the terms of those obligations
themselves. As | indicated earlier, the pro-
posed bill does not conflict with Articles I, V
or X| of GATT.

OECD CODE

The OECD's Code of Liberalisation of Cur-
rent Invisible Operations generally requires
OECD member countries to liberalize trade in
services, with certain specified exceptions. Not
1 to annex A, in defining invisible operations
in the maritime sector, slates in its first sen-
tence that the purpose of the provision is “to
give residents of one Member State the unre-
stricted opportunity to avail themselves of, and
pay for, all services in connection with inter-
national maritime transport which are offered
by residents of any other Member States.”
The second sentence of the Note lists “legisla-
tive provisions in favour of the national flag
* * *" as among measures that might hamper
the enjoyment of those rights. The Note con-
cludes, however, unambiguously: “The second
sentence of this Note does not apply to the
United States.” Whatever its applicability to
the law of other nations, it would not apply
with respect to the proposed legislation, which
cannot therefore be contrary to it.

Thus, while some OECD Members have
subscribed to equating national flag require-
ments with disapproved invisible operations, it
is clear that the United States has not.

FCN TREATIES

Some foreign governments have raised
questions about the propriety of flag reserva-
tion in light of various treaties of friendship,
commerce, and navigation. The treaty clause
invoked is this: “Vessels of either party shall
be accorded national treatment and most-fa-
vored-nation treatment by the other party with
respect to the right to carry all products that
may be carried by vessel to or from the terri-
tories of such other party. * * *" Whatever
this clause may appear to convey literally, its
application in practice has allowed numerous
national flag preferences identical with or oth-
erwise indistinguishable in principle from the
proposed measure.

As | indicated earlier, the most prominent in-
stance is embodied in the United States-Can-
ada Free-Trade Agreement. But there are
many other examples. In the 1960's and
1970's, for example, the United States con-
cluded with the former Soviet Union agree-
ments for the sale of grain that, initially, re-
served all carriage to American ships so far as
available, and later not less than 30 percent.
Against protests filed by a number of maritime
powers having either national-treatment or
most-favored-nation treaties, the United States
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responded in congressional testimony that, al-
though the fact that the Soviet Union as a
government was the purchaser did not alter
the character of the transaction as purely com-
mercial, “[tlhe shipping arrangement worked
out for the Russian wheat sale is a form of
cargo preference involving a unique bilateral
agreement between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. es-
tablishing a new trade where none existed be-
fore.” This is the same reason the Department
of State has advanced in defending pref-
erences for government-financed cargo. So far
as this may be considered a controlling factor,
it is certainly applicable here, because the bill
is clearly “establishing a new trade where
none existed before.”

In 1973, the President, by proclamation, in-
stituted a system of licensing fees on imports
of oil excess to prescribed quotas. Subse-
quently, however, the President in effect ex-
empted products refined in American Samoa,
Guam, the Virgin Islands or a foreign trade
zone, if transported to the mainland on Amer-
ican-flag vessels. Like the present bill, the fee
waiver was said not to reflect “a general ad-
ministration position on reducing licensing fees
when U.S.-flag ships are used.” Although the
stated purpose was to equalize refinery costs
as between territories not subject to the Jones
Act and the mainland, the administration sug-
gested in congressional testimony that “a
positive incentive has been provided by the
administration for the construction and use of
additional U.S.-flag tankers.” In recent testi-
mony before the Resources Committee on
which | sit, the Deputy Secretary of Energy
similarly emphasized the importance of the
U.S.-flag requirement of the pending legisla-
tion in preserving U.S.-flag tankers and the
skilled mariners who operate them.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the U.S-flag re-
quirement of this bill is supported by amply
domestic and foreign precedent, does not rep-
resent an extension of cargo preference into a
new area, and does not violate our inter-
national obligations. There is no reasonable
basis for a challenge to the legislation before
the World Trade Organization or in other inter-
national forums.

| urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing this legislation, which is so vital to preserv-
ing a fleet essential to national defense.

| include for the RECORD a letter from Mi-
chael Kantor, the U.S. Trade Representative,
as follows:

THE UNITED STATES TRADE REP-
RESENTATIVE, EXECUTIVE OFFICE
OF THE PRESIDENT,

Washington, DC, March 9, 1995.

Hon. J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: This replies to
your letter of March 2, 1995, requesting infor-
mation on the implications of the cargo pref-
erence provisions of S. 395 on our obligations
under the World Trade Organization and the
Organization of Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD). Specifically, you ask
if the legislation violates any trade agree-
ments, the potential legal and practical ef-
fects of a challenge, as well as its effect on
the ongoing negotiations on maritime in Ge-
neva.

As to WTO violations, I can state categori-
cally that S. 395, as currently drafted, does
not present a legal problem. Further, we do



20100

not believe that the legislation will violate
our obligations under the OECD’'s Code of
Liberalization of Current Invisible Oper-
ations or its companion Common Principles
of Shipping Policy, However, the OECD does
not have a mechanism for the settlement of
disputes and its associated right of retalia-
tion. While Parties to the OECD are obli-
gated to defend practices that are not con-
sistent with the Codes, the OECD process
does not contain a dispute mechanism with
possible retaliation rights. (The OECD Ship-
building Agreement, by contrast, does con-
tain specific dispute settlement mechanisms,
although the Agreement does not address
flag or crew issues.)

Your letter requests guidance on the impli-
cations of S. 395 on the GATS Ministerial De-
cision of Negotiations on Maritime Trans-
port Services (Maritime Decision) which is
the document that guides the current nego-
tiations on maritime in the WTO. The Mari-
time Decision contains a political commit-
ment by each participant not to adopt re-
strictive measures that would “improve its
negotiating position" during the negotia-
tions (which expire in 1996). This political
commitment is generally referred to as a
‘‘peace clause.”” Actions inconsistent with
the peace clause, or any other aspect of the
Maritime Decision, cannot give rise to a dis-
pute under the WTO, since such decisions are
not legally binding obligations.

There are, of course, potential implica-
tions for violating the peace clause by adopt-
ing new restrictive measures during the
course of the negotiations. These implica-
tions could include changes in the willing-
ness of other parties to negotiate seriously
to remove maritime restrictions and might
lead to certain parties simply abandoning
the negotiating table. But the Maritime De-
cision does not provide the opportunity for
retaliation.

Our view is that the U.S. flag preference
provisions of 8. 395 do not measurably in-
crease the level of preference for U.S. flag
carriers and actually present opportunities
for foreign flag vessels to carry more oil to
the United States, in light of the potentially
new market opportunities resulting from en-
actment of 8. 395. Thus, it would be very dif-
ficult for foreign parties to make a credible
case that the U.S. has “‘improved its nego-
tiating position™ as the result of S. 395.

For reasons I have explained, we are cer-
tain that the U.S. flag preference does not
present legal problems for us under the WTO,
However, in the event any U.S. measure is
found to violate our obligations, the WTO
does not have authority to require alter-
ations to affected statutes. That remains the
sovereign decision of the country affected by
an adverse panel ruling. A losing party in
such a dispute may alter its law to conform
to its WTO obligations, pay compensation, or
accept retaliation by the prevailing party.

Finally, we agree with you that it would
not be appropriate to include a requirement
that ANS oil be exported on U.S.-built ves-
sels.

I trust this information is of assistance to
you. Please do not hesitate to contact me or
my staff should you need more information.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL KANTOR.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I will
not be offering my amendment that re-
quires that these vessels be built in the
United States, after further discussion
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with the chairman, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER]. But I will be offering a
very simple amendment, one that I
think is important, to the substitute
offered by Chairman YoOUNG. I believe
that it is necessary if we are to ensure
that this legislation does not cause the
loss of American jobs.

Mr. Chairman, in the bill it says, sec-
tion 1, clause V, if the Secretary of
Commerce finds that anticompetitive
activity by a person exporting crude oil
under the authority of this subsection
has caused sustained, material crude
oil supply shortages or sustained crude
oil prices significantly above world
market levels, and further finds that
these supply shortages or price in-
creases have in fact caused sustained
material adverse employment effects
in the United States, the Secretary of
Commerce, in consultation with the
Secretary of Energy, may—may rec-
ommend to the President appropriate
action against such person, which may
include modification of the authoriza-
tion to export crude oil.

My amendment is very simple. It
would delete the word “‘may,” and in-
sert the word “‘shall.” This amendment
would then require the Secretary of
Commerce to take action if there is an
energy crisis or if American jobs are
being lost as a result of this legisla-
tion.

I do not think that we should leave
to the discretion of some bureaucrat
whether or not these adverse effects on
employment and these other issues
would require some action. The amend-
ment would compel and require the
Secretary to in fact make notice to the
President of such actions.

I believe that this amendment has
been agreed upon, and it is not a prob-
lem at this particular point. But I
would just like to say this in closing
with my remarks. I think we leave too
much discretionary activities to bu-
reaucrats who many times, and this is
not painting any of these bureaucrats
with a broad brush, but they may not
necessarily have as much zeal with
some of the connections that they may
have in taking some of this action. So
in essence, it would change the discre-
tionary may in the bill for such rec-
ommendations to shall, and the Sec-
retary would be compelled then to give
that information immediately to the
President, where such action could be
taken in accordance with other actions
and activity listed under this bill.

I think it is a commonsense amend-
ment. I support it. I would like to say
this. I support the bill. I believe it is
good for American jobs, that it in fact
maintains certain employment activi-
ties we have in the petroleum field
right now and creates some new jobs.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule. I am pleased to see that the com-
mittee has granted Chairman YOUNG’s
request for an open rule which protects
the rights of all Members to offer
amendments. I applaud Chairman
Younc for continuing the tradition of
our committee by seeking open rules.

We do not agree, however, on the
merits of this legislation. During the
consideration of H.R. 70, I will be offer-
ing an amendment to restrict exports
of Alaska oil to the amounts which are
in excess of current consumption on
the west coast. The bill as reported by
the resources committee restricts the
President's authority to protect U.S.
interests by forcing him to choose be-
tween exporting 100 percent of the
Alaska oil or no oil at all. The bill spe-
cifically precludes the President from
finding that it is in the national inter-
est to establish any volume limita-
tions.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, I would
note that, upon passage of H.R. 70, the
rule provides for a motion to bring up
the Senate-passed bill, strike the text
and insert the House language. While I
have no objection to this procedure, I
would caution my colleagues that they
are buying into much more than they
expect in this legislation at a substan-
tial cost to the taxpayers.

The other body has included several
matters which will come up in con-
ference which would not be germane
under House rules to the subject Alas-
ka oil exports. I am particularly con-
cerned about title 3 of the Senate bill
which requires the Secretary of the In-
terior to grant a holiday on collecting
royalties from oil companies which op-
erate in the Gulf of Mexico. This relief
is granted whether or not it is needed.
For drilling in waters deeper than 800
meters, for example, title 3 would re-
quire no less than 82.5 million barrels
of royalty-free oil for each lease.

The stated purpose of title 3 is to en-
courage oil development in deep waters
of the gulf. Yet the oil companies are
already encouraged without any help
from the Government. The last two
gulf lease sales have brought in record
bonus bids. The gulf is now one of the
hottest areas in the world for new ex-
ploration.

In my view, mandatory royalty relief
would be nothing other than a tax-
payer-subsidized holiday windfall for
the oil operators in the gulf. This is
new corporate welfare at its worst. If
title 3 had been in effect just 3 months
ago, the royalty holiday would have
cost the Treasury at least $2.3 billion
from the last lease sale alone.

So, Mr. Speaker, there is much more
to H.R. 70 that will be considered in
conference than just Alaska o0il ex-
ports—and there are good reasons that
House Members are unaware of the
deep water royalty relief issue because:
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There is no bill requiring a deep
water royalty holiday in the House.

There have been no hearings on this
subject in the Resources Committee.

But when we go to conference on H.R.
70, you can rest assured that the other
body will insist that we include the
royalty holiday in the conference re-
port.

Without amendments to protect U.S.
jobs and consumers, H.R. 70 is flawed
and should be rejected. But even if we
disagree on whether exports of Alaskan
oil are in the national interest, I urge
my colleagues to look ahead down the
road because there is a big taxpayer
ripoff headed our way from the con-
ference.

0 1415

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time, and 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.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 197 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 70.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 70), to per-
mit exports of certain domestically
produced crude oil, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. BONILLA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] will each
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, on the first day of the
session, I joined with the gentleman
from California [Mr. THOMAS] and a bi-
partisan group of Members in introduc-
ing H.R. T0.

Mr. Chairman, on May 9, the commit-
tee heard testimony from the adminis-
tration, the State of Alaska, California
independent o0il producers, maritime
labor, and other proponents of our pro-
posed legislation. The administration
testified in favor of the bill, but indi-
cated that the bill should be amended,
first, to provide for an appropriate en-
vironmental review, second, to allow
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the Secretary of Commerce to sanction
anticompetitive behavior by exporters,
and, third, to establish a licensing sys-
tem. On May 17, the committee adopt-
ed a substitute amendment supported
by the administration.

I am pleased to offer today a commit-
tee print that has the support of the
administration.

The committee print would bring the
bill in substantive conformity with
title II of S. 395 and includes provisions
requested by the administration. In a
nutshell, the committee print provides
for the following:

ANS oil exports—carried in U.S.-flag
vessels—would be authorized, unless
the President determined they were
not in the national interest.

Before making his national interest
determination, the President must con-
sider an appropriate environmental re-
view, as well as the effect of exports on
jobs and consumers.

In making his national interest de-
termination (within 5 months of enact-
ment), the President could impose
terms and conditions other than a vol-
ume limitation on exports.

