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SENATE—Thursday, December 14, 1995

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, as nature abhors a
vacuum, You deplore deadlocks that
debilitate progress. We confess that we
are hammerlocked and pinned to the
mat by seemingly unresolvable dif-
ferences in the negotiations between
the Congress and the White House over
the budget. The clock is running and
ticks toward tomorrow's deadline.
Meanwhile, the Nation watches, wor-
ries, and wonders.

Lord, help us to reorder our prior-
ities. Deliberately we set aside self-
serving manipulation. We trade in our
party spirit for the spirit of patriotism.
Grant both sides in this negotiation
that triumphant transition that hap-
pens when we give up the pride of
thinking that we have all of the an-
swers and dare to pray, ‘‘Lord, show us
the way to break this deadlock.”” Dis-
place our distrust of each other; re-
place it with a deep commitment to
creative compromise. There is so much
on which both factions agree. Give us
the will to press on until workable so-
lutions are found. We begin this day
asking You to work in the minds and
hearts of those who bear the respon-
sibility of finding Your solution. Give
them clear heads and willing hearts.
We ask this for the good of the Nation
and for the continuing respect of the
people for the ability of the executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment to work together to govern this
land. In the name of our Lord. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized.

PROGRAM

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, today
there will be a period for morning busi-
ness until the hour of 10:30 with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 5 min-
utes each, with the following excep-
tions: Senator WELLSTONE, 30 minutes;
Senator MURKOWSKI, 15 minutes; Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, 15 minutes.

At 10:30 this morning, the Senate will
begin consideration of the Interior ap-
propriations conference report, H.R.
1977. That conference report is limited
to 6 hours of debate. However, some of
that debate time may be yielded back.

Following a vote on the Interior ap-
propriations conference report, the
Senate may turn to the consideration
of the State Department reorganiza-
tion bill under a previously agreed to 4-
hour time limit. Rollcalls can there-
fore be expected throughout the day
today.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

(Mr. INHOFE assumed the chair.)

the

LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
rose last week to talk about an issue
that is critical to people in my State,
and across the Northeast and upper
Midwest. There have been scores of edi-
torials in major newspapers all across
the country dealing with a fundamen-
tal moral issue that we, in this Nation,
are confronted with this week in the
Senate and House of Representatives.

The title of this editorial is ‘“‘Pray for
Warm Winter. GOP Plans Mean Pork
and a Loss of Heating Aid."”

I am going to be joined by a number
of colleagues throughout the day who
want to speak on this issue. My col-
league from Wisconsin is here, Senator
KoHL. I wish to make sure that other
colleagues know that only late last
night did we realize we would have
some time today. But there have been
a number of Senators who have taken a
lead on this issue—Senator LEAHY,
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator COHEN,
Senator SNOWE, Senator KENNEDY, Sen-
ator HARKIN, Senator ABRAHAM, Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, and others—Democrats
and Republicans alike.

Mr. President, fuel assistance pro-
grams across the country have run out
of money, and people are being forced
out in the cold. We are confronted with
the fierce urgency of now, and time
rushes on. Quite frankly, whether or
not this continuing resolution is for 2
or 3 days, or whether there is another
continuing resolution for 1 week or
whatever has absolutely nothing to do
with the essential fact that there are
men, women, and children in the
Northeast, Midwest, and cold weather
States who are going cold right now.
More short-term fixes won’t cut it any-
more. There are long waiting lists
throughout the country, and when peo-
ple in this program don’t get served,
they don't heat their homes. In the
State of New York, for example, I have
heard that people are being told to
come back in March to apply for en-

ergy assistance. Come back in March,
when it's freezing there now., In my
State of Minnesota—and I am sure it is
the case in my colleague's State of
Wisconsin—this weekend temperatures
are right around zero.

We have to allocate this money now,
and the problem is that for all of our
States we are faced with the situation
of needing the money desperately,
right now. Let there be no mistake.
This is not really a l-year program, it
is basically a 6-month heating pro-
gram. We need to get funding to people
for energy assistance now. By this time
in Minnesota last year, as opposed to $9
million, we had about $256 million out
in our State. Right now, Mr. President,
there are 31,000 applications now pend-
ing; 16,000 cannot be served; close to
4,000 people in crisis, many in a no-heat
situation. In Minnesota, many have
been turned away.

This is outrageous. It is unconscion-
able. So what we have to do is make
sure that in this continuing resolu-
tion—Friday, Monday, starting with
the one Friday by midnight—we have a
formula that accelerates the delivery
of funding to our States, to the cold
weather States so people do not freeze
to death. We cannot go forward on this
ad hoc basis—a little bit here and a lit-
tle bit there but not enough to serve
long waiting lists of people. Our coun-
try can do better.

In the State of Minnesota last year,
110,000 households, about 330,000 people,
were served by this program. Grants
were about $380 or thereabouts. The
heating bills for people were far more
than that during the winter but in
many cases this at least enabled people
to get by.

Many of the people who benefit are
elderly people who live on Social Secu-
rity benefits. Many of them are fami-
lies with children. Many of them are
families struggling with disabilities.
Many of them are minimum wage
workers.

It is unbelievable; in the House of
Representatives this program was
eliminated outright, cut by over $1.3
billion. The total cost of the energy as-
sistance program for the whole country
is less than one B-2 bomber. This re-
flects seriously distorted priorities.
These are not the priorities of the vast
majority of people in this country.

There are editorials in newspapers all
across the country which essentially
are saying what the vast majority of
people are saying. What we are doing
right now in Washington, DC, is too
harsh and it is too extreme; it is too
punitive. It must not be allowed to
continue.
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Let me give a couple of examples of
folks in my state who have been af-
fected by these immediate, huge cuts.
Clara Mager is a T3-year-old resident of
an Iron Range town. I mentioned her
problem briefly the other day. She re-
ceives about $675 a month in Social Se-
curity. She lives alone, and she raised
6 children on her own. She just re-
celved a grant of approximately $220.
She owed her fuel provider, Intercity
0il, $177, and on Monday she had only
60 gallons left in her fuel tank. She
does not know how she is going to
make it through the winter, and she
does not know whether she can stay in
her house.

Nancy Watson is 556 years old, from
Clear Lake, MN, and disabled. Her in-
come on SSI and MSA is $529 a month.
She received a grant of only about $80
this year, and she does not know what
she is going to do. It is far less than in
the past because we are not getting the
allocations of funds out there in the
communities.

In Blue Earth County—we are get-
ting calls from all over the State—a
self-sufficient 90-year-old woman lives
alone; her monthly income is $204.
Right now she has closed off almost all
of her home, I say to my colleague
from Wisconsin; she is living in one
room. She is heating one room. She has
not been able to get the energy assist-
ance she needs this year. She does not
know where she is going to go, and she
thinks she is going to basically have to
leave her home and go into a nursing
home.

Mr. President, there are people in my
State, and in Wisconsin, and in many
other States across this land right
now, who either have no heat—can you
imagine that in the United States of
America? There are those who are liv-
ing or heating one room, or who have
turned the thermostat down to 50 de-
grees, or who are using their oven to
try and heat their home, whose fur-
naces have not been repaired but
should be, but there was no funding for
that, who are running with dangerous,
badly maintained kerosene stoves, run-
ning a fire hazard, with the risk of car-
bon monoxide poisoning. This is the
United States of America?

And so, Mr. President, let me just be
clear about this to my colleagues,
Democrats and Republicans alike: The
Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro-
gram requires a minimum amount of
resources, but it goes to the core of
what we are about. This is a cold-
weather lifeline program. This is not
an income supplement. This is a sur-
vival supplement.

Family wvalues, Mr. President, are
about extending a helping hand. Fam-
ily values are about giving people hope.
Family values are about compassion.
Family values are about all of us here
understanding the implications and
consequences of what we do.

My God, we have statistics and al-
phabet soup, OMB, CBO, baseline budg-
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ets and all the rest. Too often, it is a
bloodless debate. I am talking about
people who are desperate, right now,
today, in the State of Minnesota, who
are having to go without heat, or being
forced to scrounge funds from friends,
relatives, charities to buy fuel.

What is it going to take—someone
freezing to death?—for us to take ac-
tion? Then it will be too late. Time
rushes on. Time is not neutral. People
are going cold in America. We can do
better.

And I say to the administration, if
there is no agreement come midnight
Friday, since this was last year's fund-
ing, they should put out this money
now. The money is there, waiting to be
released, but it's constrained by law
until midnight tomorrow. After that,
the administration should release the
$1 billion—it is already there—and get
the funding out to the States and out
to the communities so people do not go
cold and so people do not freeze to
death.

I did not come here to the U.S. Sen-
ate from the State of Minnesota to be
silent, especially not in the face of this
kind of cruelty and unthinking slash-
ing of the budget. I believe there is
goodness in people. I believe there is
goodness in people and it extends way
beyond party. And I believe this is a
moral issue. I honest to God believe
this is a moral issue.

I think the problem is that we have
gotten so caught up in the statistics
that we just do not understand what
the implications are, what this trans-
lates into in personal terms and human
terms.

Mr. President, let me just simply say
that as I understand this chart, just
looking at the LIHEAP allocation by
December of 1994, at least $800 million
had been allocated out to communities.
By the end of the second quarter, that
number had shot to well over a billion
dollars. That is last year. It is now De-
cember 15, 1995, and $231 million all to-
gether been allocated under the con-
tinuing resolution. That says it all.

Last year by this time about 3800
million had gone out to our commu-
nities to make sure that men, women
and children do not go cold in America,
do not freeze to death in America. By
the way, don't anybody believe that
this is scare tactics. Talk to any of the
people who are out there trying to
serve—Salvation Army, churches, foun-
dations—that are trying to serve peo-
ple right now, and they will tell you
the same thing. By December 15, 1995,
only $231 million. That will make for a
cold Hanukkah and a cold Christmas
for many Americans who depend on
LIHEAP funds. .