The Secretary of Commerce then
would be required to issue any rules
necessary to implement the President's
affirmative national interest deter-
mination within 30 days.

If the Secretary later found that sus-
tained material oil shortages or sus-
tained prices significantly above the
world level had caused sustained mate-
rial job losses, he could recommend ap-
propriate action by the President
against an exporter, including modi-
fication or revocation of the authority
to export.

Administrative action under the bill
would not be subject to traditional no-
tice and comment rulemaking require-
ments.

As under S. 395, the President would
retain his authority to later block ex-
ports in an emergency. In addition, Is-
rael and other countries pursuant to
the International Emergency Oil Shar-
ing Plan would be exempted from the
U.S.-flag requirement.

Finally, the committee print also
would require the General Accounting
Office to prepare a report assessing the
impact of ANS exports on consumers,
independent refiners, shipbuilders, and
ship repair yards.

Enactment of this legislation would
at long last allow exports of our
State’s North Slope crude oil when car-
ried on U.S.-flag vessels. When enacted,
this legislation will allow the State’s
most important and vital industry to
finally sell its products in the global
marketplace.

To put the proposed legislation in
perspective, I think it would be helpful
to explain the origins of current law.
The export restrictions were first en-
acted shortly after the commencement
of the 1973 Arab-Israeli War and the
first Arab oil boycott. At that time,
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many people believed that enactment
of the export restrictions would en-
hance our Nation's energy security. In-
deed, following the second major oil
shock in 1979, Congress effectively im-
posed a ban on exports. Much has
changed since then.

In part due to significant conserva-
tion efforts and shifts to other fuel
sources, total U.S. petroleum demand
in 1993 actually was lower than in 1978.
Net imports also were lower. Last year,
for the first time, imports met more
than half of our domestic demand—not
because consumption has risen, but
rather because domestic production
has declined so enormously.

Even though imports are up, they
come today from far more secure
sources than in the 1970's, when energy
security was of such a paramount con-
cern. Today, over half of our imports
come from the Western Hemisphere
and Europe. Mexico and Canada are
among our largest suppliers. We not
only are less dependent on the Middle
East and Africa, but we have stopped
buying crude from Iran, Iraq, and
Libya. In addition, international shar-
ing agreements are in place and the
United States has filled a Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve with 600 million bar-
rels of crude oil. In short, our Nation is
no longer vulnerable to the supply
threats that motivated Congress to act
in the 1970's.

While we have taken the steps nec-
essary to reduce our vulnerability to
others, we have not done enough to en-
courage domestic energy production. In
fact, production on the North Slope has
now entered a period of sustained de-
cline.

If I may just digress from my written
statement, Mr. Chairman, last month
the highest part of our trade deficit,
which was the highest we have had in 7
years, was the importation of fossil
fuels. In fact, the production on the
North Slope has now entered a period
of sustained decline. In California,
small independent producers have been
forced to abandon wells and defer fur-
ther investments. By precluding the
market from operating normally, the
export ban has discouraged production
in the United States. This bill is in-
tended to change that situation. H.R.
70 would require the use of U.S.-
flagged—U.S. crewed vessels, not U.S.
built.

May I compliment my good friend,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
caNT], for not offering that, because,
very frankly, it would have caused us
great concern within the shipbuilding
industry and within the unions them-
selves.

Small independent producers have
been forced to abandon wells or defer
further investments. Faced with glut-
induced prices for their own crude,
these small businesses have laid off
workers, further exacerbating market
conditions caused by the long recession
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in California. By precluding the mar-
ket from operating normally, the ex-
port ban has had the unintended effect
of discouraging further energy produc-
tion. We want to change that situation.

In an effort to quantify the likely
production response and to evaluate
benefits and costs of Alaskan oil ex-
ports, the Department of Energy con-
ducted a comprehensive study last
year. In its June 1994 report, the De-
partment concluded Alaskan oil ex-
ports would boost production in Alaska
and California by 100,000-110,000 barrels
per day by the end of the century. The
study also concluded that ANS exports
could create up to 25,000 jobs as well.
The sooner we change current law, the
sooner we can spur additional energy
production and create jobs in Alaska
and in California.

As many Members of this body know,
there has long been concern in the do-
mestic maritime community that 1lift-
ing the ban would force the scrapping
of the independent tanker fleet and
would destroy employment opportuni-
ties for merchant mariners who remain
vital to our national security. In rec-
ognition of this concern, our proposed
legislation would require the use of
U.S.-flag vessels to carry exports. The
U.S. Trade Representative has assured
Congress that this provision does not
violate our GATT obligations. Based on
the testimony presented to the com-
mittee and our own assessment of the
issue, we concur with the administra-
tion’s view that this provision is fully
consistent with all of our international
obligations.

Our proposed legislation also ensures
that an appropriate environmental re-
view will be completed before the
President makes his national interest
determination. I think it is important
to emphasize that in order to be in
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, the environmental
review required under the bill need not
include a full-blown environmental im-
pact statement, even if the review de-
termines that some adverse environ-
mental impacts may arise from export-
ing of ANS oil. As long as those im-
pacts can be mitigated by conditions
on exports included in the President’s
national interest determination, NEPA
is satisfied.

We have given the President discre-
tion to have the relevant agencies con-
duct the type of environmental review
considered appropriate under the cir-
cumstances. In fact, the procedure set
forth in the committee print for mak-
ing the appropriate environmental re-
view tracks the well-recognized proce-
dure whereby an agency may forego a
full environmental impact statement
by taking appropriate steps to correct
any problems found during an environ-
mental assessment. If the EA does re-
veal some environmental effects, an
agency may take mitigating measures
that lessen or eliminate the environ-
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mental impact and, thereupon, make a
finding of no significant impact and de-
cline to prepare a formal EIS.

In its June 1994 Study, “Exporting
Alaskan North Slope Crude Oil,” the
Department of Energy ‘‘found no plau-
sible evidence of any direct negative
environmental impacts from lifting the
ANS export ban.” Under the cir-
cumstances, we believe the review pro-
cedure established in the committee
print—a 4-month study containing ap-
propriate mitigating measures—prop-
erly balances the facts known to Con-
gress and our policy objectives. More-
over, it fully complies with NEPA.

In closing, let me emphasize that this
ban no longer makes economic sense.
For too long, it has hurt the citizens of
Alaska, it has severely damaged the
California oil and gas industry, and it
has precluded the market from func-
tioning normally. If left in place any
longer, it will further discourage en-
ergy production, it will destroy jobs in
Alaska and California, and it will ulti-
mately hurt our seafaring mariners,
the independent tanker fleet, and the
shipbuilding sector of our Nation. To
reduce our net dependence on imports,
we can take an important first step by
enacting this proposed legislation.

The maritime industry and the oil in-
dustry have shown they can work to-
gether to promote the common good.
We hope we can soon show that the ad-
ministration and Congress can work
together as well to promote our na-
tional security, spur energy produc-
tion, reduce our net dependence on im-
ports, and create jobs.

May I say in closing, Mr. Chairman,
this is H.R. 70. They can insert every-
thing after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill as it passes the Senate. We
will be discussing those things that
will be argued today on the floor with
the Senate in conference. Keep in mind
we are working on a House bill that
passed out of our committee pretty
nearly unanimously by voice vote, and
had strong bipartisan support.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
this legislation and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that our col-
leagues are aware of the historic im-
portance of this legislation. This bill
signals the collapse of the oil indus-
tries’ argument that producing oil in
this country is vital to our energy se-
curity.

If we can afford to export Alaskan oil
to Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and
other countries when we are currently
refining and consuming the vast major-
ity of that oil on the west coast, then
the arguments that we should develop
our coastal waters or our wilderness
areas ring hollow. When we can afford
to export 25 percent of our production
at the same time the Nation is import-
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ing over 50 percent of our consumption,
the notion that imported oil is a threat
to our economic security is hard to
swallow.

For over two decades, Congress has
dedicated Alaskan oil to meet our do-
mestic energy needs—a crucial part of
the compromise that allowed expedited
construction of the trans-Alaskan pipe-
line. Since 1977, Alaska oil has provided
the majority of oil for refineries in
Washington, California, and Hawaii
and most of the oil consumed by resi-
dents of those States as well as Oregon,
Nevada, and Arizona. Tens of thou-
sands of jobs in refining, shipbuilding,
transportation, and other businesses
are dependent upon the Alaska oil
trade.

The only sure winners in allowing ex-
ports are one multi-national oil com-
pany—British  Petroleum—and one
State—Alaska. British Petroleum pro-
duces about one-half of the North Slope
0il and, if exports are allowed, can sub-
stantially manipulate the market
prices for independent refineries on the
west coast. The State of Alaska will
see its revenues increase too, allowing
it to continue its role as the State with
the lowest personal tax burden and
highest per capita spending in the Na-
tion.

The losers in this endeavor are con-
sumers, especially on the west coast,
who are likely to pay more for their
gasoline in the future. The losers are
also the workers in refineries and the
transportation sector who will see
their jobs sacrificed and exported along
with the oil.

I find it ironic that the proponents of
exports rely so heavily on the Depart-
ment of Energy’s 1994 study promoting
exports. The majority of the House
voted to abolish DOE and the Repub-
lican majority consistently rejects the
conclusions of the Clinton administra-
tion on other matters. But more impor-
tantly, DOE's study is flawed and based
on outdated data.

DOE’s projections of all benefits and
no downsides from exports are based on
its assumption that both a historic
glut of supply on the west coast and de-
pressed prices will continue.

But the DOE's assumptions do not re-
flect current reality. As the State of
Alaska's Department of Revenue re-
cently observed, Alaska North Slope
oil *‘prices at parity can be expected to
occur more often in the future as ANS
production declines and the most ex-
pensive transportation route to the
gulf coast via Panama loses tanker
traffic.”

In other words, if prices are at or
near parity with world market prices
and the supply glut on the west coast is
diminishing, price increases will be not
be absorbed by refiners—as DOE pre-
dicts—but will be passed along to con-
sumers and businesses. Since California
heavy oil is not an adequate substitute
for light Alaska oil, refiners will be
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forced to look to more expensive, less
reliable imported oil as a substitute.
These price increases may have nega-
tive ripple effects throughout the en-
tire economy.

Let me give you a real life example
of why the DOE report is unreliable.
DOE projects that up to 25,000 oil pro-
ducing jobs will be created in Alaska
and California by exports. This is re-
markable considering there are only
34,000 of these jobs today. This is a
questionable conclusion considering
DOE assumes that British Petroleum
will reinvest 100 percent of its profits
from exports in Alaska. BP will give no
such assurance, and it is even more du-
bious when job losses due to exports
are disregarded.

Just last month, Pacific Refining Co.
in Hercules, CA—which is in my dis-
trict—announced that Alaska Oil ex-
ports are a factor in shutting down and
eliminating over 200 jobs.

Mr., Chairman, this legislation
purports to take potential job losses
and price impacts on consumers into
account during a Presidential Review
of whether oil exports are in the na-
tional interest. However, the President
is prevented by the bill from finding
that a volume limit on exporting Alas-
ka oil is in the national interest. So
the President must chose between all
or nothing. Given DOE’s fanatical pro-
motion or exports we know already
what that decision will be.

I will be offering an amendment to
delete the bill’s restraint on the Presi-
dent’s authority to set export volume
limits and to require that the amounts
currently refined and consumed in the
west coast States are provided first pri-
ority with the excess eligible for ex-
port. This is an amendment that pre-
sents a reasonable compromise and
puts the interests of us consumers and
workers first.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment and vote no on final pas-
sage of the bill if it fails.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. METCALF].

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to engage the esteemed chairman of
the Resources Committee in a col-
loquy.

As the chairman knows, many people
are extremely concerned about the en-
vironmental and economic impact of
this bill. I share many of their con-
cerns, and believe that we must ensure
that the public has an adequate oppor-
tunity to participate in and be heard
on this issue.

As you know, I had intended to offer
an amendment that would have re-
quired a public comment period, unless
the administration gave me a firm
commitment to hold a public comment
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period or hearing before the oil is ex-
ported. It is my understanding that,
with the chairman’s assistance, the ad-
ministration has now committed to
hold at least one hearing before the
President makes his national interest
determination. Am I correct?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield. The
gentleman is correct, and I would like
to thank my colleague for his efforts in
this regard. The administration has
agreed to hold one or more hearings be-
fore the President makes his national
interest determination. The bill re-
quires the administration to conduct
an appropriate environmental review
within 4 months, and the hearings will
take place within this process. The
public will have a formal means of
making its views known directly to the
administration.

Mr. METCALF. I thank the chairman
for his reassurance.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. THOMAS], a sponsor of the
bill, a great leader who introduced this
bill 10 years ago and has worked so dili-
gently and hard. The gentleman de-
serves recognition for his effort in this
great piece of legislation today.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, this is
a kind of an exciting day for me. It is
my own personal corrections calendar,
if you will.

The gentleman from California made
a number of assertions. Frankly, for 10
years we have been trying to get people
to focus on whether or not we should
require all of the oil production in
Alaska by Government edict to come
to the lower 48 States.

Because of geography, the lower 48
States basically are three: Washington,
Oregon and California. When you take
a look at the population factors on the
west coast, overwhelmingly more than
800,000 barrels of oil a day come to Cali-
fornia.

I represent the 21st District in Cali-
fornia. It is in central California. Con-
tained in that district, ever since I
came to Congress in 1978, are 4 of the 10
largest oil fields in the United States,
among the top 20 oil producing areas of
the world.

The primary holding in this area is a
Government holding. It is called the
Naval Petroleum Reserve and it is an
area that was called Elk Hills.

Let me take you back to the early
1970’s and the mid 1970's when we had
the scare of the Middle East being able
to choke this country by cutting off oil
supplies. Unfortunately and regret-
tably, the Congress, controlled by the
then majority party, said that the con-
dition for building a pipeline in Alaska
was that all of that oil had to come to
the United States.

When they took the Naval Petroleum
Reserve and opened it up, it was to be
held as a reserve. Well, as you know,
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when you produce oil, it is not a well
with a straw in it. When you open it
up, it begins to flow. The Congress also
decided to store oil in salt domes, and
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve was
developed in Texas to be able to get oil
in that manner.

The Elk Hills fields are naturally oc-
curring fields. Much of the oil there is
heavy oil and it requires heating or a
tertiary process, as we talk about it, to
bring the oil to the surface. Billions
and billions of barrels of oil are in-
volved.

During the Middle East oil crisis,
President Ford opened up Elk Hills
under the requirement of maximum ef-
ficient production, defined as most you
could get out of the field. Then along
the same time, something called the
windfall profits tax was slapped in
place.

Let me tell you what happens when
Government gets into the economics of
oil and the way the Government did in
the 1970’s.

Government told Elk Hills, produce
at your maximum efficient rate, so Elk
Hills began pumping oil out, primarily
for California consumption because
there is no reasonable way to move
that oil out of California to the Mid-
west or the East. But at the same time
the Government had said all of the
Alaskan oil production had to come to
the lower 48, which is basically Califor-
nia.

So here by Government edict you
have maximum production of one of
the largest oil fields in the world, in
California, and by Government edict
all the oil produced by one of the larg-
est oil fields in the world in Alaska
coming to California.

Obviously you had a depression of the
price of oil, so that the production that
would have occurred in California be-
cause of the increased price for oil did
not occur. The continued expansion of
Alaska production toward the maxi-
mum production of oil there, because
of the depressed prices, did not occur.

So I have for the last 10 years been
trying to reconcile this ill-conceived
Government policy. Who in the world
would want to maintain this kind of a
ridiculous Government production by
edict, which depressed the ability to re-
spond to the energy crisis with domes-
tically produced oil which would have
made us more energy sufficient? Who
would have said these tankers have to
come up and down the west coast of
Alaska, Canada, and the United States
by Government edict, to threaten our
very sensitive environment along the
coast? Who in the world would try to
maintain this policy? Who is benefiting
by this policy?

Guess who benefits? People in Cali-
fornia who get a guaranteed, fixed
price, depressed, crude product to run
through their refineries. And guess
where the biggest refineries are? They
are in the bay area.
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These people are fighting to maintain
this hypocritical policy so that they
can continue to maintain the record
profits because of the margin between
what they pay for oil and what they
can sell the refined product for. It is
just ironic that people stand up in the
name of the energy conservation, of na-
tional security, of the environment, to
try to maintain record profit margins
for these corporations.

We are pleased that the Department
of Energy, the Department of Trans-
portation, and the Department of De-
fense came together to do a study.

What they discovered is what we
knew for a long time: that in fact this
policy does not promote energy secu-
rity, it puts us at greater risk; that in
fact it depresses the ability to produce
oil here in the United States, and in
Alaska, and it does cost us jobs; and
that it is more threatening to the envi-
ronment to keep this policy in place
than to remove it.

We believe that not because a Gov-
ernment study said that, because for 10
years we have known it. I am pleased
to say today in the well of the House
that I have a statement from the ad-
ministration that at long last recog-
nizes the simple economics of allowing
the marketplace to determine the
amount of oil produced and recognizes
that there is no question that forcing
tankers to ply the Pacific waters is in-
deed a greater environmental risk than
to have some of it find its economic
home somewhere other than the lower
48.

I am also pleased to have a letter
from the maritime unions. AFIL-CIO is
in support of this legislation. More
than 75 of my colleagues, both Demo-
crat and Republican, have joined us as
well.

This bill is long overdue. It is the
proper thing to do, because H.R. 1530,
the Defense Authorization Act, pro-
vides for the privatization of Elk Hills
as well. If we are going to produce oil
out of a Government reserve at its
maximum efficient rate, you should
not let Government try to be in the oil
business of production and selling,

What we should do is privatize Elk
Hills. Along with allowing the Alaskan
North Slope oil in H.R. 70 to find its
economic home, and privatizing Elk
Hills in H.R. 1530, we go a long way to-
ward correcting the crazy economics of
oil policy that has been in place for al-
most 20 years. It is indeed an exciting
moment.

I want to thank very much the chair-
man of the Committee on Resources
who, although he comes from Alaska, I
know because of his understanding of
the way things work would have been
supportive of this bill, notwithstanding
the fact that he represents the State.
It is just a pleasure to work with him
to correct a policy that did not augur
well for the citizens and the economy
of Alaska. It has not augured well for
the citizens and the economy of Cali-
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fornia. Indeed, it has been a tragic mis-
take for all Americans over the last 20
years. It is a pleasure to support H.R.
70 and correct this problem.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ccnnecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, this
legislation should be retitled. It should
be retitled *‘Let’'s Not Learn From His-
tory,” because what we are doing here,
is we are setting ourselves up again.
We are setting ourselves up to rapidly
exploit the reserves that exist in Alas-
ka, put pressure on ANWR and other
sensitive environmental areas.

I know some people believe in that.
They ought to stand up and say that is
what they want to do. But worst of all,
at a time when we are more vulnerable
than ever to Mideast oil and to the
blackmail of a Mideast oil embargo, we
are about to contract American oil off
someplace else.

The House rules prohibit me from
mentioning the names of the junior
Senator in the other body, from ref-
erencing any Member of the other
body, so I cannot do that. But let me
tell you that people in both bodies in
the Congress, which I can reference,
have made statements about where we
are oil-wise.

This is not a liberal Democrat or
somebody that wants to break this his-
toric decision that we have had to pro-
tect the resources in Alaska and there-
by prevent the pressure for immediate
+exploitation of all our reserves. This
gentleman says,

Mr. President, there is no question that
each day our energy situation is increasingly
in peril. In 1973, the year of the Arab oil em-
bargo, we imported 6.3 million barrels per
day of crude oil and refined petroleum prod-
ucts. We were 36 percent dependent on for-
eign oil. Today we are 50 percent dependent
on foreign oil,

So where are we? At a time when we
are more dependent than ever on the
importation of oil from a part of the
world that is still politically unstable,
we are going to take our oil and we are
going to contract it to the Japanese.

What is that going to do? First of all,
if there is a crisis, we are going to have
to go back and say to the Japanese,
“‘Gee, we need this oil back,” which is
going to create other problems and
complications for the Government. But
it will do several things.

It will accelerate the exploitation of
Alaskan oil. What does that do? Well,
that means the day when America is
bankrupt oil-wise is closer. At a time
when we ought to be making long-term
planning for the proper utilization of
our natural resources, we are going to
create a fire sale. Let's sell this prod-
uct off, let's get it out there, let’'s get
rid of it and then we'll be completely
dependent on the Middle East or some
other part of the world.

There are other places, by the way,
where there is oil. There is Kazakhstan
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that is finding all these great reserves.
That is so good an area to operate in,
even the oil companies that have found
oil cannot get it out of there because of
the political situation.

Here we are, not that long after the
1973 oil embargo, and what are we try-
ing to do? We are trying to make the
United States more dependent on oil
from regions of the world that are po-
litically unstable.

Yes, I think we ought to amend the
title of the bill. It ought to be the
‘‘Let's Not Learn From History Act,”
because that is what we are doing here.
We are wasting our future, we are en-
dangering our children with this piece
of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to
this bill.

H.R. 70 is a sellout of America.

This bill purports to allow the sale of Alaska
oil, and it does.

But what the proponents of this bill de not
say is that this bill is really selling out the in-
terests of American workers, American con-
sumers, American national security, and the
American environment.

And this sellout of America is to benefit Brit-
ish Petroleum and the State of Alaska.

This bill will sellout American consumers,
American workers, our environment, and our
national security just to allow this huge Biritish
company to sell Alaskan oil to the Japanese.

So, the British and the Japanese will win
and the Americans will lose.

States that depend on Alaska oil will lose.

States with industries involved with the ship-
ment of Alaska oil will lose.

States with industries involved with the con-
struction and repair of Alaska oil tankers will
lose.

It is only the State of Alaska, the British and
the Japanese who win.

American consumers will lose out because
the export of Alaska oil will increase the cost
of oil here at home.

This should not come as a surprise—it is
the law of supply and demand.

The less oil we have here at home, the
higher the cost to the consumer.

it will not only hurt the consumer at the
pump—it will also increase the crude oil acqui-
sition costs of independent refiners.

American workers will lose out because
under this bill, the ships that carry Alaska oil
do not have to be built in the United States.

Thousands of jobs for American shipworkers
will be eliminated.

So, not only will the United States be ship-
ping oil to Japan, we will also be shipping jobs
abroad.

Today, ships carrying Alaska oil to the west
coast must be built in the United States.

Under this bill, ships carrying Alaska oil to
Japan will not have to be built in the United
States.

Not only will thousands of shipbuilding jobs
be lost.

Hundreds of seagoing jobs aboard tankers
carrying Alaska oil to the lower 48 States be
lost.

Thousands of ship repair jobs will be lost to
subsidized Asian shipyards.

The American environment will lose out in
several respects:
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First, the export of Alaska oil will increase
the demand for domestic oil—and therefore
lead to drilling on the California coast and in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Second, since the United States will have to
import more oil from the Middle East, the risks
of oil spills on the west coast will increase:
bigger tankers will be used, increasing the risk
of a spill; with the use of bigger tankers, there
will have to be more transfers of the oil at the
port, thereby increasing the risk of spills.

Finally, the sale of Alaska oil abroad will
also sell out our national security.

Now is not the time to make the United
States more dependent on the supply of oil
from the Middle East.

Why in the world are we allowing the export
of domestic oil when the natural consequence
of that is to increase our need to import oil
from the countries in the Middle East, includ-
ing Iran?

Why are we allowing ourselves to become
dependent on countries like Iran?

There have been times in the past when the
lack of domestic oil forced us to depend on oil
from the Middle East.

This amendment will voluntarily make the
United States dependent on Middle East oil.
That makes no sense.

So, we are sacrificing American consumers,
American workers, our environment, and our
national security—all for the benefit of British
Petroleum and the State of Alaska.

A vote for this bill is a vote for British Petro-
leum and the State of Alaska—and no one
else.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
compliment the gentleman from Con-
necticut for a great political speech. It
had very little meat in it. A lot of, very
frankly, assumptions were not true. We
know what has happened to the world
market of oil. We know the supply and
demand. We know there is a glut on the
west coast. We know that some people
had a sweetheart deal. Very frankly,
there are other areas that produce oil.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Will the gen-
tleman tell me what part was not true?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I will not yield. I did not mention
the gentleman's name. I did not men-
tion the gentleman’s name. I am just
going to suggest respectfully, we could
drill off the coast of California.
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We could drill off the coast of Flor-
ida, Massachusetts, North Carolina. We
could do those things. But we have to
understand the marketing principle of
oil. What has happened here, the only
State in the Union which required in
1973, the only State that owns its own
oil, was required to transport it to, by
law of this Congress, really one mar-
ket. And as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia mentioned, we also required the
full maximum production of oil out of
Elk Hills. It was a classic example of
Government interference in the mar-
keting capability of a resource. And it
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has been a disaster that has decreased
production of our domestic oil produc-
ers and made us more dependent.

Let us keep in mind also that there
will be, in fact, a different type oil in
many cases that will be shipped to the
Asian market that has no place in the
United States, that is high in sulfur,
and is what we call coal oil. There is a
market in the Asian countries that do
want this oil. It will not be just
Prudhoe Bay oil; it will be an Alaskan
oil.

Mr. Chairman, we have also heard
the statement we are going to exploit.
If anything, we have not, very frankly,
explored enough, because as I men-
tioned in my opening statement, the
highest trade deficit mark, highest in 7
years, is the importation of fossil fuels
that do not come necessarily from the
Far East, but other countries, because
we killed our domestic production.

This is an attempt to make the mar-
ketplace work; an attempt to. open
other fields and to get some of our
independent oil producers back into
the field.

So, Mr. Chairman, I suggest respect-
fully, I know rhetoric is very popular
on this floor, that we look at the facts,
the people that support it, including
this administration. Those that are di-
rectly affected support it and it was
wrong to begin with and it is time that
we lift that ban.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BURR].

Mr. BURR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 70 which lifts the ban
on exporting Alaskan crude,

The current ban on exporting Alas-
kan crude contained in the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act, the Export
Administration Act, and the Mineral
Leasing Act has several negative im-
pacts. Among other things, it has lead
to artificially low prices for heavy
crude on the west coast, thereby dis-
couraging some otherwise profitable
oil production in California. I believe
this bill will lead to increased domestic
oil production, increased oil industry
related jobs and preserve existing mar-
itime jobs.

The Commerce Committee supports
the amendments made by this act to
the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act and the other relevant statutes, so
that Alaskan crude can be exported to
the Pacific rim and elsewhere, It is im-
portant to note that EPCA is amended
only with respect to export of the
crude specified in the statute. No other
modifications are made. Significantly,
the United States obligations under
the International Energy Agreement
are unaffected by this provision. Fi-
nally, because of the legislation’s im-
pact on EPCA, I and other members of
the Commerce Committee will con-
tinue to follow this bill through the
legislative process and excessive over-
sight over its implementation.
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I support HLR. 70 and urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DOOLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend and thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. THoMAS] for all the
good work the gentleman has done over
the years in advancing legislation and
I commend the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YouNG] for his efforts too.