One would think we could do better
in this next continuing resolution. We
have to accelerate the funding right
now, and if we do not do that in a con-
tinuing resolution and there is no
agreement, the administration needs to
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release the money right now. I yield to
my colleague from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. I thank my colleague
from Minnesota.

We are from the same geographical
part of the United States so we have
the same problem, and my outlook on
this problem that we are facing is very
similar to Senator WELLSTONE'Ss.

We have 130,000 low-income families
in Wisconsin who desperately depend
on this energy assistance. They are, all
of them, families who live at or be-
neath the poverty level, and they are
understandably and without question
in need of this assistance.

For whatever reason, the face of Gov-
ernment this week is on display to our
country. We are going to demonstrate
whether or not we understand here in
Washington what it is to be poor and to
be living in bitter cold and whether or
not we are prepared to respond to that
desperate need that these low-income
families have for energy assistance to
heat themselves and their families on
their meager resources.

For reasons that are not understand-
able, we here in Washington have de-
cided to fund this energy assistance,
not when it is needed as we have been
doing heretofore in the program, which
is to say, get the money out during the
winter months, but we have decided
not only to cut LIHEAP but also to
fund it in 12 equal annual installments.

Anybody listening to this debate this
morning knows that that does not
make any sense. The money needs to
be gotten out during the winter
months, this month and next month,
and sending out that money to these
low-income families in June and July
and August does not make any sense
when they need the money in Decem-
ber and January and February.

If we are not able to respond to that
need, as Senator WELLSTONE has said,
now, this week, by tomorrow, we will
have demonstrated that we do not have
the compassion to understand what is
going on in our country and what the
purpose of Government is, if it is not to
help those who are in genuine des-
perate need.

So we have a crisis, and we have an
ability to respond to that crisis. We are
talking about, as Senator WELLSTONE
has said, a total amount of money of
less than $1 billion, which is a cut from
what it had been last year.

LIHEAP last year was funded at $1.3
billion. We decided to cut it to $1 bil-
lion. As Senator WELLSTONE pointed
out, the House wants to zero out the
program entirely. That debate between
the House and the Senate has not yet
been resolved. But, in the meantime,
we have a continuing resolution which
does fund LIHEAP at a billion dollars,
and we have to see to it that that
money gets out to those people in des-
perate need of now. The next day or




December 14, 1995

two will demonstrate what the face of
our Government is and what it is we
are interested in depicting to the peo-
ple of the United States, whom we rep-
resent.

So I urge my colleagues, along with
Senator WELLSTONE and many others—
53 Senators have signed a letter urging
the negotiators to act quickly, with
dispatch and without delay, on this ur-
gent need. I urge my colleagues to see
to it that our negotiators here in Con-
gress, and in the administration, act in
a way which is sensible and compas-
sionate for those in our country who
need our help so urgently at this spe-
cific time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Wisconsin.
Again, really, I think this is the begin-
ning of the discussion today. There will
be time—and I believe a number of us
will be back on the floor throughout
the day. We are going to keep pushing
on this.

Senator KoHL mentioned this letter,
dated December 8 and signed by 54 Sen-
ators, to Chairman HATFIELD, who I
really want to say right now has been
very committed to trying to do some-
thing about this. He has been great in
the U.S. Senate, and we are going to
dearly miss him. I know he feels as if
his hands are tied at the moment. He is
very committed to do something about
the acceleration of getting the funding
out to communities. But 54 Senators
have signed this letter, simply saying,
look, we have to get the funds out.
Temperatures have dropped below
freezing, there is snow on the ground,
and we simply are not able to get the
money out.

There is a real sense of urgency here.
So there is a tremendous amount of
support for this on the Senate side. I
have been in contact with many of-
fices. I know Senator LEAHY, Senator
KERRY and others are very, very com-
mitted to this and are very anxious for
us to get this resolved. Senator SPEC-
TER from Pennsylvania, as well. I
mean, Democrats and Republicans
alike want to get this done. This has
become a moral issue. I do not believe
that is an exaggeration.

Are we going to dilly-dally around
here and play games and talk about all
these statistics, and yet not come to-
gether to make some change in a for-
mula to make sure that we get some
urgently needed funds out into commu-
nities so people do not freeze to death
in the United States?

Mr. President, when we went through
the rescissions package, I held that
package up for a short period. Part of
the reason I did that was, there was a
deal late at night, and all of a sudden
over $300 million, or thereabouts, was
cut from the energy assistance pro-
gram. I remember saying in the debate
then, that if this is a glimpse of what
is to come, I do not want to have any-
thing to do with it. This is too harsh,
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too extreme, it is too radical. This is
beyond the goodness of people in Amer-
ica. And when we were faced with our
first continuing resolution, at one
point in time there was some suggested
language that said that until the
Labor, Health and Human Services ap-
propriations bill is passed, there can be
no allocation of energy assistance
money. What is going on here? What is
going on? This is so harsh and so ex-
treme. While we beat that effort back,
the problem is even more urgent now.

Mr. President, this article says,
‘“Buffalo Prays for a Warm Winter.”
We can do better than that, can we
not? Are we not policymakers? Is that
what people are supposed to be reduced
to, praying for warm weather? Do we
need to just pray for a warm winter? It
is not a warm winter in Minnesota. We
need to take action.

Another article focusing on LIHEAP
funding problems says, ‘A Heap of
Trouble in New York."” A Lexington,
KY, paper has a headline here that says
“Staying Warm.” The list goes on.
Beaver, PA, ‘“Bankruptcy, Heating
Program for the Poor Hit.” In the
Maine Sentinel, “Heating Program
Cut; Out in the Cold.” “Timing Wrong
for Eliminating Weather Aid,” Albany.
The list goes on and on, Mr. President.
“Cold Comfort,” Boston Globe. Des
Moines Register, **A Shameful Place to
Cut. A rich nation can help its poor
stay warm in the winter.”” The Des
Moines Register editorial says LIHEAP
is a shameful place to cut. A rich na-
tion can help its poor stay warm in the
winter. Is that not true any longer?

Mr. President, this is a shameful
place to cut. Our Nation can do better,
and, in my State of Minnesota, there
are citizens who are going without
heat, and one is one too many. There
are people who are cold, and one family
is one too many. There are families
who depend on this energy assistance,
so they do not get cold and so they will
have enough resources to be able to
purchase prescription drugs if that is
what they need, or food. The total cost
of this program was less than the cost
of one B-2 bomber. The Des Moines
Register is right, a rich nation can help
its poor stay warm in the winter.

Mr. President, in this situation, time
rushes on; time is not neutral. We are
confronted with the fierce urgency of
now. I assume there is goodwill on the
part of all of my colleagues, and I as-
sume I will receive a tremendous
amount of support. Fifty-four Senators
already have gone on record as saying
we have to act now.

Mr. President, I believe that for the
next 2 days this must be a priority.for
the U.S. Congress, and for the next
week it must be a priority to make
sure that people in the United States of
America—men, women and children—
do not go cold. We must make sure
that we do not have people freezing to
death in the United States of America.
The issue could not be clearer.
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I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
THOMAS). Who seeks recognition?

(Mr.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 1472

Mr. WELLSTONE. I understand there
is a bill on the calendar due for a sec-
ond reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (8. 1472) to provide for one additional
Federal judge for the Middle District of Lou-
islana and one less district judge for the
Eastern District of Louisiana.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr, President, I
object to further consideration of this
matter at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be placed on the calendar.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BOSNIA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, several
of us last night were opposed to the
President's program to mass deploy
troops into Bosnia. I remember several
talks that many of us who had been
over there had that contradicted what
the administration says was total
peace and a calm environment, with no
hostilities since the cease-fire went off.
I can remember being before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee remind-
ing General Shalikashvili and Sec-
retary Perry that, in fact, the firing
had not stopped, and the bombs were
still going off and then only to find out
they had never been up there.

Those of us who are opposed to send-
ing the iroops over now will give full
support to the troops, full support to
the effort, hopefully, something in the
way that would cause this to be over
there and the troops would come home.

I read this morning—regretfully
some news accounts, one of them from
the Associated Press—after the treaty
was signed and while world leaders are
still making speeches in Paris, evening
explosions and several heavy machine
gun bursts echoed around the front
lines of a Sarajevo neighborhood.
Bosnian police officials say one shell
impacted the roof of a building close by
while two rifle grenades were fired to-
ward Bosnian Government positions in
the area. Machine gun burst pocketed a
southern wall of the Holiday Inn hotel.
I know the Presiding Officer was over
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there, as I was. This is the hotel that
used to be the Embassy for the United
States. It now just has a few windows
left and they are still using it as a
hotel. They probably will not be now.
It sounds as if things are still happen-
ing over there, and hopefully with all
of our help and support to the troops
that we can accomplish the mission
that our troops are over there for.

I personally plan to spend some time
over there. I have gotten to know sev-
eral of the troops that have come from
my State of Oklahoma who will be sta-
tioned over there. I am hoping I will be
able to have a better answer for them
than I had before when they asked the
question: What is the mission? So we
will give our full support to the troops
over there and to the mission as the
President has described and hopefully
it will be over very soon and our troops
will come home.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE ROLE OF THE JUSTICE DE-
PARTMENT IN BELL COMPANY
ENTRY INTO LONG DISTANCE
SERVICE AND ON INTERNET DAY
OF PROTEST

Mr., LEAHY. Mr. President, among
many critical issues currently facing
Congress, one of the most far-reaching
is the Telecommunications Competi-
tion and Deregulation Act, which is
now the subject of a conference with
the House of Representatives. In June
of this year, during debate on the tele-
communications bill, I spoke on the
floor about the importance of giving
the Justice Department primary re-
sponsibility to determine when the Bell
operating companies should be per-
mitted to enter into long distance mar-
kets.

I also supported an amendment by
Senator THURMOND, the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Sub-
committee on Antitrust, Senator DOR-
GAN, and others, that would have en-
sured a strong role for the Justice De-
partment as the Bell companies expand
their business into long distance, as we
all hope they will. That amendment re-
ceived the votes of 43 Senators.

Today, I remain convinced that the
Antitrust Division of the Department
of Justice should have a meaningful
role in telecommunications in the area
of their expertise. As the ranking Dem-
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ocrat on the Judiciary Committee's
Antitrust, Business Rights, and Com-
petition Subcommittee, I would like
briefly to note three basic points on
this issue:

First, we all say that we support
competition replacing regulation, but
the guestion is how best to make the
transition. I firmly believe that we
must rely on the bipartisan principles
of antitrust law in order to move as
quickly as possible toward competition
in all segments of the telecommuni-
cations industry, and away from regu-
lation. Relying on antitrust principles
is vital to ensure that the free market
will work to spur competition and re-
duce government involvement in the
industry.

Second, the Bell companies certainly
should be allowed to enter long-dis-
tance markets under appropriate cir-
cumstances, for it is generally desir-
able to have as many competitors as
possible in each market. The issue is
how to determine the point at which
entry by Bell companies will help rath-
er than harm competition. That ques-
tion, quite simply, is an antitrust mat-
ter which needs the antitrust expertise
and specialization of the Antitrust Di-
vision of the Justice Department.

Third, as one long interested in com-
petition and the antitrust laws, I do
not believe it is possible for checklists
fully to take the place of flexible anti-
trust analysis in any industry or mar-
ket. If antitrust principles are ignored,
competition is likely to suffer and
market power may become con-
centrated in a few companies. This will
lead to harm to consumers through
higher prices, less innovation, and the
weakening of our country’'s leadership
in telecommunications.

Last May, the Antitrust Subcommit-
tee held a hearing on the antitrust is-
sues implicated in the Senate tele-
communications bill, S. 652. This hear-
ing confirmed the importance of com-
petition to achieve lower prices, better
services and products, and more inno-
vation for the benefit of consumers and
our Nation. If we believe in the anti-
trust laws—which have protected free
enterprise for over 100 years—then we
should ensure that the Antitrust Divi-
sion of the Justice Department plays a
meaningful role in telecommuni-
cations.

I understand that members of the
telecommunications bill conference
have not yet resolved the issue of what
role, if any, the Justice Department
will have in allowing Bell company
entry into long-distance. I urge the
conferees to make sure the bill gives
the Justice Department a meaningful
role, and does not merely suggest to
the FCC that it consult with the anti-
trust experts.

I also take this occasion to urge the
conferees to reconsider the manner in
which they have chosen to regulate
constitutionally protected speech on
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the Internet and other computer net-
works. Since I spoke last week on this
issue, the House conferees have agreed,
as I feared that they might, to a provi-
sion that would effectively ban from
the Internet constitutionally protected
speech deemed by some prosecutor in
some jurisdiction in this country to be
indecent. This ban will reach far be-
yond obscenity, mind you, to some
vague standard of what is proper and
decent to speak about both in terms of
content and manner of expression.
They are heading in the wrong direc-
tion. We should affirm freedom and pri-
vacy, not Government intervention,
when it comes to personal communica-
tions.

Supporters of these restrictions con-
tend that regulating speech on the
Internet is necessary because self-ap-
pointed spokesmen for decency say
that parents should be concerned about
what their children might access on
the Internet. But many people, includ-
ing many parents, young families and
members of the generations that in-
clude our children and grandchildren,
are also very concerned. They ought to
be concerned about letting the Govern-
ment step in to censor what they can
say online, and to tell them what they
might or might not see.

The Congress is venturing where it
need not and should not go. We should
not be seeking to control communica-
tions among adults, whether old fogeys
like ourselves or the vibrant young
people who make up the vast bulk of
the communities in cyberspace. We
should not be acting to reduce all dis-
course over the Internet to third-grade
readers.

There are alternatives to overreach-
ing Government regulation. Instead of
passing a new law—a new law that tells
us what we can say, or think—we
should use the laws that are on the
books to protect children, and assume
that maybe somewhere, somehow,
someplace parents ought to take re-
sponsibility instead of us always auto-
matically passing a law to say what
parents should or should not do.

Let me tell you what happens. When
you start having all of this sudden cen-
sorship, well-meaning though it might
be, it reaches too far.

We have left technological advance-
ments, software barriers, access codes,
increased enforcement of laws already
on the books, and vigilant parenting
unexplored as alternatives to over-
reaching Government regulation.

After a majority of my Senate col-
leagues rejected my position in June
and incorporated a so-called Commu-
nications Decency Act in the tele-
communications bill without hearings,
without examination and without
much thought, I still held out hope
that they would proceed to learn some-
thing about the Internet, how it works,
and its potential benefits for those who
will be using it in the coming century.
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I was encouraged when the Speaker of
the House agreed with me and re-
marked that the Senate’s action was
“‘clearly a violation of free speech” and
‘“‘very badly thought out.” I, again,
urge him to rejoin in the debate before
it is too late.

We have already seen the chilling ef-
fect that even the prospect of this leg-
islation has had on online service pro-
viders. Last week, America Online de-
leted the profile of a Vermonter who
communicated with fellow breast can-
cer survivors online. Why?

They found in checking that this
Vermonter had used the word *‘breast.”
Nobody bothered to ask why. She is a
survivor of breast cancer. She was
using the Internet to have correspond-
ence with other survivors of breast
cancer to talk about concerns they
might have—medical advances—a basic
support group. But the censors looked
in and so, because the word ‘“‘breast’
had been used, she was being stopped.

This is what we are opening ourselves
up to. We should use the current laws
already on the books, and we should
ask parents to be a little more vigilant.
Will some things get on the Internet
that you, I, and other Members of the
Senate might find objectionable? Of
course, it will. But this objectionable
material would be a tiny fraction of
the vast materials available on the
Internet. What we should protect is one
of the greatest experiments we have
seen in our age of the Internet where
you have everything from the things
you find most valuable to things you
might find boring or repulsive.

We do not close down our telephone
companies because somebody picks up
the phone and calls somebody else and
tells them a dirty joke, or reams them
out in four-letter words. The behavior
between the two may be reprehensible,
and maybe they should discuss their
personal relationship, but we do not
close down the telephone company be-
cause that might happen.

Last June, I brought to the floor pe-
titions from over 25,000 people who sup-
ported my proposal to study techno-
logical, voluntary and other ways to
restrict access to objectionable online
messages, before we lay the heavy hand
of Government censorship onto the
Internet.

This week, a number of organiza-
tions, including the Center for Democ-
racy and Technology and Voters Tele-
communications Watch, sponsored a
National Internet Day of Protest over
the telecommunications bill con-
ference's proposal to censor the
Internet. In just one day—Tuesday—
over 18,000 people contacted the offices
of conferees. This country will never
accept the new temperance dema-
goguery that is leading us down the
road to Government censorship of com-
puter communications.

We have software parents can easily
use to pull up on the computer and find
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out where their children have been
going—what discussion, and what chat
lines they have been on. If they find
things in there they do not want,
maybe the parents ought to take the
responsibility to speak to their chil-
dren. If you have books or magazines
that you do not want your children to
read, then maybe parents might just
say, do not read it.

Somewhere there ought to be some
responsibility left for mothers and fa-
thers in raising their children, and not
have this idea that we have to turn ev-
erything over to the heavy hand of
Government.

In my years here I have seen rare in-
stances where Senators and House
Members in both parties have rushed
pell-mell into having the Government
step in to take over for parents. At a
time when we hear that we have a new
thrust in the Congress where we want
to get Government off your backs, we
want to get Government out of your
life, we want to turn things back to
people, we have a massive effort under-
way in the telecommunications con-
ference to say we are going to tell you
what to think; we are going to tell you
what to do, when you go online.

Do you know why? I am willing to
bet that three-quarters of the Congress
do not have the foggiest idea how to
get on Internet; do not have the fog-
giest idea how to use the Internet; have
never corresponded back and forth on
the Internet. They can say: ‘“We do not
use it. It does not involve us. So let us
screw it up for everybody else who
might use it."” But, ‘‘everybody else
are millions and millions of Americans.

I urge the full telecommunications
bill conference to consider the threat
its proposals to regulate online speech
poses to the future growth of the
Internet.

The interests of the young children
are not in the stifling of speech or Gov-
ernment overreaching. They will be
served by the growth of the Internet,
the development of the World Wide
Web and the creative, economic, and
social opportunities that they can pro-
vide. And for those who want to abuse
it, those who want to be involved in
child pornography, we have laws on the
books. We can go after those people.
We can prosecute them. But let us not
close down 99.9 percent of the Internet
because of a few child pornographers.
Go after them, but protect the Internet
for the rest of the people.

Maybe those who are on the Internet
ought to ask their Members of the
House or the Senate, Do they use it?
Do they understand it? Do they under-
stand the computer? I do not want to
ask them if they know how to do really
technical things, like programming a
VCR. Ask them if they can turn on the
Internet? Can they actually talk with
each other? And if they cannot, maybe
Internet users ought to tell their Mem-
bers, “Then leave us alone. Leave us
alone.”
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LIHEAP

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer and I both
come from States where we know what
winter weather is. I daresay the distin-
guished Presiding Officer has probably
heard a weather report in his State—
one of the most beautiful in this coun-
try—probably heard a weather report
similar to one I heard in Vermont last
weekend. In the news they said, By
the way, we expect a dusting of snow
tonight, accumulations of no more
than 3 to 4 inches.” And nobody thinks
anything of it. If we have 10 inches of
snow overnight, schools still open, peo-
ple still go to work.