As an original cosponsor of H.R. 70, I
rise in strong support of the commit-
tee's proposed bill. Although current
law may have made a great deal of
sense in 1973, like many other laws, it
is now having the unintended con-
sequences of reduced domestic oil pro-
duction resulting in job losses in many
parts of the country.

We, therefore, should support this
legislation and repeal the ban and au-
thorize exports of Alaskan North Slope
oil. As reported by the Committee on
Resources, H.R. 70 has been endorsed
by the Clinton administration. The bill
is also supported by small and inde-
pendent o0il producers, including the
California Independent Petroleum As-
sociation and, in addition, because the
bill would require exports to be carried
on U.S.-flag vessels, it also has the
strong support of maritime labor. The
legislation is particularly important to
the independent producers who make
up a vital element of the industry.

The independent producers testified
before the Committee on Resources
that current law forces oil from the No.
1 producing State, Alaska, into the
number three producing State in the
country, California.

By creating this artificial glut, the
law continues to depress California
heavy crude production. Though no one
in 1973 would have predicted that the
original export restrictions would force
job losses throughout my State, today
independent producers are forced to
bear the unintended consequences of
that action.

The Department of Energy did do a
study that many of us support, and a
study where some of the conclusions, I
think, may be a very compelling argu-
ment for this legislation: That oil pro-
duction, because of the passage of this
legislation, will increase by 100,000 bar-
rels per day; that we will see up to
25,000 jobs being created by a result of
increase in investment; we will see
State and Federal revenues that will
increase by hundreds of millions of dol-
lars well into the future.

These benefits can be achieved with
little if any impact on consumer prices.
When Congress enacted the Trans-Alas-
kan Pipeline System in 1973, it did not
ban exports. Rather, it recognized that
exports might some day be in the na-
tional interest and as the Department
of Energy studies demonstrate, that
day has arrived.
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Mr. Chairman, we now have an oppor-
tunity to spur additional energy pro-
duction and create jobs. With imports
now meeting over 50 percent of our do-
mestic consumption because of falling
production, we must do something
quickly to increase energy production
in this country.

Some of my colleagues have argued
that this is not a good policy to allow
for the export of Alaskan oil. But the
bottom line is, this policy, if it is en-
acted, will increase the profitability, it
will increase the financial viability of
independent oil production, which will
increase the productive capacity of oil
production in this United States. That
clearly contributes to increased energy
independence and clearly is good pol-
icy.

H.R. 70 will enhance our national en-
ergy security, it will create jobs, and it
is good policy. I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on the pending legislation and
against any weakening amendments.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the principal inherent
in the laws that passed in the early
1970s was a keen awareness of the need
for American energy independence, or
at least a greater degree of it than ex-
isted at that time.

Events that have occurred since then
really increased the vulnerability and
the concerns that were stated in the
early 1970s. It is true that there have
not been as severe embargoes as oc-
curred in the early 1970s, but the fact is
that today we are importing nearly 50
percent of our crude oil.

Those that argue in favor of lifting
this ban somehow come to the logic
that if somehow we export oil from the
United States, in this case, of course,
from the Prudhoe Bay area and from
other areas on the North Slope, that
that is going to help us build independ-
ence. They argue that, in fact, the fact
that we restrict the marketplace for
this oil only to the United States re-
sults in lower prices in terms of Alas-
kan oil.

Mr. Chairman, I would remind my
colleagues, and those that are inter-
ested in this topic, that, in fact, all of
this o0il comes principally off public
lands. There may be some private
lands; some State and some Native
American lands.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Prudhoe Bay
is all State lands.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would
argue anyway that it is a public re-
source area and is something that
should ensure to the benefit of our
independence with regards to oil and to
the leases that are present in this area.

So0, the idea that their is some con-
tinuity or some connection between
the lands that were in this case origi-
nally Federal lands, national lands,
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and that we were looking for a benefit,
in fact, some greater degree of inde-
pendence, and I might say, it has not
come at great sacrifice, I do not think,
to Native Alaskans or Alaskan citizens
or those of the United States, because
there are revenues and royalties that
have flowed to them that the produc-
tion in this area, has been, I think ac-
cording to expectations, it has been
good and there has been substantial
benefit that has flowed to Alaskans
and to others from this.

Mr. Chairman, all we are asking is
that the greater degree of benefits be
permitted to flow and continue to be
available as a backstop of independ-
ence to the American people.

I do not think the sponsors of this
necessarily have answered that par-
ticular question with regards to an in-
creased amount of dependency on im-
ported oil.

Furthermore, of course, at the same
time we are arguing that we are argu-
ing for greater and greater areas to be
opened up, it seems to me that cer-
tainly this change in policy will add
additional pressure to Federal public
lands in Alaska.

I do not think that the public asks
too much in terms of having the use of
these Federal resources, when and if
they are used, and State resources, in-
directly Federal resources, when and if
they are used, that there is benefit
that flows to the people broadly across
the country in terms of energy inde-
pendence.

Mr. Chairman, we are certainly, I
think, in a more vulnerable position
today than we were in the 1970s. Hope-
fully with the conclusion of the Cold
War and other activities, we would
have greater independence, but I fear
that we do not. In fact, many of these
areas, some would argue, are even more
vulnerable than they were before.

Mr. Chairman, the argument to ex-
port this oil and then at the same time
to scream that there is a shortage with
regards to Alaska, when 90 percent of
the coast of Alaska is available for oil,
obviously will tend to put more pres-
sure on the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge and we know the qualities and
importance of that area, even though
there is only a 1 in 5 chance of finding
oil there, there will be greater hue and
cry to put pressure on there.

Mr. Chairman, I think that those who
are hurt here are the consumers. What
is hurt is the environment and what is
hurt is national security. The gains in
terms of production for those that
want the symmetry of some sort of free
market in a world where there is not a
free market, certainly in oil, is an illu-
sion more than a reality. This is short-
term gratification in terms of getting a
few more dollars in the hands of those
that sell the oil today, but long-term
problems.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that we
need a policy that suggests we need to
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drain and develop all of our oil and re-
sources out of this country first and
export it to the Pacific rim. I think
there are greater benefits that can be
achieved in terms of conservation and
other activities that have been spurred,
rather than building up and exporting
what are essentially U.S. resources and
U.S. security.

Mr. Chairman, I speak in opposition
to the bill.

As the sponsor of the bill to protect the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge as wilderness, |
see today's effort to change the law regarding
the export of Alaskan oil to the Far East as yet
another way to promote the oil and gas devel-
opment of the Coastal Plain of the Arctic Ref-
uge. Ending the oil export ban would no doubt
increase development pressure for sensitive
areas like the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
As long as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is not permanently protected as wildemness,
liting the ban on the export of Alaskan oil is
a present risk for those of us committed to the
long-term protection of this special area.

The policy inherent in this measure is short
term gratification revenue today but long term
problems tomorrow. There are those who see
no connection and argue the relationship be-
tween lifting the export ban on Alaskan oil and
the desire to open the Arctic Refuge to oil de-
velopment. Perhaps pointing out the publicity
in the rationale behind these two proposals
will help shed light on my concerns.

The rationale for lifting the export ban on
Alaskan oil is that there is so much North
Slope production that it can't be absorbed on
the west coast. By allowing the export of the
so called surplus, Alaska and the oil producers
will profit by not having to expend resources
and funds to ship American oil to the gulf
coast. This means Prudhoe Bay oil will be ex-
ported.

The rationale for opening ANWR on the
other hand is that the United States is facing
a national security risk from oil imports, which
now exceed 50 percent of consumption. The
thinking is that the country must have Arctic
Refuge oil if it's going to protect itsell from ex-
ploitation. But meanwhile Prudhoe Bay oil is
about to be exported.

How is it OK to export oil because there's
too much being produced but there's a na-
tional imperative to drill for more because the
Nation isn't producing enough? In most cir-
cles, that's talking out of both sides of your
mouth. The debate of these two issues is los-
ing something in translation: common sense.
What is really going on is that the consumer,
national security, and environmental concerns
are receiving short shrift, while the special oil
interest get what they want: profit and public
resources. !

The sacrifice of Alaska's environment in the
Arctic and Prince William Sound was not au-
thorized by Congress just to make money for
the State of Alaska or British Petroleum, but
importantly for the national security and en-
ergy independence of the people of the United
States. Today, we can look back at the true
cost and impact. What works and what
doesn't.

One of the most important compromises in
securing congressional authorization for the
construction of the Alaska pipeline in 1973
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was the promise that Alaskan oil would be
used only in the United States and never ex-
ported. The basis for the promise was that if
we are going to sacrifice the Alaskan environ-
ment for oil production, all of the oil ought to
be used for U.S. domestic consumption.

That was the view then, and it should be
borne in mind today. The Coastal Plain of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge belongs to
each of us as citizens of the United States.
There will never be another place like the Arc-
tic Refuge in our national lands. Incidentally its
of interest that vast stretches of Alaska's
coastal waters—an estimated 90 percent—are
now available for development, but those who
hold the leases often delay and speculate
playing the market for better prices or deals to
increase their profit too often at public ex-
pense. There are many other environmental
reasons to keep the ban in place that stand on
their own concerning the export of Alaskan
U.S. domestic crude oil:

The risk of oilspills would increase dramati-
cally. Ships would be traveling in waters that
are usually relatively free of tanker traffic but
experience some of the worst weather condi-
tions in the North Pacific. In addition, in the
wake of the Exxon Valdez spill, Congress
passed legislation requiring double-hulled
tankers to reduce the risks to the sensitive
coast of Prince William Sound. If the tankers
for Asian trade turn out to be “U.S. flagged"—
U.S. crews—but not “U.S. built"—Jones Act—
then British Petroleum can avoid the require-
ment that new tankers be double hulled. This
will save millions for BP, but increase the risk
of massive oilspills like the Exxon Valdez.

In addition, environmental and safety prob-
lems plaguing the trans-Alaska pipeline are le-
gion. More than 10,000 safety and electrical
violations on the Alaska pipeline have been
identified, many of them serious. The ballast
treatment facility at Valdez is currently inad-
equate to handle the tankers that call on it
now, and larger tankers for foreign trade
would be likely if the ban is lifted.

The oil industry should not be rewarded with
higher profits from shipping North Slope oil at
the same time it is requesting exemptions
from environmental laws. Alyeska, the cor-
porate entity, which runs the pipeline for Brit-
ish Petroleum and the other oil company own-
ers, has for years avoided proper controls and
limits on air pollution caused by fumes that are
released during tanker loading and recently re-
quested a 12-year delay in meeting air pollu-
tion standards for the Nation's largest tanker
terminal at Valdez. Lifting the ban would open
the door to tankers twice as large. Once we
start down this path if appears that the special
interests dont quit until they have cir-
cumvented most environmental laws and regu-
lations. Lifting the ban on North Slope oil ex-
ports would increase sales and enhance reve-
nue for many Alaskans. However, that addi-
tional income for a few of our citizens must be
weighed against the concerns of the rest of
the Nation. Many speculate a few more dollars
if the oil is exported, but what of the 1970
promises, and who will answer when a new
energy crisis arises and our domestic energy
security is pledged abroad? Will we then come
stumbling over one another to give short shrift
to the sanctity of trade contracts in the face
and name of crisis?
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute just to
correct the statement by the gen-
tleman from California who said accu-
rately that most of the major refiner-
ies are located in the San Francisco
Bay area. That is correct and they are
also located in my district.

Mr. Chairman, I say to the gen-
tleman that most of the major refiner-
ies are noncommittal on this legisla-
tion. I do have two refineries in my dis-
trict that are opposed to this legisla-
tion; one which unfortunately is going
to be closed by the time it passes, and
the other which is concerned about its
supply.

But I want to let the RECORD stand
corrected with respect to the large re-
finers in the bay area. Most of them
have been nonfactors in this.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the bill. Somewhere
between the analysis of the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] and the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS] rests the reality of this par-
ticular bill. But all of us have a dog in
this fight; not just California and Alas-
ka.
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And there are a couple of points that
I would like to point out. Current pol-
icy, by all indications, from all analy-
sis, depresses domestic production.
Lifting the ban would increase domes-
tic production by 110,000 barrels of oil
per day.

All analysis shows this policy, cur-
rent policy, stifles jobs. Lifting the ban
would create as many as 25,000 jobs by
the year 2000.

Current policy threatens maritime
jobs and functions. Lifting the ban
would preserve as many as 3,300 jobs.

Current policy keeps our oil tankers
on a target for a scrap heap. Lifting
the ban puts those tankers back into
service, U.S.-owned vessels, I might
add, with U.S. crews.

Current policy limits growth. Lifting
the ban would stimulate commerce and
growth.

Current policy suppresses revenue
and loses money in our country. Lift-
ing the ban would raise revenue by as
much as $2 billion for State and Fed-
eral governments.

Now, I am not against Alaska doing
well, and I would like to see California
do well, and as the respective States in
our Union do well, the Nation does
well. Our policy has been flawed. Cur-
rent policy is not acceptable, and this
is a reasonable attempt to, in fact, in-
crease commerce and create jobs.

With that, I will support this initia-
tive, and as with all other initiatives
be taken, as far as amendments, seri-
ously, and my amendment, which
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would compel the Secretary of Com-
merce when confronted with problems
within the industry, that it would not
be discretionary, that the Secretary of
Commerce would have to refer imme-
diately to the President those issues
for action.