I contrast that with the situation we
face in the Washington area. How
many times have we turned on the TV
in the morning and see we have remote
locations and you have all the people
out there bundled up, and the poor
camera person has the bright lights on,
trying to find one snowflake coming
down. They say, ‘‘Oh, and the latest re-
port is the snow appears to be gather-
ing and we switch now to the head me-
teorologist,” who, in a state of panic,
is saying, ‘*‘And we may get accumula-
tions of up to an inch.” An inch? My 86-
year-old mother goes out with a broom
and sweeps anything up to 2 or 3 inches
off the walk. Schools will open, but
here, if they open at all, it is 5 hours
late. ““Two inches were spotted some-
where in the continental United States
and it might be moving this way.”

Last night I drove home around mid-
night and I saw cars spinning off the
road for two reasons. One, they did not
know how to drive; and second, not-
withstanding the fact that everybody
knew an ice storm was coming, appar-
ently nobody thought to send out the
sand trucks and sand the road. This
morning, at about 5:45 or so, when I
drove with my wife to work—she was
going to the hospital, she is on the
morning shift—again, we saw cars spin-
ning out all over the place. They come
roaring down to an intersection, slam-
ming on the brakes—of course they had
not bothered to sand the intersec-
tions—and looked amazed and sur-
prised that the law of physics applied.
You have a heavy object, you have no
traction: It does not stop. It has some
aspect to do with the law of friction
and physics, something I suggest
maybe we may want to teach.

We get into a situation around this
area that the only effective snow or ice
removal is a couple of days of warm
weather. I once thought the reason we
keep everything going in the little
State of Vermont is we must have a lot
more equipment and a lot more people.
Apparently that is not so. Actually
they have more down here. I think
they are saving it, though. They do not
want to use up this equipment. Maybe
they are thinking someday another Ice
Age will come and we will need it then.

But in Vermont we do have cold
weather. I remember a year or so ago
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they closed down the Government here
because it was about 25 degrees.

I was in Montpelier, VT, in the State
capital that day and it was 15 degrees
below zero. I walked from my office to
the capitol. Every place was open, ev-
erybody went to work. I constantly got
stopped by people on the streets who
said, ‘‘We heard on the news they
closed down Government offices and
everything in Washington because it is
25 degrees. They really mean 25 below,
don’t they?”

I said, **No, 25 degrees. That is 40 de-
grees warmer than it is here where we
are all going to work.”

But we do have that 25- to 30-degree
below zero weather. I mention that, to
be serious, because we need money in
LIHEAP. In Vermont we have about
25,000 families eligible for LIHEAP, aid
for those who need heating assistance.
I think last year our families received
slightly less than $400 a home. But be-
cause of the budget, in Vermont they
can be promised only about $50 this
year.

Mr. President, 70 percent of those re-
cipients earn $8,000 a year or less, 30
percent of them are AFDC homes with
children. Mr. President, 32 percent of
them are working Vermonters who
need help; 41 percent of the recipients
are elderly or disabled. People are
going to be dying from the cold. It does
get cold back in my State. We have had
many below-zero days already. We will
have days where it will go down to 20
or 30 below zero.

Congress is no closer to passing a
Labor-HHS bill with LIHEAP funding
than they were back in September. If
Congress feels that block grants are
such a good idea for school lunches and
Medicaid, at least show they are con-
sistent and keep the LIHEAP block
grant going. Food shelves are getting
empty. Frost is on the windows day
and night. People are dowrt to the ques-
tion of heating versus eating. If you
are elderly or disabled, that is one heck
of a question to have to ask.

We need to pass a LIHEAP budget. It
is a gaping new hole in the welfare net
and it is hurting Americans, especially
those who live in the frost belt. I hope
we will pass it.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair for
its forbearance and I will be happy to
join with the distinguished Presiding
Officer in offering snowtime driving
lessons to any of our colleagues who
may wish them—certainly to the media
who report on four or five snowflakes
as though it was the coming of a new
Ice Age.

LIHEAP

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as
my colleagues know, it is cold outside.
This morning in my home State of Ver-
mont it was minus one degree in Bur-
lington, minus 9 degrees in our capital
city of Montpelier and in the Northeast
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Kingdom, there were 18 inches of snow
on the ground. This weekend the tem-
perature fell below zero in Minnesota.
It was 20 degrees in Delaware and it
has even dropped to below freezing in
Atlanta, GA.

With these cold temperatures, and
the subfreezing days that are sure to
follow, one has to wonder how nearly 6
million low-income American families
are going to make it through the win-
ter. In past years, the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program
[LIHEAP] has provided aid to these
families.

LIHEAP is a block grant provided to
the States that help low-income Amer-
icans with an average income of $8,000
heat their homes. This year however,
states have not received sufficient
funds to meet the needs of their low-in-
come citizens.

Since we have yet to pass a fiscal
year 1996 appropriations bill for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human
Resources, and Education, LIHEAP has
been funded by the two continuing res-
olutions [CR’'s] that we have passed and
the President has signed. These two
CR's funded LIHEAP at 90 and 75 per-
cent of last year’'s level respectively,
but, and this is the key, the CR’s lim-
ited LIHEAP spending to the propor-
tional daily rate of the duration of the
CR.

This cap on the spend-out rate means
that States have received only 75 days’
worth of funds. In past years States re-
ceived 60 percent of their allotments in
the first quarter. This year, they have
received only slightly greater than 20
percent. The vast majority of LIHEAP
funds are used for heating assistance.
Requiring that LIHEAP funds be spent
out evenly throughout the year makes
no sense. While it may leave LIHEAP
funds available in June, many low-in-
come families would not be able to
heat their homes this winter.

Last year at this time, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services
had dispersed around $800 million to
the States. So far this year, States
have received only $230 million. As
Senator KENNEDY pointed out yester-
day, LIHEAP funds were to be reduced
by 10 or 25 percent, not 70 percent.

What has this meant in Vermont? In-
stead of the $4.5 million we had re-
ceived last year by this time, Vermont
has received only $1.3 million. This is
not enough to meet the needs of the
25,000 low-income Vermonters who rely
on LIHEAP to avoid freezing in the
winter. Gov. Howard Dean has had to
delay the start of this year’s program
until December, and I can assure my
colleagues that it can get quite cold in
Vermont in October and November.

I think it is fairly clear that we are
not going to be able to pass all the re-
maining appropriations bills by the end
of this week, so we are going to have to
take up another CR. It is critical that
this CR not include the spend-out limi-
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tation on LIHEAP. Last week Senator
KENNEDY and I sent a letter to Appro-
priations Committee, MARK HATFIELD,
asking him to address this problem.

Fifty-two other Senators, Repub-
licans and Democrats joined us in sign-
ing this letter, and although the North-
east/Midwest Senate Coalition, which I
cochair, coordinated the effort, Sen-
ators from all over the Nation co-
signed. I ask unanimous consent that a
copy of this letter along with the 54
Senators who cosigned the letter be
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Although most Sen-
ators who signed the letter would like
to see LIHEAP increased, the letter
does not ask for additional LIHEAP
funding. It simply asks that States be
allowed to spend the LIHEAP funds
that have been appropriated under the
two CR's this winter when the funds
are needed. There are similar efforts
being undertaken in the House. In addi-
tion to Senator KENNEDY, I want to
thank Senators ABRAHAM, COHEN,
SNOWE, MOYNIHAN, KOHL, LEAHY, and
WELLSTONE for their assistance in
gathering support for this letter. I also
want to thank Senator SPECTER for his
continued support of LIHEAP. I think
we have made it very clear that this
spend-out restriction cannot be in-
cluded in the next CR.

Mr. President, LIHEAP is a lifeline
for many seniors and families with
small children, and cutting LIHEAP
will drastically increase the energy
burden of many American families.
Some Members of the House have ar-
gued that LIHEAP is no longer needed,
but for many low-income Americans,
the energy crisis is not over. In some
areas of the country, energy prices are
still increasing; in Vermont over the
last 3 years, prices have gone up 21 per-
cent. Since 1980 however, real LIHEAP
funding has gone down 65 percent.

In fact, no other discretionary for-
mula grant program has seen its fund-
ing reduced as much as LIHEAP. The
Congressional Research Service [CRS]
performed a study of energy prices and
LIHEAP funding. CRS concluded that,
even taking changes in real energy
prices into account, LIHEAP would
have to be funded at between $1.75 and
$2.39 billion to provide the same level
of benefits as it did in 1980.

Last year, over 25,000 low-income
Vermonters received a total of $7.5 mil-
lion in assistance. The average amount
was 3§75 a month for the 5 winter
months. The average AFDC recipient
only has $43 a month left over after
paying the energy bill. Without
LIHEAP assistance, many recipients
will not be able to afford to pay their
heating bills this winter, and many
would be forced to choose between heat
and food.
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As I stated earlier, LIHEAP is a
block grant. Each State decides for it-
self how to structure its program and
how to get the resources to those that
need it. It is also a program that has no
history at all of any fraud or abuse.
Without LIHEAP energy providers,
many of whom are small, unregulated
businesses, may have to choose be-
tween not getting paid for the energy
they provide and cutting off their need-
iest customers.

Mr. President, winter is upon us.
People are freezing. We must free up
LIHEAP funds so that low-income
Americans will be able to heat their
homes this winter. We must remove
the spend out rate limitation.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, December 5, 1995.
Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
Appropriations Committee, The Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HATFIELD: We would like
to call your attention to a serious problem
with the interim funding for the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).
We belleve that if we are to continue funding
programs under the FY9% Labor/HHS Appro-
priations bill through a Continuing Resolu-
tion (CR), states must be allowed to draw
down LIHEAP funds at a higher rate which
takes Into account their historical spending
practices and which s sufficlent to ensure
the program's viability. Temperatures have
dropped below freezing and there is snow on
the ground in many parts of the country, but
the language in both CRs that limits state
draw downs to a proportional annual rate
does not provide states sufficlent funds to
operate programs and meet the heating
needs of their low income families.

In past years, states have drawn down a
majority of their LIHEAP funds during the
fall. This allows states to purchase fuel at
lower rates, maintain continuity of service,
avold shut offs, and plan for the upcoming
winter. Furthermore, nearly 9 percent of
LIHEAP funds are used for heating assist-
ance during the coldest months. The CR lan-
guage requires that LIHEAP funds be spent
out over a twelve month period. While this
may leave funds for heating assistance in
June, many low income families may not be
able to heat their homes this winter.

We belleve It Is critical to safeguard this
program which protects the elderly, the dis-
abled, the working poor, and children. When
it gets cold, these wvulnerable Americans
should not be forced to choose between heat-
ing and eating. Continuing delays in funding
and limits on the payout rate will hamper
states’ abllity to help the 5.6 million
LIHEAP households survive the winter. We
ask your assistance In ensuring that the
bulk of LIHEAP funds can be spent during
the cold weather months at a rate sufficient
to meet the needs of low income families
this winter. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jim Jeffords, Ted Kennedy, Herb Kohl,
Bill Cohen, Paul D. Wellstone, Daniel
P. Moynihan, Patrick Leahy, Olympia
Snowe, Carl Levin, Christopher J.
Dodd, John F. Kerry, Larry Pressler,
Wendell Ford, Rick Santorum, Clal-
borne Pell, Alfonse D'Amato, Spencer
Abraham, Carol Moseley-Braun, Byron
L. Dorgan, John H. Chafee, Paul
Simon, Dick Lugar, J. Lieberman,
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Frank R. Lautenberg, Tom Daschle,
Bob Kerrey, Tom Harkin, John Glenn,
Jeff Bingaman, Max Baucus, Bob
Smith, Paul Sarbanes, Dale Bumpers,
Jay Rockefeller, Jim Exon, Howell Hef-
lin, Russ Feingold, Danilel K. Akaka,
Harry Reid, Dan Coats, Richard H.
Bryan, David Pryor, Joe Biden, Patty
Murray, Mitch MecConnell, Ben
Nighthorse Campbell, Judd Gregg,
Mike DeWine, Bill Bradley, Barbara A.
Mikulski, Kent Conrad, Chuck Robb,
D.K. Inouye, Chuck Grassley.

STRADDLING STOCKS AGREEMENT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on Decem-
ber 4, 1995, Madeleine Albright, our
Ambassador to the United Nations,
signed on behalf of the United States
the Agreement for the Implementation
of the Provisions of the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10
December 1982 Relating to the Con-
servation and Management of Strad-
dling Fish Stocks and Highly Migra-
tory Fish Stocks. As the Ambassador
said in her speech at the time, this
Agreement offers a tremendous ad-
vancement in our global efforts to bet-
ter conserve and manage living marine
resources. I ask unanimous consent
that Ambassador Albright's speech be
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. This Agreement
was the result of 3 long years of nego-
tiations and will best serve the inter-
ests of the United States by putting an
end to the lawlessness of high seas fish-
eries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the United
States has long held the view that fish-
ing activities should be carried out in a
sustainable fashion, and with due re-
gard to appropriate conservation and
management measures. The Straddling
Stocks Agreement ensures that the
precautionary measures we have al-
ready adopted will be respected and im-
plemented by our international part-
ners. The United States has clearly led
the way in this respect and it was of
the utmost importance to ensure that
our efforts would not be undermined by
the destructive practices of other
States.

This Agreement is only the latest
step in our ongoing efforts to establish
a mosaic of international legal agree-
ments that will set up a strong regime
for the management of our marine liv-
ing resources. Foremost among these is
the Convention on the Law of the Sea,
transmitted to the Senate on October
6, 1994 (Treaty Document 103-39). More
than a year later, this historic treaty
is still pending before the Committee
on Foreign Relations. I am hopeful
that the Committee will be able to con-
sider this Convention early next year.
The principles embodied in the Strad-
dling Stocks Agreement are not only
consistent with the Law of the Sea, but
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it is to be applied concurrently with
that Convention.

Mr. President, in the past year, I
have repeatedly addressed the Senate
to highlight the ways in which the Law
of the Sea Convention has been im-
proved, and now meets our fisheries in-
terests, our national security interests,
and our economic interests. This hard-
fought treaty was the result of more
than 20 years of negotiations, in which
both Democratic and Republican Ad-
ministrations participated actively. As
a result, all the concerns that the Unit-
ed States had expressed when the Con-
vention was first open for signature in
1982 have now been addressed. An
agreement modifying the deep sea-bed
mining provisions of the Convention
was concluded and signed by the Unit-
ed States in 1994. Similarly, the Strad-
dling Stocks Agreement addresses
some of the high seas fishing issues
that had been left open by the Conven-
tion.

I expect the administration will for-
ward the Straddling Stocks Agreement
to the Senate early next year. In order
to optimize the effects of the Strad-
dling Stocks Agreement, it is urgent
that the United States also become a
party to the Law of the Sea Conven-
tion. The Straddling Stocks Agreement
specifies that the settlement of dis-
putes will be carried out by the Law of
the Sea Tribunal, which will be estab-
lished in Hamburg shortly. Fortu-
nately, the judges on this Tribunal
have not been designated yet, but the
United States must be a party to the
Convention if an American judge is to
be designated.

This is but one of the many reasons
why the United States should ratify
and become a party to the Law of the
Sea Convention. We now have another
incentive to take urgent action on this
issue and I trust that all my colleagues
who have shown such an interest in the
Straddling Stocks Agreement will join
me in my efforts to see the Straddling
Stocks Agreement and the Law of the
Sea Convention ratified promptly.

EXHIBIT 1
STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR MADELEINE K.
ALBRIGHT

Mr. Chairman, distinguished ministers, fel-
low ambassadors and delegates, and ladies
and gentlemen.

This I1s a memorable occasion for all mem-
bers of the International community who
have labored to conserve fishery resources
and strengthen the law of the sea. On this
historic day, the United States, joined by
other members of the International commu-
nity, will sign the Agreement, adopted by
consensus by the UN Conference on Strad-
dling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish
Stocks. This Conference concluded its work
after three years of intense negotiations and
outstanding international cooperation. The
United States Is pleased to have participated
in this effort. We are convinced that this
Agreement offers a tremendous advancement
in our global efforts to better conserve and
manage living marine resources.

As both a coastal State and a State whose
vessels fish on the high seas, we are keenly
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aware of the need for a balanced approach in
the Agreement, one that recognizes the le-
gitimate concerns of both groups. The Unit-
ed States belleves that the Agreement
strikes a reasonable balance between con-
servation and fishing concerns, and between
the interests of coastal States and States
whose vessels fish on the high seas. We sup-
port the Agreement because it establishes
new and effective rules to conserve and man-
age marine fisheries and provides for States
to resolve their disputes through compulsory
binding dispute settlement procedures. The
Agreement, If widely ratified and properly
implemented, will both improve the health
of our ocean ecosystems and ensure a lasting
supply of fish to feed the world’s population.

The United States wishes to acknowledge
the skill, leadership and energy of Ambas-
sador Satya Nandan for crafting the Agree-
ment. We are truly indebted to you.

This Agreement is particularly noteworthy
because It directly contributes to a broader
global effort to promote international co-
operation, reduce conflict and achieve more
effectively the sustainable use of living ma-
rine resources, The Agreement is consistent
with and bullds upon the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea which en-
tered Into force last year. It complements
the 1993 Agreement to Promote Compliance
With International Conservation and Man-
agement Measures by Fishing Vessels on the
High Seas, which itself is an integral compo-
nent of the International Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries which was adopted last
month in Rome. Together, these Instruments
provide a strong basis to move forward in
achieving sustainable use of living marine
resources In the world’s oceans and seas.

Looking to the future, we see many excit-
ing challenges before us. Our first task is to
bring this Agreement into force as soon as
possible. We hope that all nations that sign
the Agreement today will soon deposit their
instruments of ratification. We urge those
nations which are not able to sign the Agree-
ment today to do so as soon as possible. Also
ahead are the challenges of implementing ef-
fectively the provisions of the Agreement in
various regional and subregional organiza-
tions and arrangements throughout the
world. The status of the world’s fish stocks
demands that Implementation of the Agree-
ment begin immediately wherever straddling
and highly migratory fish stocks are har-
vested.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the Fish Stocks
Agreement Is a laudable accomplishment.
The tasks before us are not only possible,
but absolutely necessary. At stake are im-
portant issues involving biological integrity
of marine ecosystems and food security. The
United States is confident that we will suc-
ceed. Let us hope that our imagination and
strength are as vast as the oceans we so
cherish.

LIHEAP

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, in
some parts of Michigan over 5 feet of
snow have already fallen and the wind
chill has brought the temperature to 50
below zero. Understanding the impor-
tance of helping the poor and elderly
pay their heating bills during these
cold months, I rise to support the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram [LIHEAP] and urge members of
the Appropriations Committee to con-
tinue to support funding for this pro-
gram,
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Under the current continuing resolu-
tion, funding for LIHEAP is limited to
the proportional annual rate of the du-
ration of the Continuing Resolution.
That is, if the Continuing Resolution
lasts 32 days, only thirty-two three
hundred and sixty sixths of LIHEAP
funds can be spent. While this formula
may work well for most other pro-
grams, for obvious reasons the vast
majority of funding for LIHEAP is
spent during the winter months. There-
fore, the current Continuing Resolu-
tion formula leaves States with an ex-
treme shortfall in their efforts to help
the poor and elderly through the cold-
est months of the year.