I think the bill provides for an oppor-
tunity that those problems be ad-
dressed. So, with that, I will support
the bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN].

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

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, I rise in support of House bill
70. It is rare that I get a chance to
speak in favor of a Clinton administra-
tion policy initiative, and I do not
want to miss that chance today.

I want also to associate my com-
ments with the gentleman from Ohio,
who did an excellent job of pointing
out what is wrong with current policy.
The reason current policy discourages
jobs, discourages domestic production,
discourages the use of American bot-
toms and tankers and discourages the
maritime jobs that, in fact, this bill
will help promote itself because cur-
rent law is based upon the policy of ar-
tificial restraints in the marketplace.

There is a reason why we lost almost
200,000 jobs in Louisiana. There is a
reason why the oil and gas industry in
America lost nearly 400,000 workers.
There is a reason why so many oil and
gas jobs have left this country. So
many companies are, in fact, investing
everywhere else in the world in oil and
gas exploration and development and
sales.

The reason has been artificial re-
straints on the marketplace imposed
upon the industry by this body and by
regulatory bodies here in Washington,
DC.

Now, Congress has come to under-
stand that. That is why over the last
decade we have begun the process of re-
pealing most of those artificial re-
straints. It was artificial price supports
in the marketplace that led to the gas
shortages in this country in the last
several decades. It was artificial price
penalties in the form of windfall profit
taxes, about 90-percent windfall profit
taxes, that drove so many companies
outside of the arena of American pro-
duction. it is still artificial restraints
upon production led by environmental-
ists who put limits on offshore develop-
ment, who will not let us develop the
Arctic reserves in the Arctic wildlife
national reserve. It is still those artifi-
cial restraints which caused so many
companies to look elsewhere around
the world for opportunities to produce
energy, and it is those artificial re-
straints which have put us in a position
today where we are more dependent
upon foreign sources of energy than
ever in our Nation’s history.
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The White House has caught on. The
administration has figured it out. The
gentleman from Ohio gave you the
numbers.

Removing this one little artificial re-
straint will do a lot of good for Alaska
production, will do a lot of good for
California production, will add one
modicum of support for domestic pro-
duction again here in this country.

There are other artificial restraints
we ought to look at. We ought to look
at the artificial restraints which make
it almost impossible to develop many
offshore areas in America, that put off
limits large areas rich in hydrocarbon
resources in Alaska and other areas of
this country.

When we had the 5-year leasing plan
before our Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries, when we still had a
committee, the gentleman represent-
ing the administration years ago came
forward to tell us there was still going
to be maintained in the law morato-
riums in drilling offshore. We said
“Why?"' He said, ‘“Well, we are trying
to identify the highly environmentally
sensitive areas and the low hydro-
carbon areas.'”" We asked him, ‘“Well, if
you find an area high in hydrocarbon,
low in environmental concerns, will
you allow those to be drilled?" He said,
“Well, not quite. We have got some of
those off limits, too.” He could not ex-
plain it except in politics terms.

The bottom line is politics, Federal
regulations, artificial restraints have
put this country in a vulnerable posi-
tion today, and today we have an op-
portunity to at least remove one of
those artificial restraints, and remov-
ing this one artificial restraint will
help to some degree, will help Alaska,
will help California, and in the large
measure, as my friend from Ohio has
pointed out, help us all in jobs again,
helps us all in restoring some sem-
blance of domestic incentive to
produce again for this Nation.

This is a good bill. I commend it to
you. I am proud to cosponsor it. We
need to pass it and get it into con-
ference committee. Yes, my friend
from California, I hope in conference
committee we begin to debate an in-
centive policy for deep offshore drill-
ing.

If this country ever needs something,
it is to turn around the disincentives
we have had for decades and create
some incentives again to produce for
America. We ought to debate that in
conference.

Tomorrow I will be filing a bill com-
parable to Senator BENNETT JOHN-
STON's bill on the Senate side to do just
that. It is time for us to recognize that
America cannot remain dependent
upon foreign sources, that
incentivizing the industry here at
home makes sense, and removing arti-
ficial barriers to production, explo-
ration, development, and refining in
this country make good sense for this
country, too.
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I hope never again to have to vote to
send young Louisiana boys and girls to
war in the Persian Gulf because they
could not get a job in America produc-
ing energy for this country. It is time
we start turning that around.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3%2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I do
want to underscore the fact this legis-
lation will produce revenue to the
United States, increase oil production
and, in fact, produce additional jobs.

The Congressional Budget Office, the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, provides figures which support all
of those allegations.

Let me just for a minute or two talk
about the economics of oil. I know the
gentleman from Minnesota and others
are absolutely flabbergasted with the
logic that if you allow North Slope oil
to find its economic home, that policy
would, in fact, increase production in
both Alaska and California and en-
hance national security.

To support the comment of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana about Govern-
ment getting itself involved in areas
where it should not involve itself, I
want to mention that just a few years
ago, Congress in its wisdom passed a
so-called windfall profits tax. That did
not produce one penny of windfall prof-
its in my area. What it did do was de-
stroy a portion of the oil production in
my area.

For example, I talked about heavy oil
being produced in our area. You have
to heat boilers to drive steam into the
ground to allow this heavy oil to come
to the surface. There were a number of
small refineries that would take the
crude oil across the street, down the
road from where it was produced. They
would refine it only lightly, pull the
lights off the top, sell kerosene and
other lights at a profit, send the fuel
oil or bunker oil back to the boilers to
be burned. That was a really nice work-
ing arrangement that gave people some
jobs and enhanced the oil's value.

When the windfall profits tax was
passed, since you were charged a tax if
that crude oil left your property, what
happened was the producers burned
crude oil in their boilers. We did not
get the small refineries pulling the
lights off. They went out of business.
We, in fact, produced fewer Btu’s with
the dirtier residue because Government
told them that was the way they were
supposed to conduct their business. It
did not tell them directly to do that,
but the economics of the situation dic-
tated it.

1 would tell the gentleman from Min-
nesota it is not logic, it is economics
that we are dealing with here. When
you tell people in Alaska they can only
sell their oil to the lower 48, it means
Washington, Oregon, or California. You
cannot sell it to the East Coast, be-
cause that oil would have to pass
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through the Panama Canal and go by
the second largest producing State in
the Union, Texas, and the fourth larg-
est oil-producing State in the United
States, Louisiana, before it got to the
East Coast.

0Oil is a fungible commodity around
the world. Contrary to what the gen-
tleman from Connecticut said, we are
not saying this oil has to be sold to
anybody. That is the old policy. The
new policy in H.R. 70 is it will find its
economic home. If Californians or
Washingtonians bid more than anybody
else, it will come to the lower 48. If
Japan bids more, it goes to Japan.
Japan needs the oil. They would have
paid sufficient price to get it.

Where were they getting oil before
that? Probably from the Middle East.
The oil going from the Middle East to
Japan now does not go to Japan. The
Middle East folks are looking for a
home for their oil. They will turn to-
ward Europe. The oil going to Europe,
you see, from the Middle East now puts
a pressure on the European oil in the
North Sea. That North Sea oil needs to
find a home. Guess what, it can go
right across the Atlantic to the East
Coast. You can wind up getting more
oil at a cheaper price on the East Coast
if you open up the whole question of
where oil goes.

Do not send it where the Government
wants it to go. Send it where econom-
ics should have it go. You will produce
more oil in California, you will produce
more oil in Alaska, and we will be more
energy self-sufficient.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 22 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I praise
my colleague from California, Mr. MIL-
LER, who has been a long player in this
issue of the protecting of the environ-
ment on the California coast.

But I rise in support of this bill. Al-
though some environmentalists oppose
ending the ban, the Department of En-
ergy study shows that, indeed, if you
lift this ban, it will have an environ-
mental benefit for the State of Califor-
nia. The only ban on exportation of oil
in the United States drilled anywhere
where there is oil is on Alaska, and be-
cause of that ban to foreign countries,
it must come to California. It comes in
supertankers down the west coast, and
when the Alaskan oil spill occurred, we
took a look in the State of California
about what would it mean if we had a
spill like that magnitude on the coast.
The area most vulnerable to a spill is
the district I represent, along Big Sur
and the Santa Cruz-Monterey Bay
coastline. The resources along that
coastline are so valuable you could not
put a price tag on them.

It became of interest to a lot of peo-
ple to say, “Look, how can we mitigate
any issue relating to oil tanker traffic
in creation of the National Marine
Sanctuary?”’ They have asked the
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tanker carriers to go out to 60 miles.
One of the carriers, ARCO does that on
a regular basis because a 60-mile buffer
on the coast gives them at least some
buffer zone if any accident should
oceur.

So, by lifting this ban it essentially
says that oil can be exported where
there is a market, where the refineries
are.
Japan is the logical buyer of that oil
and the processor of that oil.

So I rise in support of this issue.
From an environmental standpoint, I
think it is going to be a better manage-
ment of the delicate resources along
the coast, and there is a secondary ben-
efit, and that is that California is a
large oil-producing State. Monterey
County is a very environmentally sen-
sitive county. It has the fifth largest
oil-producing field in the State of Cali-
fornia.

So if we increase the oil production
onshore, which the environmental com-
munity has already indicated we ought
to go onshore before offshore, and I
have led successful battles to prevent
offshore oil drilling, we will, indeed,
allow more onshore production, which
will increase the local revenues and be
a benefit to the local counties.

This is a win-win for jobs for Califor-
nia, revenues for the counties, for the
environment. I support this bill.

Mr. Chairman, ending the export ban for
Alaskan oil is clearly a critical issue for the
State of California. Hundreds of thousands of
barrels per day of Alaskan crude come to Cali-
fornia, with profound effects on California’s oil
market. | support this committee's efforts to
examine in greater detail the effect of this cur-
rent practice, and the possible ramifications of
ending the ban on Alaskan oil exports.

Many have discussed ending the ban in
terms of its economic effects. This is clearly
an important factor: California is the third larg-
est producer of crude in the United States,
and any change of policy which benefits Cali-
fornia oil producers will have a profound effect
on California’s economy, job creation in the re-
gion, and tax revenues at both the State and
Federal level.

In addition to economic effects, however, we
must also examine how ending the oil export
ban would affect both the natural environment
and U.S. workers. Ending the ban may be
beneficial for both the environment and em-
ployment if it means less oil tanker traffic
along the California coastline, less pressure to
develop in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
and secure shipping jobs and increased em-
ployment in California.

In reviewing H.R. 70, we should take into
consideration the testimony not only of those
who are experts in the field, but those who
would be most affected by removing the ban.
| appreciate the testimony of those who have
come before the commitiee today, including
Deputy Secretary William White from the De-
partment of Energy, representatives from labor
organizations, and members of the California
oil industry. | look forward to further debate in
the committee on this important legislation.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].
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Mr. VENTO. In responding to my
friend from California, who said this is
not logic, it is economics, I would prob-
ably just say I could rest my case at
that particular basis.

But the fact is I understand that the
oil is restricted to the continental
United States, that the price of the oil
is impacted, but I think that is a trade-
off in terms of the issue of energy secu-
rity.

We have gone through quite a bit of
expense, whether it is Strategic Petro-
leumn Reserve and other efforts.

I can hardly wait for the next time
that we have a crisis and we will be
tripping over one another here to deal
with the so-called sanctity of contracts
in terms of free markets. There is not
a free market in oil.
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It is greatly impacted by a variety of
different nations that have, in fact,
conspired on a regular basis to try to
limit and to raise the price. I know
that it is very important to some in
the Chamber here to raise the price of
oil. They see it as a benefit in terms of
exploration and development, to put it
kindly. There are others that might see
it as some more money in their pocket,
to put it not so kindly.

So I would just suggest this policy is
actually working. I appreciate the fact
that oil tankers might spill oil if they
are carrying it close to coast, and bet-
ter to develop it on coast. We are really
running that risk, and we face that all
the time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROM-
BIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to speak on H.R. 70, a bill
that amends the Mineral Leasing Act
to permit exports of Alaska North
Slope oil. Since 1973 when Congress en-
acted the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Au-
thorization Act in wake of the Arab-Is-
raeli war and the first oil embargo,
ANS o0il has been dedicated solely for
domestic uses, as has been pointed out.

Over 20 percent of the oil produced in
the United States, which currently
amounts to about 1.6 million barrels a
day, comes from the Alaska North
Slope. The oil is transported by tank-
ers, as has been indicated, to refineries
on the West Coast, Hawaii, and other
domestic destinations. The tankers
that ship ANS oil are required under
the Merchant Marine Act of 1920—
Jones Act—to be U.S. built, flagged
and crewed, which I strongly support.

Mr. Chairman, my primary concern
with exporting ANS centers on its ef-
fects in Hawaii, as my colleagues can
well imagine. Hawaii was an energy
market that is uniquely different from
all the other States in the Union. The
State of Hawaii depends on imported
oil for over 92 percent of its energy sup-
ply, a large share of which comes from
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Alaska. Currently, Hawaii leads the
Nation in energy costs. A recent survey
found that the average price for a gal-
lon of gasoline in Hawaii was $1.76. The
nationwide average was $1.33.

In June 1994, the U.S. Department of
Energy released a study which has been
mentioned as well. It is my under-
standing that the study concludes that
permitting exports would benefit the
U.S. economy which I do not propose to
debate, yet Hawaii was not even men-
tioned in the report. Thus, any attempt
to make assumptions on Hawaii’'s con-
sumers and economy based on the DOE
study would be inaccurate and perhaps
misleading. I was pleased to note dur-
ing the committee process the gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], the
chairman of the Committee on Re-
sources, has been very willing to ac-
commodate the concerns raised by my-
self on behalf of Hawaii consumers. At
this point, I would like to enter into a
collogquy with the gentleman f{rom
Alaska regarding an amendment I of-
fered in the committee.