Since LIHEAP is funded through the
Labor, HHS, and Education appropria-
tions bill which has not yet been de-
bated on the Senate floor, the funding
for this program necessarily must
come through Continuing Resolutions.
Should this continue to be the case, I
urge those negotiating the Continuing
Resolution to abandon the daily aver-
age formula they have been using and
allow the bulk of LIHEAP funds to be
spent during the cold, winter months.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President I rise in
opposition to this bill, which I feel rep-
resents yet another attack on our Na-
tion’s resources and our environmental
protection laws.

Our greatest legacy to our children
and our grandchildren is the world
which we leave to them. Simply put,
this bill shortchanges future genera-
tions of Americans.

I want to commend my colleagues,
particularly Senator GORTON and Sen-
ator BYRD, who have made some
progress toward improving this bill.

First, and foremost, I want to ac-
knowledge that the outcry from the
taxpayers of this country has been
heard: After months of wrangling, this
bill finally restores the moratorium on
the processing of mining claims, con-
tained in last year’s bill.

Without this freeze, gigantic, for-
eign-owned mining companies would be
permitted to purchase Federal land,
loaded with gold, silver, and other pre-
cious metals, for as little as $2.50, due
to an outdated 1872 law still in effect.

Only $2.50 for an acre of land and all
the gold underneath it is an outrageous
ripoff for the taxpayers of this country.

Though the bill's language will still
permit the processing of hundreds of
applications which are now pending,
this freeze will prevent even more com-
panies from receiving this golden give-
away.

I also support the funding contained
in this bill for the North American
wetlands conservation fund.

This valuable public-private partner-
ship, has enabled Federal and State
wildlife officials, and conservationists
in my home State of Delaware, to de-
velop dozens of wetlands and wildlife
habitat protection plans. It is cost-ef-
fective, matching funds are required,
and it deserves our support.
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Despite these few bright spots, much
in this bill troubles me.

This legislation cuts our efforts to
move away from fossil fuels, toward
cleaner, renewable fuels, such as solar
energy. Energy efficiency standards are
also relaxed. The end result: a continu-
ation of our growing dependence on for-
eign oil.

This conference report also prohibits
listing additional species as threatened
or endangered and prohibits designat-
ing and protecting critical wildlife
habitat.

Delaware has 9 animal species, and 16
plant species, which are candidates for
Endangered Species Act listing, and I
am concerned that this provision will
hasten their extinction.

An unsustainable amount of logging
will also be permitted in the Tongass
National Forest, a great temperate
rainforest in southeastern Alaska.

With Christmas fast approaching I
can understand a certain amount of
sentiment for expedited logging. But
we are not talking about a few Christ-
mas trees here.

Under this bill, up to 418 million
board feet of timber will be sold in 1996
and 1997—an allowable logging level
which is 44 percent higher than the
cutting average over the previous 10
years. This plan is locked in, and no
changes are permitted.

The conference report also contains a
legislative rider which allows the con-
struction of a telescope on Mt. Gra-
ham, near Tucson, AZ, despite the fact
that this development will likely harm
an endangered species.

Putting the merits of the proposal
aside, an appropriations bill is not the
right location for reforming the Endan-
gered Species Act.

Lastly, this bill expands the number
of recreational activities permitted in
the new Mojave preserve in California.
If you plan to go hiking in the Mojave
this ‘summer, be forewarned, the Park
Service may be forced to open this wil-
derness to motorized vehicles and air-
craft.

In sum, Mr. President, this bill falls
far short of adequately protecting our
natural resources. Under this legisla-
tion, our dependency on foreign oil
grows, endangered species are threat-
ened, our environmental laws are dis-
regarded, and Americans are left poor-
er.

President Clinton has announced his
intention to veto this legislation, and I
urge my colleagues to oppose it.

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the im-
pression will not go away: The $4.98
trillion Federal debt stands today as a
sort of grotesque parallel to tele-
vision's Energizer bunny that appears
and appears and appears in precisely
the same way that the Federal debt
keeps going up and up and up.
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Politicians talk a good game—and
talk is the operative word—about re-
ducing the Federal deficit and bringing
the Federal debt under control. But
watch how they vote.

Mr. President, as of the close of busi-
ness, Wednesday, December 13, the
total Federal debt stood at exactly
$4,988,313,115,981.39 or $18,935.72 per
man, woman, child on a per capita
basis. Res ipsa loquitur.

THE USE OF TROOPS IN BOSNIA

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
explain why I reluctantly supported
last night the resolution written by
Majority Leader DOLE and Senator
McCAIN of Arizona, which authorized
the use of American troops to imple-
ment the Dayton Framework Agree-
ment.

I did so with some apprehension. I
have no illusions about how difficult
this mission could be. Bosnia is a coun-
try deeply divided by 4 years of warfare
and centuries of turbulence. The ter-
rain is rough and the weather fierce.
Much of the land is sown with mines.

So why do I—with some apprehen-
sion—support the DOLE resolution? I do
it because I believe implementing the
Dayton Agreement is the best option in
a very bad situation.

Our decision would be easier if we
could roll back the clock. If President
Bush had used air power to punish Ser-
bian aggression in 1991, we might not
be here today. If President Clinton had
persuaded our allies, over the past 2
years, to lift the arms embargo against
Bosnia, we might now have the balance
of power in Bosnia that the Dayton
Agreement seeks to create. That is
why I voted to lift the arms embargo so
that Bosnia could defend itself.

But we cannot roll back the clock; 4
years of war have passed, and the par-
ties are now exhausted. Our allies op-
posed lifting the embargo. So President
Clinton began a diplomatic campaign
this past summer to broker a peace set-
tlement. The President's leadership
and American-led NATO air strikes
produced the Dayton Agreement. Presi-
dent Clinton deserves congratulations
for this historic achievement.

Last night the Senate had to decide
whether to authorize the use of troops
to implement that agreement. Many
North Dakotans have shared their con-
cerns about this mission with me. So I
want to take a moment to explain my
vote to them by describing the decision
that the Senate faced and the Dole res-
olution.

Let me put my vote in the context of
what is happening in Bosnia. Since the
war began, 250,000 people have lost
their lives. Two million people have be-
come homeless. Innocent civilians have
been slaughtered, and no one has been
spared—not the young, not the infirm,
not the elderly. Ethnic cleansing has
raged across the land of Bosnia. Atroc-
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ities have been committed, by both
sides. And we have reliable reports of
horrors that we thought we had ban-
ished from Europe 50 years ago, such as
concentration camps and mass graves.

I agree with Senator DOLE's
assesment that the President has the
constitutional authority to commit
these troops for a peacekeeping mis-
sion. While I have serious reservations
about it, it seems to me we ought to, as
the President commits these troops, by
resolution, support the troops them-
selves and create narrow restrictions
under which the President can keep
them there—that they are going only
in a peacekeeping role.

The President argues that other
countries are sending more troops per
capita than we are to carry out this
mission. He points out that England is
sending three times as many troops,
relative to their population, as we are.
I understand why it was difficult for
the President to withhold a commit-
ment of American troops to keep a
peace that he helped negotiate and to
keep a peace that will be monitored by
virtually all other countries that be-
long to NATO.

But that does not eliminate the deep
reservations I have about the risks of
this mission, and about the dangers of
changing the mission once our troops
are in place in Bosnia.

It is true, I believe, that America is
looked upon as a world leader that is
not seeking to gain territory but is
helping to promote peace. It is also
true that with that leadership comes
responsibilities. But our country has,
in so many ways, for so many years,
had to bear the brunt of that respon-
sibility—to pay for the defense of West-
ern Europe and to provide inter-
national leadership when others would
not.

I would have much preferred, in this
circumstance, that the European Com-
munity would have been willing to step
forward and broker a peace and keep
the peace without having the United
States expose our ground troops to the
kind of risks we will face in the Balkan
region. But the President has commit-
ted our country to helping to secure
peace. And it seems to me we are in a
position now where we must tell the
President these are the conditions
under which you can meet that com-
mitment, which is what the Dole reso-
lution attempts to do.

I am not, by supporting the Dole res-
olution, saying that I believe the Presi-
dent made the right commitment for
our country. But rather, I am express-
ing support for the troops, acknowledg-
ing that the commitment was made
and saying that our country must now
proceed to keep its word.

Because I have real concerns about
this mission I want the President and
my colleagues to know that if a change
of mission occurs in Bosnia, if the
peace does not hold, and there is a deci-
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sion our soldiers should become peace-
makers instead of peacekeepers then I
will be among the first in Congress to
call for the immediate withdrawal of
the American troops and to vote for a
cut-off of funding, if necessary, to ac-
complish that withdrawal.

Finally, Mr. President, let me high-
light a few aspects of the Dole resolu-
tion that I think are important to my
vote. First, the resolution expresses
the unequivocal support of Congress for
the work of our troops. It commends
their professionalism, their bravery,
and their sacrifice. It expresses the
commitment of Congress to give them
the tools they will need to do their job.

Second, it states that the United
States will lead an international effort
to arm and train the Bosnian Moslems.
That is important. American troops
will be able to leave if the Bosnian
Moslems are able to defend themselves.

Third, the Dole resolution recognizes
that American troops are going to
Bosnia to enforce a peace agreement.
They are not there to make the peace.
The leaders of Bosnia, Croatia, and
Serbia have decided that peace is their
policy, and they have again attested to
that decision by signing an agreement
today in Paris. If the parties them-
selves abandon peace, then our troops
should depart.

Fourth, the resolution supports a
truly multilateral operation. The Day-
ton Agreement's implementation force
will be composed of 60,000 troops from
about 30 different countries, including
non-NATO nations such as Russia, Po-
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary.

This is my thinking on Bosnia, Mr.
President, and these are the reasons
why I voted for the Dole resolution last
night. I hope and pray that my vote
will help our troops fulfill their mis-
sion and will help speed them safely
home.