As the chairman will recall, during
markup, the Committee on Resources
adopted by voice vote an amendment
very important to the citizens of Ha-
waii, As further modified and improved
under the committee print, the amend-
ment would ensure that, before making
the required national interest deter-
mination, the President would specifi-
cally consider the likely impact of
Alaskan oil exports on consumers, es-
pecially in Hawaii and Pacific terri-
tories. Because Hawaii has an energy
market that is unigue and depends on
imports for over 92 percent of its en-
ergy supply, a large share of which
comes from the Alaska North Slope, it
is essential that the President satisfy
himself that exports will not harm con-
sumers. I understand the chairman
shares my concerns and would be will-
ing to work with us in the future
should any unanticipated problems de-
velop

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I yield to the
gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to compliment the gen-
tleman on his hard work brining this
to my attention. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. The committee has
been very sensitive to the concerns of
the consumers of Hawaii as a result of
the actions from the gentleman. Know-
ing of these concerns, I supported his
amendment in committee and further
revived the text of the committee print
to insure that the President will con-
sider the impact of proposed exports on
consumers in noncontiguous States be-
fore making his national-interest de-
termination. As the gentleman will re-
call, the committee print also estab-
lished a mechanism for the President
to monitor supply and price develop-
ments. The committee print provides
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the President with the power to modify
or revoke the authority to export in
appropriate circumstances.

Again let me assure the gentleman
from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMEIE] that it
is in the intent of this legislation to
cause no harm to consumers in Hawaii.
I will be glad to work with him in the
future to address any problems that
arise but otherwise cannot be ade-
quately addressed in the procedures in-
cluded in our legislation.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
may I say in conclusion to the gen-
tleman from Alaska that Hawaii and
Alaska share unique difficulties and
opportunities, and I am very pleased to
be working with him.

The correspondence between myself
and the Department of Energy regard-
ing Hawaii's energy situation, clarify-
ing the intent of the amendment, and
the understanding that the Depart-
ment of Commerce monitoring respon-
sibilities required in H.R. 70 evaluate
consumer impacts will be included in
the RECORD:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 6, 1995.
Hon. HAZEL R. O'LEARY,
Secretary of Energy, U.S. Department of En-
ergy, Washington, DC,

DEAR SECRETARY O'LEARY: On May 17, the
House Committee on Resources reported
H.R. 70, a bill that amends the Mineral Leas-
ing Act to permit exports of Alaska North
Slope oil. The committee reported substitute
contains an amendment which I offered that
was adopted by voice vote. The purpose of
the Abercrombie amendment is to require
the President to make a determination prior
to the exporting of crude oil from the Alaska
North Slope that the activity will not have
an effect which is likely to harm consumers
in noncontiguous states.

Hawali has an energy market that is
uniquely different from the other states in
the Union. The State of Hawaii depends on
imported oil for over 92 percent of its energy
supply, a large share of which comes from
Alaska. Currently, Hawaii leads the nation
in energy costs. A recent survey found that
the average price for a gallon of gasoline in
Hawaii was $1.76. The nationwide average
was $1.33. In addition, the neighbor islands
already have some of the highest costs in
terms of electricity production. In particu-
lar, Maui and the island of Hawaii rely heav-
ily on fuel oil processed from the Alaska
North Slope.

In June 1994, the U.S. Department of En-
ergy (DOE) released a study on ‘“Exporting
Alaskan North Slope Crude Oil: Benefits and
Costs.” It is my understanding that the
study concludes that permitting exports
would benefit the U.S. economy. Yet, Hawaii
was not even mentioned in the report. Thus
any attempt to make assumptions about Ha-
waii's consumers and economy based on the
DOE study would be inaccurate and mislead-
ing.

Senator Murray offered an amendment
that contained language similar to the Aber-
crombie amendment. The Murray amend-
ment requires the President in consultation
with the Attorney General and the Secretary
of Commerce to examine the effects of ex-
porting crude oil on independent refiners and
adverse employment consequences in the
United States. The Murray amendment was
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adopted in the Senate. However, there was
not sufficient time to review the Senate lan-
guage prior to the mark-up of H.R. 70 in the
House Committee on Resources. In addition,
the Murray amendment did not address harm
to consumers.

As you may know, the Dooley/Tauzin sub-
stitute to H.R. 70 was not available until the
day before the full Committee mark-up pre-
venting any consensus on final language of
the Abercrombie amendment. The Abercrom-
bie amendment is a work in progress that
was written to protect consumers in non-
contiguous states. The language contained in
the Abercrombie amendment was adapted
from the testimony of Willilam H. White,
Deputy Secretary of Energy, presented to
the Committee on May 9. As a result, I would
greatly appreciate the Department of Ener-
gy’s interpretation and analysis of the Aber-
crombie amendment prior to the consider-
ation of H.R. 70 by the House of Representa-
tives. A copy of the amendment is enclosed
for your review.

Also, it is my understanding that the Sec-
retary of Commerce, under the authority of
the Export Administration Act, will admin-
ister the export license of Alaska North
Slope crude oil. It is vital that one of the
conditions attached to the export of crude
oil at the front end include a proviso that
the activity will not have an effect which is
likely to harm consumers in noncontiguous
states. As currently contained in H.R. 70, 1
would like a written explanation of the
mechanisms and criteria to be utilized by
the Department of Commerce in the contin-
ual monitoring process regarding the export
of Alaska North Slope oil as it relates to
consumers, particularly as it pertains to
consumers in noncontiguous states.

Thank you for your prompt attention to
this matter. I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
NEIL ABERCROMBIE,
Member of Congress.

Enclosure.

On page 2, insert after line 6 the following:

(C) shall consider whether anticompetitive
activity by a person exporting crude oil
under authority of this subsection is likely
to cause sustained material crude oil supply
shortages or sustained crude oil prices sig-
nificantly above world market levels that
would cause sustained material adverse em-
ployment effects in the United States or that
would cause substantial harm to consumers
in noncontiguous states.

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY
OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, June 30, 1995.
Hon. NEIL ABERCROMBIE,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ABERCROMBIE: Thank
you for your letter of June 8, 1995, to Sec-
retary O'Leary on the subject of Alaska
North Slope (ANS) crude oil export legisla-
tion now under consideration in the House.

The Department of Energy certainly is
aware of Hawaii's dependence on petroleum
for nearly all of its energy needs. Although
we did not consider the impacts specific to
Hawaii of permitting ANS exports in our 1994
report, we have followed and will continue to
follow Hawaii's energy situation, including
consumer prices for petrolenm products,
with data collected and published by DOE’s
Energy Information Administration (EIA)
and with other privately collected statistics.
Our recent review of Hawaii's energy situa-
tion shows the magnitude of the State’s
heavy reliance on oil, and some of the pos-
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sible implications of exporting ANS crude
oil:

Petroleum products refined at the State’s
two refineries provide about 98 percent of
Hawalii's energy needs. Alaskan North Slope
crude oil provides 45 percent of the crude oil
supply to these two refineries.

Hawaii consumes about 125,000 barrels per
day of petroleum products distributed among
residual fuel oil (38%), jet fuel (22%), gaso-
line (20%), No. 2 fuel oil (12%), and other
products (8%) (See Figure 1). Residual fuel is
the largest petroleum product because most
of Hawaii's electricity is generated using
this product.

Gasoline consumption in the State is about
25,000 barrels per day. Gasoline prices in Ha-
waii are substantially higher than California
and the national average, while the prices of
other petroleum products are only slightly
higher (See Figure 2). The differences in
prices appear to represent competitive condi-
tions in Hawaii: private citizens depend on
gasoline that is supplied by only two refiners
while commercial and industrial consumers
can obtain other products from multiple
sources.

The impact on Hawaii's consumers from a
change in the ANS export situation should
be modest. If West Coast ANS oil prices rise
by $1.20 to $1.60 per barrel (3 to 4 cents per
gallon) as estimated by the DOE in its June
1994 export study, and ANS crude oil remains
45 percent of Hawalian refinery supply, the
additional production cost amounts to about
1.3 to 1.7 cents per gallon of product.

If past performance is any guide, this addi-
tional cost to the Hawaiian economy will
have negligible impact. Figure 3 indicates
that Hawaii's economic growth has been rel-
atively insensitive to crude oil prices. Be-
tween 1977 and 1981, oil prices more than dou-
bled, yet Hawaii's gross state product growth
substantially exceeded the national average.
Even during the latter part of the 1980s
through 1992, when crude oil prices were
again volatile, Hawaii's economy grew faster
than the U.S. as a whole.

Your amendment to H.R. 70 would add a
third factor that the President must con-
sider in determining whether permitting ex-
portation of ANS crude oil is contrary to the
national interest. Specifically, the amend-
ment would require consideration of whether
those persons exporting ANS oil would be
likely to engage in anticompetitive activity
that would cause significant adverse employ-
ment effects in the U.8., or substantial harm
to consumers in Hawaii. Full consideration
of these important issues is consistent with
a determination concerning our national in-
terests in permitting ANS exports.

It is our understanding that the Depart-
ment of Commerce, in carrying out its mon-
itoring responsibilities under H.R. 70, will
coordinate closely with DOE. In particular,
the agencies would monitor readily available
petroleum market data for possible oil sup-
ply shortages or sustained above-market oil
prices, and evaluate the consequential
consumer impacts, in Hawaii and elsewhere
in the U.S. It is our expectation that the two
agencies will rely on data collected by EIA,
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Bu-
reau of Census, and private organizations.

We look forward to working with you and
your staff further on this important issue.

Sincerely,
BILL WHITE.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to this foolish at-
tempt to sell out America’s resources
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and put our marine life, our fisheries,
and our air at serious risk.

Mr. Chairman, I represent 140 miles
of Marin and Sonoma County coastline
in California—beautiful coastline with
valuable marine resources, which
would be permanently destroyed, if
those who want to sell out our Nation’s
natural resources to the special inter-
est have their way.

Lifting the ban on Alaskan oil ex-
ports poses significant environmental
risks without offering any benefits.
Not only would this bill put pristine
Alaskan wilderness and valuable fish-
eries at risk, it would also increase the
risk of devastating oil spills off the
California coastline.

Mr. Chairman, this is simply not tol-
erable.

The people of my district will not
stand for such short-sighted and dan-
gerous policy as proposed by this bill.
We cannot permit our coastal waters to
be fouled by the damaging effects of oil
drilling and transportation. We cannot
put our marine life, our fisheries, and
our air at serious risk.

I urge my colleagues to join in the ef-
fort to stop the sell out of our precious
resources—our livelihood and our envi-
ronment—by voting against this bill,

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for
time and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 seconds before I
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS].

I am amazed that the previous speak-
er would talk about the environment
when in reality she has the tankers
going right by her front door—of Alas-
kan crude oil that can possibly spill—
and that is what this report says, so I
cannot quite figure out the analogies of
why are supposed to be environ-
mentally safe to paint those big ships
by their front door and yet say they
are going to protect their coast. I just
cannot figure that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS].

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, when I
first came to the Congress, I had to ex-
plain time and time again to different
entities in our constituency why we
are 50 percent, back then, dependent on
foreign oil for our standard of living
here in this country. So I started the
litany of explanations. We used to have
oil depletion allowance, I said. Now
that has been wiped off the books. That
gives a disincentive for people, our fel-
low Americans, for drilling for oil in
our own soil. I said on top of that that
we have a ban on Alaskan exports and
a ban on fullest development of Alas-
kan oil resources, and I went on to say,
and then there is a ban on offshore
drilling.

Now my colleagues can understand
why I said back then why we are 50-per-
cent dependent on foreign oil.
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Now what have we done since then?

We have come to a point where we
are 52-percent dependent on foreign oil.
So the only question that should be
raised and asked by Members of Con-
gress as they approach the vote on this
piece of legislation is this: Will our de-
pendence on foreign oil increase or de-
crease as a result of this legislation?

Vote ‘‘yes’ on the bill offered by the
gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of H.R. 70 to lift the ban on Alaskan
oil exports. This legislation will encourage oil
production in my home State and in Alaska in
a reasonable fashion. To promote jobs and
energy security, | urge my colleagues to vote
yes.

Congress was appropriately concerned in
1973 about ensuring that Alaskan oil be avail-
able for domestic consumption. Given the fun-
damental changes that have occurred in the
world market, however, the time has come to
evaluate this policy in a new light.

Among the changes in the world oil market
is the diminishment of OPEC and its power
over the price of oil. This has helped to diver-
sify our supplies from other countries such as
Mexico and Canada. We also have taken the
precaution of building up the strategic petro-
leum reserve to protect us against the monop-
olistic threats of the 1970’s.

Now is the time to be concerned about our
domestic energy production and ensuring that
small independent producers remain viable. In
order to ensure that these small producers,
particularly those in California, maintain pro-
duction and create jobs that need a better
economic return on their investment.

| urge my colleagues to support this meas-
ure which is a step toward improved national
security and sustainable domestic production.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of this legislation and salute the
authors for their hard work in bringing it to the
floor for a vote today.

| am a cosponsor of the bill, and, in my ca-
pacity as cochair of the congressional oil and
gas forum, have supported lifting the ban on
Alaskan North Slope oil. | also thank the ad-
ministration for its support of the legislation.