UNITED STATES DUTIES AND RE-
SPONSIBILITIES CONCERNING
WAR CRIMINALS AND EVIDENCE
OF WAR CRIMES IN THE UNITED
STATES ZONE IN BOSNIA AND
HERZEGOVINA

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss a matter that has not
received much public attention during
the course of our discussions of the
United States role in the Balkans and
specifically in Bosnia. While adminis-
tration officials have discussed how we
would respond if we encountered in-
dicted war criminals in Bosnia, they
have been silent on the equally impor-
tant question of collecting and protect-
ing evidence of violations of inter-
national humanitarian law.

This is a very basic point. You can
indict and arrest suspects, but for con-
victions, you need solid, admissible
evidence. The International Criminal
tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia has
been doing excellent work, considering



37020

the resource limitations it operates
under and its lack of direct access to
many crime scenes. It now lies within
the power of the United States to ad-
vance the tribunal's work and the
cause of justice in the former Yugo-
slavia.

The United States has supported the
Tribunal's efforts to acquire more re-
sources. Now, the United States and
our NATO allies in the implementation
force will have direct access to the
scenes of the alleged crimes. The ques-
tion we face is what do we do with this
access?

I strongly believe that we have a
moral obligation to seek out, collect,
protect, and provide to the tribunal
such evidence of violations of inter-
national humanitarian,law as we are
able to discover within the United
States zone in Bosnia. Let me be spe-
cific.

Last Wednesday, December 6, 1995,
the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, better known as
the Helsinki Commission, of which I
am cochairman, held a hearing entitled
*‘Mass Graves and Other Atrocities in
Bosnia.” The witnesses at this hearing
were Mr. Ivan Lupis, of Human Rights
Watch, Mr. David Rohde of the Chris-
tian Science Monitor, and Dr. Barbara
C. Wolf, M.D., a forensic pathologist
who participated in an AmeriCares ex-
humation project in Bosnia.

Mr. Rohde and Mr. Lupis both testi-
fied to events leading up to and follow-
ing the fall of the United Nations-de-
clared safe area of Srbrenica on July
11, 1995. According to their testimony,
perhaps as many as 8,000 Bosnian mos-
lems were massacred by Bosnian Serbs
following the storming of Srebrenica.
Their remains were buried in an area
between Srebrenica and Tuzla, the
headquarters of the United States
forces that will be assigned to the im-
plementation force [IFOR].

Possible mass grave sites identified
following the fall of Srebrenica are at
or near the following locations: Zabrde,
Kravica, Burnice, Nova Kasaba, Kuslat,
Sahanici, Rasica Gai, and Karakaj.
These sites all lie within the U.S. zone.
Mr. Rohde personally visited four sites,
at Nova Kasaba and Sahanici, and con-
firmed that they were in fact mass
graves. .

It is vitally important that the Unit-
ed States act to secure these sites and
facilitate access to them by inter-
national investigators. Under the Day-
ton Peace Agreement, the United
States has the right to do this. I
strongly believe that we must exercise
that right, and promptly, before evi-
dence that is potentially vital to the
prosecution of the killers can be de-
stroyed.

At last Wednesday’s hearing, Mr.
Rohde testified as follows in that re-
gard, according to an uncorrected tran-
script of the hearing: “The U.S. intel-
ligence said this last month: They have
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aerial photos of backhoes being in the
area digging it up, taking out some
kind of material which could be bodies.
And there's a possibility the Bosnian
Serbs are pouring acid onto the bodies
and destroying evidence.”

Now, I want to review specifically
what the Dayton Peace Agreement
says and how its provisions apply in
this sitnation, so that there can be no
misunderstanding of the duties of the
parties to the agreement. These provi-
sions now take effect bhecause the
agreement was signed in Paris earlier
today.

The Dayton agreement provides as
follows in article VII: “Recognizing
that the observance of human rights
and the protection of refugees and dis-
placed persons are of vital importance
in achieving a lasting peace, the Par-
ties agree to and shall comply fully
with the provisions concerning human
rights set forth in Chapter One of the
Agreement at Annex 6, as well as the
provisions concerning refugees and dis-
placed persons set forth in Chapter One
of the Agreement at Annex 7."

Article VII thus commits all of the
parties, including the Bosnian Serbs, to
comply fully with the following provi-
sion, among others:

In particular, annex 6, article XIII,
paragraph 4 of the Dayton agreement
provides as follows: “All competent au-
thorities in Bosnia and Herzegovina
shall cooperate with and provide unre-
stricted access to the organizations es-
tablished in this Agreement; any inter-
national human rights monitoring
mechanisms established for Bosnia and
Herzegovina; the supervisory bodies es-
tablished by any of the international
agreements listed in the Appendix to
this Annex; the International Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia; and any
other organization authorized by the
U.N. Security Council with a mandate
concerning human rights or humani-
tarian law.”

In other words, the Dayton agree-
ment singles out the International Tri-
bunal for the Former Yugoslavia as one
of the organizations with which all
competent authorities in Bosnia and
Herzegovina must cooperate. This
means that the Bosnian Serbs may not
prevent investigators from reaching
these mass grave sites or exhuming the
remains or doing any of the other tasks
necessary to a full and complete inves-
tigation of the crimes committed
there.

Annex 1-A, ‘“Agreement on the Mili-
tary Aspects of the Peace Settlement,”
article II, “‘Cessation of Hostilities,
paragraph 4 further provides as follows:
“The Parties shall cooperate fully with
any international personnel including
investigators, advisors, monitors, ob-
servers, or other personnel in Bosnia
and Herzegovina pursuant to the Gen-
eral Framework Agreement, including
facilitating free and unimpeded access
and movement and by providing such
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status as is necessary for the effective
conduct of their tasks."”

This provision is even more specific.
It requires that the parties facilitate
“free and unimpeded access and move-
ment.'" This means that road blocks,
security zones, military areas, or any
of the other excuses, ruses, or tricks
that were formerly the Serb’s stock in
trade to prevent international observa-
tion or investigation of their actions
are no longer permitted.

Now, let us look more closely at the
rules covering United States forces as
part of IFOR in Bosnia. Annex 1-A, ar-
ticle VI, “Deployment of the Imple-
mentation Force,” paragraph 3 pro-
vides as follows: “The Parties under-
stand and agree that the IFOR shall
have the right to fulfill its supporting
tasks, within the limits of its assigned
principal tasks and available resources,
and on request, which include the fol-
lowing: * * * (b) to assist the move-
ment of organizations in the accom-
plishment of humanitarian missions;
(¢) to assist the UNHCR and other
international organizations in their
humanitarian missions; (d) to observe
and prevent interference with the
movement of civilian populations, refu-
gees, and displaced persons, and to re-
spond appropriately to deliberate vio-
lence to life and person * * *"

Paragraph 5 provides as follows: “The
Parties understand and agree that the
IFOR Commander shall have the au-
thority, without interference or per-
mission of any Party, to do all that the
Commander judges necessary and prop-
er, including the use of military force,
to protect the IFOR and to carry out
the responsibilities listed above in
paragraphs 2, 3 and 4, and they shall
comply in all respects with the IFOR
requirements.”

This is a key provision, when read
with paragraph 3. In essence, it means
that the United States does not have to
ask the Bosnian Serbs for permission
to assist the movement of tribunal in-
vestigators or to help them with exhu-
mations or other heavy work. In addi-
tion, it means that any resistance can
be met with military force.

Paragraph 9 provides as follows: “*Air
and surface movements in Bosnia and
Herzegovina shall be governed by the
following provisions: (a) The IFOR
shall have complete and unimpeded
freedom of movement by ground, air,
and water throughout Bosnia and
Herzegovina. It shall have the right to
bivouac, maneuver, billet, and utilize
any areas or facilities to carry out its
responsibilities as required for its sup-
port, training, and operations, with
such advance notice as may be prac-
ticable. The IFOR and its personnel
shall not be liable for any damages to
civilian or government property caused
by combat or combat related activi-
ties. Roadblocks, checkpoints or other
impediments to IFOR freedom of move-
ment shall constitute a breach of this
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Annex and the violating Party shall be
subject to military action by the IFOR,
including the use of necessary force to
ensure compliance with this Annex."

This is another key provision. It puts
teeth into the requirement of annex 1-
A, article II, paragraph 4, quoted in full
above, that **[t]he Parties shall cooper-
ate fully with any international per-
sonnel including investigators * * * in-
cluding facilitating free and unimpeded
access and movement. * * *'' It permits
the use of military force to overcome
roadblocks, checkpoints, or other im-
pediments to IFOR freedom of move-
ment, even when escorting, for exam-
ple, tribunal investigators.

I have just described the legal foun-
dation for United States action in sup-
port of investigations of violations of
international humanitarian law in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. That legal
foundation comes into force now that
the Dayton Peace Agreement has been
signed in Paris earlier today. Now, the
issue for the United States is what we
are actually going to do, given that we
now appear to have, and I would argue
that we clearly do have, the legal right
to support, assist, and facilitate these
investigations.

Mr. President, the distinguished
chairman of the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe, Rep-
resentative CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH of
New Jersey, and I, sent a joint letter to
Secretary of Defense William J. Perry
last Friday, asking just that question.
In fact, it is a long letter and it asks
detailed questions about the entire
United States approach to the issue of
violations of international humani-
tarian law in Bosnia and the United
States response to those wviolations.
While it is much too soon to expect a
response, I urge the Secretary to put
his staff to work on the questions con-
tained in the letter so that we can have
answers before we make serious mis-
takes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that our joint letter to Secretary
Perry be printed in the RECORD.

I plan to speak again on this topic as
more information is received and the
situation develops.

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

DECEMBER 8, 1995
Hon. WILLIAM J. PERRY,
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense,
the Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We write today to
pose some important questions with regard
to the U.S. forces assigned to the NATO Im-
plementation Force in Bosnla. What are the
United States’ legal obligations concerning
the International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia, what are the United
States’ moral obligations to support the Tri-
bunal's work, and what Instructions have
you given U.S. forces concerning those legal
and moral obligations?