Our domestic oil and gas industry is working
hard to survive in a highly competitive market-
place. In the 19th Congressional District of llli-
nois, which | am privileged to represent, we
have independent operators who are strug-
gling mightily to run their businesses in a prof-
itable manner. The difficulties encountered by
this industry have impacted on the small
towns and villages in our area which are very
dependent on the oil industry for jobs and eco-
nomic activity.

Lifting the ban on ANS oil will help create
new jobs and will also bring revenue into the
Federal treasury. That is a combination which
is worthy of support and | strongly encourage
my colleagues to vote in favor of lifting the
ban.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise to join
my colleagues in support of H.R. 70.

Whether or not the ban on Alaskan oil ex-
ports made sense in 1973, it is having harmful
and unintended consequences today. This ban
has effectively forced Alaska to sell the bulk of

its production in my home State of California -

20111

and has severely damaged our oil and gas in-
dustry.

Left in place, the ban will ensure a further

decline in the production of crude oil in Alaska
and California, resulting in thousands of lost
jobs.
! For the small businesses that make up the
bulk of the oil and gas industry in California,
this legislation is vital to their future. If they
can sell heavy crude oil into a market that no
longer is distorted by artificial restraints, they
will have a future producing oil.

In recent weeks, prices have been edging
down. Today, Kern County heavy crude was
posted at $13.75 a barrel.

We need to do something to help get them
back to the levels at which significant invest-
ments will be made.

Many of the independent oil producers have
told me they will begin hiring the minute this
bill is enacted. So the potential for job gains
is quite real.

| strongly urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 70 and provide the oil and gas industry
of my State with relief.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 70, to lift the current ban on Alas-
kan oil exports.

During the late 1970's, worldwide concern
over crude oil shortages prompted our Gov-
ernment to change its policies regarding the
domestic production of oil. World oil markets
have changed dramatically since then.

Although the perception persists that we are
dependent on oil from Iran, Iraq, Libya, and
other hostile countries, Canada and Mexico,
our reliable neighbors to the north and south,
are among our largest suppliers of imported oil
today. In addition, to avert the unlikely event
of a future oil crisis, we have placed nearly
600 million barrels of oil in our strategic petro-
leum reserve.

While we have done much to prevent an oil
import crisis, little has been done to encour-
age domestic oil production and sales abroad.
By lifting this ban, we would allow the market
to determine the price and buyer for surplus
crude oil. We would also promote increased
international trade during a time when our
trade deficit continues to widen—a deficit part-
ly based on our massive importation of fossil
fuels.

According to a study completed by the En-
ergy Department, lifting the export ban would
increase our production of crude oil by as
much as 110,000 barrels per day. This in-
crease would also result in increased revenue,
as much as $2 billion, for Federal and State
governments. According to the Department,
25,000 jobs in the oil industry would be cre-
ated and over 3,000 jobs in the maritime in-
dustry would saved. Ultimately, the lifting of
the ban will lead to sustained economic
growth for the State of Alaska and the Nation.

It is time for the Federal Government to take
action to increase our opportunities abroad
and to increase investment at home. This leg-
islation achieves these goals. | urge my col-
leagues to support and end to the ban on
Alaskan oil exports.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo-
sition to the bill.

Does anyone really believe that exporting oil
from the United States will decrease our de-
pendence on foreign oil? It will increase our
dependence.
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It was argued that current law has produced
a glut of gasoline on the west coast. We
haven't noticed. | simply do not believe that
my constituents are paying too little for gaso-
line. | paid $1.42 a gallon for unleaded gas
last Saturday in Everett. We have endured a
gasoline price increase of more than 20 cents
in the past several months.

The United States is clearly dependent on
imported oil. But if we don't have enough oil
here, why are we selling oil to nations in Asia?
Who do you think is going to profit from these
exports? A foreign corporation, British Petro-
leum, will profit handsomely—as will Alaska.

While the benefits or exporting this oil are
being debated in corporate boardrooms, | fear
my constituents may have to pay even higher
prices at the pump.

Mr. Speaker, this bill just does not make
good sense in Washington State. Further, be-
cause of possible price increases, it does not
make sense anywhere on the Pacific Coast. |
predict that we will not have adequate sup-
plies of oil for west coast refineries, at prices
we'll be comfortable with. | intend to vote "no™
and urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 70. Lifting the ban
on Alaskan North Slope [ANS] crude oil will
heavily burden the State of Hawaii by aug-
menting U.S. dependence on foreign oil and
dramatically increasing consumer prices. Be-
cause Hawaii consumers already pay the
highest gasoline prices in the Nation, to allow
gasoline prices to increase further would be
disastrous for Hawaii's economy.

Industry experts say that lifting the ban
could increase wellhead prices for ANA by
more than $2 per barrel, depending on the
amount exported. Oil refineries in my State
are designed to run on 60-percent crude oil.
More than half of the crude oil processed in
Hawaii's largest refinery run by BHP Petro-
leum Americas [BHP] is ANS crude, with the
remaining coming from Pacific Basin coun-
tries. BHP states in a letter to me that shouid
Hawaii's refineries be charged increased costs
for ANS, “Refiners will be forced to pass along
that increased cost to consumers.” The letter
further states, “In addition to paying increased
prices, the supply of ANS crude oil to Hawaii
and the U.S. Territories would be reduced.”
The removal of the ANS export ban would be
expected to increase the supply of ANS crude
to Pacific rim countries—oil that would other-
wise come to Hawaii. It is highly irresponsible,
in a time when the United States is importing
nearly half of its petroleum, that American ex-
port policy would be changed to allow in-
creased exportation of domestic crude oil.

Similarly, this legislation would burden west
coast States by increasing consumer prices
for those States and abandoning these States
in their need for domestic oil. According to
BHP, “If the ban were lifted, we believe we
would see no increase in U.S. oil production
but we would see an increased U.S. depend-
ence on Persian Gulf oil.” Because foreign-
owned British Petroleum [BP] holds the mo-
nopoly on the sale of ANS crude oil to the
west coast, and these States have no sub-
stitute supplier, BP would have the ability to
squeeze availability of ANS to these States
and charge higher prices to refiners. West
coast refineries, like Hawaii refineries, do not
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have the capacity to simply absorb these in-
crgased costs and will be forced to raise their

prices.

Last, lifting the ANS export ban poses seri-
ous environmental concerns for the Pacific
Basin. New export routes from Alaska to
Japan would jeopardize the safety of Pacific
fisheries and conservation areas that could be
subject to Exxon Valdez. Growing demand for
ANS crude oil would also increase harmful
drilling, especially within the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. In 1973, when Congress
voted to allow ANS oil production, | voted for
this export ban that ensured that such oil ex-
ploration and development would be for do-
mestic purposes only. An overturn of the ban
is an outright abrogation of Congress' original
intent regarding the ANS oil supply.

| urge my colleagues to cast their votes in
opposition to this harmful, shortsighted legisla-
tion which would have tragic effects for the
Nation as a whole, and especially for the State
of Hawaii.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired. The committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered by sections as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment, and pur-
suant to the rule each section is con-
sidered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord prior-
ity in recognition to a Member offering
an amendment that has been printed in
the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment made
in order by the resolution.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may reduce to not less than
5 minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on any postponed ques-
tion that immediately follows another
vote by electronic device without in-
tervening business, provided that the
time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of question shall
not be less than 15 minutes.

The clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:

H.R. 70
SECTION 1. EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH SLOPE

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act (30
U.S.C. 185) is amended—

(1) by amending subsection (8) to read as
follows:

“"EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH SLOPE OIL

*(s)(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) through
(6) of this subsection and notwithstanding
any other provision of law (including any
regulation), any oil transported by pipeline
over right-of-way granted pursuant to sec-
tion 203 of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Au-
thorization Act (43 U.S.C. 1652) may be ex-
ported unless the President finds that expor-
tation of this oil is not in the national inter-
est. In evaluating whether the proposed ex-
portation is in the national interest, the
President—
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*(A) shall determine whether the proposed
exportation would diminish the total quan-
tity or quality of petroleum available to the
United States;

*(B) shall conduct and complete an appro-
priate environmental review of the proposed
exportation, including consideration of ap-
propriate measures to mitigate any potential
adverse effect on the environment, within
four months after the date of the enactment
of this subsection; and

‘(C) shall consider whether anticompeti-

tive activity by a person exporting crude oil
under authority of this subsection is likely
to cause sustained material crude oil supply
shortages or sustained crude oil prices sig-
nificantly above world market levels that
would cause sustained material adverse em-
ployment effects in the United States or that
would cause substantial harm to consumers
in noncontiguous States.
The President shall make his national inter-
est determination within five months after
the date of enactment of this subsection or
30 days after completion of the environ-
mental review, whichever is earlier. The
President may make his determination sub-
ject to such terms and conditions (other
than a volume limitation) as are necessary
or appropriate to ensure that the expor-
tation is consistent with the national inter-
est.

“*(2) Except in the case of oil exported to a
country with which the United States en-
tered into a bilateral international oil sup-
ply agreement before November 26, 1979, or
to a country pursuant to the International
Emergency Oil Sharing Plan of the Inter-
national Energy Agency, any oil transported
by pipeline over a right-of-way granted pur-
suant to section 203 of the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline Authorization Act (43 U.S.C. 1652)
shall, when exported, be transported by a
vessel documented under the laws of the
United States and owned by a citizen of the
United States (as determined in accordance
with section 2 of the Shipping Act, 1916 (46
U.S.C. App. 802)).

*(3) Nothing in this subsection shall re-
strict the authority of the President under
the Constitution, the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701
et seq.), or the National Emergencies Act (50
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to prohibit exportation of
the oil.

*(4) The Secretary of Commerce shall issue
any rules necessary for implementation of
the President’s national interest determina-
tion within 30 days of the date of such deter-
mination by the President. The Secretary of
Commerce shall consult with the Secretary
of Energy in administering the provisions of
this subsection.

*(5) If the Secretary of Commerce finds
that anticompetitive activity by a person ex-
porting crude oil under authority of this sub-
section has caused sustained material crude
oil supply shortages or sustained crude oil
prices significantly above world market lev-
els and further finds that these supply short-
ages or price increases have caused sustained
material adverse employment effects in the
United States, the Secretary of Commerce,
in consultation with the Secretary of En-
ergy, may recommend to the President ap-
propriate action against such person, which
may include modification of the authoriza-
tion to export crude oil.

**(6) Administrative action under this sub-
section is not subject to sections 551 and 553
through 559 of title 5, United States Code.'’;

and

(2) by striking subsection (u).

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF ALASKA

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute
Offered by Mr. YounNGg of Alaska: Strike all
after the enacting clause and insert the fol-
lowing:

SECTION 1. EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH SLOPE
OIL.

Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act (30
U.S.C. 185) is amended by amending sub-
section (s) to read as follows:

“EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH SLOPE OIL

*(8)1) Subject to paragraphs (2) through
(6) of this subsection and notwithstanding
any other provision of this Act or any other
provision of law (including any regulation)
applicable to the export of oil transported by
pipeline over right-of-way granted pursuant
to section 203 of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline
Authorization Act (43 U.S.C. 1652), such oil
may be exported unless the President finds
that exportation of this oil is not in the na-
tional interest. The President shall make his
national interest determination within five
months of the date of enactment of this sub-
section. In evaluating whether exports of
this oil are in the national interest, the
President shall at a minimum consider—

‘'(A) whether exports of this oil would di-
minish the total quantity or quality of pe-
troleum available to the United States;

‘(B) the results of an appropriate environ-
mental review, including consideration of
appropriate measures to mitigate any poten-
tial adverse effects of exports of this oil on
the environment, which shall be completed
within four months of the date of the enact-
ment of this subsection; and

“(C) whether exports of this oil are likely

to cause sustained material oil supply short-
ages or sustained oil prices significantly
above world market levels that would cause
sustained material adverse employment ef-
fects in the United States or that would
cause substantial harm to consumers, in-
cluding noncontiguous States and Pacific
territories.
If the President determines that exports of
this oil are in the national interest, he may
impose such terms and conditions (other
than a volume limitation) as are necessary
or appropriate to ensure that such exports
are consistent with the national interest.

‘(2) Except in the case of oil exported to a
country with which the United States en-
tered into a bilateral international oil sup-
ply agreement before November 26, 1979, or
to a country pursuant to the International
Emergency 0Oil Sharing Plan of the Inter-
national Energy Agency, any oil transported
by pipeline over right-of-way granted pursu-
ant to section 203 of the Trans-Alaska Pipe-
line Authorization Act (43 U.8.C. 1852) shall,
when exported, be transported by a vessel
documented under the laws of the United
States and owned by a citizen of the United
States (as determined in accordance with
section 2 of the Shipping Act, 1916 (46 U.8.C.
App. 802)).

“3) Nothing in this subsection shall re-
strict the authority of the President under
the Constitution, the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701
et seq.), or the National Emergencies Act (50
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to prohibit exports of this
oil or under Part B of title II of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S5.C. 6271~
T6).

**(4) The Secretary of Commerce shall issue
any rules necessary for implementation of
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the President’s national interest determina-
tion, including any licensing requirements
and conditions, within 30 days of the date of
such determination by the President. The
Secretary of Commerce shall consult with
the Secretary of Energy in administering the
provisions of this subsection.

**(8) If the Secretary of Commerce finds
that exporting oil under authority of this
subsection has caused sustained material oil
supply shortages or sustained oil prices sig-
nificantly above world market levels and
further finds that these supply shortages or
price increases have caused or are likely to
cause sustained material adverse employ-
ment effects in the United States, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, in consultation with
the Secretary of Energy, may recommend,
and the President may take, appropriate ac-
tion concerning exports of this oil, which
may include modifying or revoking author-
ity to export such oil.

“{6) Administrative action under this sub-
section is not subject to sections 551 and 553
through 559 of this title 5, United States
Code.".

SEC. 2. GAO REPORT.

(a) REVIEW.—The Comptroller General of
the United States shall conduct a review of
energy production in California and Alaska
and the effects of Alaskan North Slope oil
exports, if any, on consumers, independent
refiners, and shipbuilding and ship repair
yards on the West Coast and in Hawaii. The
Comptroller General shall commence this re-
view two years after the date of enactment
of this Act and, within six months after com-
mencing the review, shall provide a report to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate and the Committee on
Resources and the Committee on Commerce
of the House of Representatives.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report shall
contain a statement of the principal findings
of the review and recommendations for Con-
gress and the President to address job loss in
the shipbuilding and ship repair industry on
the West Coast, as well as adverse impacts
on consumers and refiners on the West Coast
and in Hawalii, that the Comptroller General
attributes to Alaska North Slope oil exports.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment in
the nature of a substitute be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to offer an amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The sub-
stitute has the support of the adminis-
tration and many other interest
groups.

The amendment brings the bill in
conformity with title 2 of S. 395. In a
nutshell, it would, among other things:

Allow exports to be carried in U.S.-
flag, U.S.-crewed vessels.

Require the President to make a na-
tional interest determination.

Require the President to conduct an
environmental review, as well examin-
ing the effect of exports on jobs, con-
sumers and supplies of oil.

The President could impose terms
and conditions other than a volume
limitation.
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The Secretary of Commerce would be
required to issue any rules necessary to
implement the President's finding
within 30 days.

If the Secretary found drastic oil
shortages or price increases, he could
recommend actions, including modi-
fication and removal of the authority
to export.

Actions under this bill would not be
subject to traditional burdensome no-
tice and comment rulemaking require-
ments.

The President would retain his au-
thority to block exports in times of
emergency.

Finally, the substitute would also re-
quire the GAO to prepare a report as-
sessing the impact of ANS exports on
consumers, independent refiners, ship-
builders and repair yards.

I urge support for the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT TO

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-

STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF ALASKA

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. YounNG of Alaska: On page 4,
line 5, strike “may" and insert “‘shall".

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. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
language in the bill gives the Secretary
of Commerce the discretion when the
Secretary, for example, would define
under section 1, clause 5, if the Sec-
retary would find that an anticompeti-
tive activity by a person exporting
crude oil under the authority of this
subsection has caused crude oil supply
shortages or sustained crude oil price
significantly above world market lev-
els and would further find that these
supply shortages or increases of prices
have caused adverse employment ef-
fects in the United States, that the
Secretary of Commerce, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Energy,
may, may recommend to the President
appropriate action against such person,
et cetera. The Traficant amendment
says that this should not be a discre-
tionary process, and when the Sec-
retary uncovers and discovers this type
of an adversary impact from this legis-
lation, that the Secretary shall, in
fact, recommend to the President, not
may, in fact, recommend.

I do not want the decision of whether
or not to take action to be left to the
discretion of some bureaucrats in the
Commerce Department. If American
jobs are being lost or subject to an ad-
verse impact, the Secretary under this
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legislation should be required to, in
fact, take immediate action.

That is the general nature of the leg-
islation. It is simply changing the dis-
cretionary may to a compelling shall
in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YouNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I am so impressed that the gen-
tleman from Ohio has made me accept
his amendment with great happiness
and joy. It makes great sense. We
should have put it in to begin with, and
I thank the gentleman for offering it.

Mr. Chairman, we do accept the
amendment.

0 1530

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
[Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman from Ohio.
The gentleman has worked with us on
a number of amendments, and it was a
pleasure to operate in a process of dis-
cussion, in which we were trying to
perfect amendments, instead of trying
to create an amendment that would
gut the bill. I want to thank the gen-
tleman for his cooperation.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 1
ask for an “‘aye” vote on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was agreed

to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GEJDENSON TO

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-

STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF ALASKA

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GEJDENSON to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Page 3, line
8, add the following after the period: “In the
event that vessels so documented cannot be
used to transport any of the exported oil, the
authority granted by paragraph (1) shall ter-
minate immediately.".

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would hope the sponsors of the bill
would support this amendment. This
amendment takes them simply at their
word that their confidence that Amer-
ican crews and bottoms would be used
to export this oil will in fact become
the case. Under the legislation, it is
their argument that they will use
American merchant mariners to ship
this oil.

What this amendment simply says is
that if under any of the international
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agreements that we have, that this
provision is struck and American bot-
toms and merchant mariners are not
used, that would stop the shipment of
the oil until we could resolve this
issue.

Part of the way the proponents of
this legislation have been able to sell
this, at least to some of the Members
of this House, is by convincing them
that Americans will move the oil. They
assure us continuously that that will
withstand any challenges.

Well, if they are that confident that
they are going to be able to fulfill this
pledge, then I would hope the gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] would
be willing to accept this amendment,
unless, of course, he is not confident
that the language in the legislation
will withstand any and all legal chal-
lenges. If that is the case, then the gen-
tleman is also telling Members of this
body something about this legislation
and the commitments within.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I say that this
is dangerous legislation. It endangers
our national security, and it endangers
the environment.

The gentleman from Alaska is doing
the right thing as an Alaskan, possibly.
It will benefit the State of Alaska; it
will benefit oil companies, without any
question, around this country. It does
not work in the best interests of the
United Sates, and it is questionable
whether it will work in the best inter-
ests of American mariners, in that un-
less we are hearing there is support for
the amendment, I would have to be left
with the impression they are not even
confident that this small commitment
to American workers will be sustained.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, H.R. 70, requires
that all ships exporting Alaska oil be U.S.-flag
ships.

That provision in the bill is a clear response
to the concerns raised regarding the employ-
ment of American merchant mariners.

In this bill, British Petroleum makes a deal
with U.S. merchant marinérs: Congress will
allow the export of Alaska oil and you, Amer-
ican workers on ships, will continue to have
jobs on the ships carrying the oil abroad.

| would hope that the sponsors of this bill
would support the amendment that | am now
offering.

My amendment simply ensures that U.S.
merchant mariners get the protection the bill's
sponsors say they intended to provide.

This is a very simple amendment.

Under this amendment, should British Petro-
leum as the leading exporter of Alaska oil, (or
anyone else) renege on its commitment that
ships exporting Alaska oil be U.S.-flag ships,
then Alaska oil could not be exported.

So, if British Petroleum does not fulfill its
end of the bargain with Americans working on
ships carrying Alaska oil, then such oil cannot
be exported.

For example, if the U.S. Government and
British Petroleum abandon the U.S.-flag re-
quirement because it interferes with a treaty or
other international obligation, then Alaska oil
could not be sold abroad.
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Alaska oil could still be sent to California
and other domestic destinations where U.S.
seamen would have jobs in the ships carrying
the oil.

If the commitment in the bill to American
merchant mariners is real and enforceable,
then the proponents of the bill should whole-
heartedly support this amendment.

After all, the amendment is only ensuring
that their commitment to these working Ameri-
cans is fulfilled.

The bil's proponents have minimized the
potential problems with complying with the
commitment to American merchant mariners.

They have said that our international trade
obligations are not violated and that there will
be no problem complying with the requirement
that ships carrying Alaska oil be U.S.-flag
ships.

If that is the case, then they should support
my amendment.

If there is a risk with compliance, and those
wanting to export Alaska oil cannot fulfill their
end of the deal, then American workers should
be protected.

Once again, | am hopeful that the support-
ers of this bill would support this amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would rise in support of this leg-
islation. As the gentleman knows as a
member of the committee, when we
discussed this legislation in commit-
tee, this was one of the major tenants
of the acceptance of this bill, I think
on a bipartisan basis, was that this oil
would be carried in American transpor-
tation and would provide jobs for those
individuals who are currently engaged,
and hopefully if production is increased
under this legislation, that were en-
gaged in the transportation of oil now
to the lower 48, they would continue to
be utilized.

Some people have suggested that
that would raise trouble with inter-
national trade agreements. If that is
the case, then we have to rethink what
it is we have told people the benefits of
this legislation will or will not be. Cer-
tainly we would have to rethink the ar-
rangement by which we are then en-
gaging in the export of that oil, should
that ever happen.

I think the gentleman's amendment
is a good fail-safe amendment for those
who have been supporting against their
historical positions of opposition to
this legislation, that they would in fact
be protected and that a deal is a deal,
as the gentleman has said. I would
hope that we would support this
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very mis-
chievous amendment. Just think of the
term ‘‘terminate.” Terminator I, Ter-
minator II. This is exactly what this
does to the bill. Let us not kid our-
selves.
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The bill is very self-explanatory. It
says exports will be only on U.S.-
crewed, U.S.-flagged vessels. That is in
the bill. If it is not on U.S.-crewed or
U.S.-flagged vessels, in fact there
would be no oil export.

What happens? Let us say that all
the vessels for some strange reason be-
came totally occupied, absolutely oc-
cupied, and we had to move the oil be-
cause the storage was not available,
and we put it on one ship that was not,
then the whole thing is terminated. We
might as well go home. That is really
what it does. Look at that word ‘‘ter-
minate,"” very smartly put in there.

I want to suggest this amendment, as
I say, is very mischievous and, by the
way, not supported by any of the mari-
time unions. We worked closely with
the maritime unions, closely with the
Shipbuilding League, very closely with
everybody involved in this issue, ask-
ing for their input, asking for their
suggestions, and we have suggested
very nearly everything they have sug-
gested within the realities of other
laws, such as GATT, international
trade, et cetera, et cetera. We have
done that.

To have this amendment offered at
this time, very frankly, with all due re-
spect to my good friend from Connecti-
cut, it causes me great, great anguish
to have this presented as one that says
well, this is just another fail-safe part
of this bill. As a backup to what you
say, it says it in the bill. The bill is
very clear. It is there.

By the word ‘‘termination,” it is ab-
solutely a killer amendment, and I
urge that it be defeated.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would be happy to find other terminol-
ogy for the gentleman. But the basic
issue here is in the gentleman’s legisla-
tion there is no remedy for American
workers and American shippers, if that
rule is out.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, there are all
kinds of remedies, the Secretary of
Commerce, the President of the United
States, the Congress itself. Let us not
kid ourselves. There are so many safe-
guards in this. This is the only State in
the United States that has this ban put
upon it.

This is a mischievous amendment. I
do not blame the gentleman. The gen-
tleman did not support the bill in the
committee, he talked against the bill
in the general debate, he wants to de-
feat the bill, and I understand why he
offers the amendment. I compliment
him for that. This is a mischievous
amendment that should be soundly de-
feated.

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

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the
committee indicated, we worked with a
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number of Members to either resolve
their concerns about the bill or worked
with them on the amendments that
they proposed. The gentleman from
Ohio, the gentleman from Hawaii, the
gentleman from Washington are good
examples.

The rule underlying this debate indi-
cated that to the extent possible, we
wanted people to preprint their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Obviously, the gentleman from Con-
necticut, for whatever reason, did not
make the preprint date. I saw this
amendment just a few moments ago,
and, of course, we are trying to figure
out exactly what it means.

Apparently in the gentleman’s
amendment, and I will assume that the
gentleman is offering it in good faith,
if there is any deviation from the U.S.-
flagged, U.S.-staffed ship, the entire
legislation is terminated immediately.

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

. THOMAS. I yield to the gen-
tleman form Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
will be happy to change the language.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would have loved
to have worked with the gentleman
over the last 3 months that this bill
has either been in front of the commit-
tee, of which he is a member, as the
ranking member pointed out, and to
which he did not offer this amendment
or any of the last several weeks after
the bill passed the committee when we
were working on the legislation, if he
felt this burning desire to come up
with the proposal or any time last
week when he knew this was possibly
to be scheduled for floor debate. He did
not seem to want to work on an amend-
ment at that time. But now, not only
at the 11 hour, but half past midnight
when we are debating the bill, he
comes to the floor and says he has an
amendment on which he would like to
work with us.

What you need to know is that the
exceptions in the bill cover all situa-
tions. U.S.-flagged and staffed vessels
are required, with the exception of
cases covered in any international
agreements that we have entered into
prior to 1979, and under the provisions
of the Oil Emergency Act because, as
you will recall, a number of nations
were concerned about their ability to
get oil if the unstable area of the Mid-
dle East, as the gentleman from Con-
necticut described it, actually denied
them oil. We have a number of agree-
ments on an emergency basis in which
we will move oil on an as-needed basis.

Obviously the President in his wis-
dom, in trying to assist nations who
are being crippled by someone else’s oil
blackmail, will certainly take into
consideration this legislation. But the
President as Commander in Chief and
the President of this country will make
decisions as he sees fit in times of
emergency.
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It is absolutely ludicrous to offer an
amendment at this time that says if
you do not stick to one provision of the
bill, notwithstanding the emergency
provisions or the international agree-
ment, provisions, that the act itself will
terminate.

I think we need to read the amend-
ment the way in which I now believe it
was presented, and that is as a per-
nicious amendment by the opponent of
the legislation in an attempt to not
only weaken it, but indeed to defeat it.

I would ask that we reject the gen-
tleman from Connecticut's first
amendment, as I understand it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
think there are some fundamental is-
sues here being avoided. First, it is
clearly not half past midnight. It is
about 20 of 4. It is the middle of the
day. We are not under a lot of pressu