Security Council Resolutlon 827 (25 May
1993) established the International Criminal
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. Para-
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graph 4 of that Resolution provided that
%, . . all States shall cooperate fully with
the International Tribunal and its organs in
accordance with the present resolution and
the Statute of the International Tribunal
and that consequently all States shall take
any measures necessary under their domes-
tic law to implement the provisions of the
present resolution and the Statute, Including
the obligation of States to comply with re-
quests for assistance or orders issued by a
Trial Chamber under Article 29 of the Stat-
ute.”

Under this United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolution, the Statute establishing the
Tribunal, and other applicable international
law, what is the legal obligation of the Unit-
ed States Government should Indicted war
criminals come within our potential control
in the former Yugoslavia? Are we legally ob-
ligated to arrest them and deliver them up
to the Tribunal for trial?

A summary of the Dayton Peace Agree-
ment provided by the State Department con-
tained a paragraph that states that ‘‘{t]he
agreement gives IFOR, the peace implemen-
tation force, the authority and discretion to
use military force to prevent interference
with the free movement of civilians, refu-
gees, and displaced persons, and to respond
appropriately to violence against civilians.
IFOR has the authority to arrest any indicted
war criminals it encounters or who interfere
with its mission, but it will not try to track them
down.'' [Italic added.]

A review of the text of the Dayton Peace
Agreement, its annexes and appendices, and
accompanying side letters, falled to locate
anywhere in these texts a provision or provi-
sions conferring upon IFOR ‘“the authority
to arrest any Indicted war criminals it en-
counters,” or, for that matter, to arrest any-
one at all. Moreover, paragraph 3 of Appen-
dix B to Annex 1-A provides that “‘[a]ll per-
sonnel enjoying privileges and immunities
under this Agreement shall respect the laws
of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina
insofar as it 1s compatible with the entrusted
tasks/mandate and shall refrain from activi-
tles not compatible with the nature of the
Operation."” This provision could be wrong-
fully construed to prohibit U.S. forces from
arresting indicted war criminals.

What direction has the United States given
its forces concerning encounters with in-
dicted war criminals within the territory of
the former Yugoslavia? What is the legal
basis for such direction? Will U.S. forces be
issued pocket cards containing this direc-
tion, and a specific reporting channel should
they make an arrest? Will they be provided
with wanted posters or other detailed identi-
fying information on all persons indicted for
violations of international humanitarian law
during the conflict in the former Yugoslavia?

If U.8. forces do encounter and arrest an
indicted war criminal, will the United States
remove the suspect from the territory of the
former Yugoslavia and deliver the suspect to
the International Criminal Tribunal for
trial? Will the United States seek permission
from any entity within the territory of the
former Yugoslavia to remove the suspect, or
is the United States prepared to act unilater-
ally?

What direction will be given to U.S. forces
to be deployed to the former Yugoslavia con-
cerning the collection of evidence of crimes
against humanity or war crimes? Will U.S.
forces make an active effort to collect testi-
mony and physical evidence, and protect
from destruction physical evidence, Includ-
ing mass grave sites, concentration camps,
detention facilitles, and records relating to
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such crimes? We note that the mass grave
sites from the Srebrenica massacres appear,
according to published maps, to lle within
the U.8. zone, Please describe your plans for
this effort and specify how the plan will be
implemented.

Have U.S. forces been trained to safeguard
those aspects of war crimes-relevant mate-
rials that must be protected so these mate-
rials may be legally admissible before the
International Tribunal? Are U.S. staff judge
advocate, military police, criminal inves-
tigation division, counterintelligence, civil
affairs, and other personnel who are likely to
come into contact with residents, familiar
with the Tribunal's rules of evidence, and
how they differ from U.S. rules and the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice? Please ex-
plain how the rules differ and what specific
steps you have taken to ensure that U.S.
troops identify and properly collect, and do
not destroy, contaminate, or otherwise
render legally unusable, evidence of war
crimes or crimes against humanity that they
may encounter on the territory of the former
Yugoslavia.

What specific arrangements have been
made for reporting war crimes- and crimes-
agalnst-humanity-related information up
the U.S. and NATO chains of command in
Bosnia? How will this information be passed
to the International Tribunal? Is there a
memorandum of understanding, an exchange
of letters, or any other formal arrangement
between NATO and the International Tribu-
nal? Between the U.8. and the Tribunal? Is
there a designated position/person in IFOR
who 1s specifically tasked with the respon-
sibility of lialsing with the Tribunal and ar-
ranging for transfer of custody of suspects
and/or evidence?

What arrangements has the Department
made with the Department of State concern-
ing reporting war crimes- and crimes against
humanity-related information to the Inter-
national Tribunal? If there is not a formal
arrangement between NATO or IFOR and the
Tribunal, is there an agreement with State
that State will receive and forward such in-
formation to the Tribunal?

If the International Tribunal asks U.S.
forces to secure a specific area within the
U.S. zone until an investigative team can ar-
rive, will U.8. forces do so? Under the Status
of Forces Agreement, could U.8. forces se-
cure, for example, an office building holding
records from a prison camp?

What is your understanding of the moral
responsibility of the United States to take
action against suspected war criminals or
persons who allegedly committed crimes
against humanity in the former Yugoslavia?
By “‘action,” we are referring to a range of
initiatives from their arrest, through collec-
tlon and preservation of evidence of the
crimes and cooperation with Iinternational
investigations of the crimes. Have you taken
any actlon to instruct and educate U.S.
forces concerning this responsibility, so that
they may be properly sensitized to 1t? (Regu-
lar Instruction in the Law of Land Warfare is
clearly insufficient in such an extreme case
as the alleged violations of international hu-
manitarian law that have reportedly oc-
curred in the former Yugoslavia.)

Will U.8. civil affalrs and/or psychological
operations units be tasked to inform the
public in the U.S. zone that the U.8. is ac-
tively seeking information concerning war
crimes and crimes agailnst humanity, and
provide to the public points of contact in
IFOR or the U.S. contingent of IFOR for
then;l to call or visit to provide such informa-
tion?
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When refugees or displaced persons pass
through the U.S. zone and have contact with
U.8. forces, will our forces be instructed to
ask If they have any information on war
crimes or crimes against humanity? Will
U.8. forces be issued pocket cards with such
questions, and a reporting channel for for-
warding the Information?

What arrangements have been made to pro-
vide speakers of the Bosnian languages who
will serve as translators for U.S. forces de-
ployed as part of IFOR? How many trans-
lators do you expect you will need? How will
you obtain them? In making these arrange-
ments, has war crimes reporting been a con-
sideration in interpreter selection? Is there a
plan to train interpreters in U.S. military
terminology? If Interpreters will undergo
any training, will war crimes reporting be
included in that training?

While we understand that it may take the
Department some time to answer these ques-
tions, and many of the people who would
know the answers to these questions are es-
sential to the actual deployment of IFOR to
the former Yugoslavia, we belleve that these
questions are sufficiently important to war-
rant consideration before U.S. forces are
present on the ground in full strength. It
would be a very grave matter if U.S. forces
were inadvertently to allow a war criminal
to escape, or were to destroy vital criminal
evidence during the deployment process. Ac-
cordingly, we ask that these questions re-
celve prompt and careful consideration by
the responsible officials, and we look forward
to recelving your response in writing in a
timely manner.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH,
Chairman.
ALFONSE D'AMATO,
Cochairman.
THE ANTICOUNTERFEITING

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT OF
1995

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to be an original sponsor of S.
1136, the Anticounterfeiting Consumer
Protection Act of 1995, to provide addi-
tional tools to combat trademark and
goods counterfeiting crimes that cost
our Nation billions of dollars per year.

The Judiciary Committee received
estimates that international counter-
feiting amounts to more than $200 bil-
lion a year. Bank robberies in this
country involve less than $50 million a
year. Just as we do not tolerate theft
of peoples’ funds from our banks, we
can no longer tolerate the theft of in-
tellectual property rights or reputation
through unlawful copying, counterfeit-
ing, and infringement.

Even States like Vermont, with one
of the lowest violent crime rates in the
Nation, is home to businesses losing
money to counterfeiters. Vermont
maple syrup producers comply with
stringent standards so that syrup
lovers around the world are not dis-
appointed. They have to be constantly
vigilant against counterfeiters who use
the Vermont label to get a free ride on
the reputation for excellence that
syrup from my State enjoys.

Another example, concerns our IBM
facility in Essex Junction, which
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makes 16- and 64-megabyte memory
chips, known as Dynamic Random Ac-
cess Memory Chips or DRAM. These
memory chips are also the subject of
counterfeiting activities. In addition,
IBM has estimated annual losses to
bootleg computer software at $1 bil-
lion.

The Software Publishers Association
and Business Software Alliance esti-
mate that software counterfeiting may
account for as much as $6.5 billion a
year, which is over 40 percent of all
software industry revenues. This is un-
acceptable for any business if it is to
survive.

At our Judiciary Committee hearing
on October 10, we heard from Tom
McGann, executive vice president of
Burton Snowboards of Burlington, VT.
This company is the world leader in
making snowboard equipment, but
loses an estimated $1 million annually
to copycat boots made in Korea.

Companies that work hard and de-
vote resources to developing good prod-
ucts, ensure design and safety stand-
ards, and develop a well-deserved rep-
utation for guality should have their
trademarks and good names protected.
Moreover, consumers need to be sure
that what they are buying is what it
appears to be. Burton Snowboards’ tes-
timony brings home the reality and the
damage of counterfeit goods.

Tom McGann made several impor-
tant points and was by my estimation
the most important and persuasive wit-
ness from which we heard. Tom ob-
served that current legal options
against counterfeiters were ‘‘so time
consuming and so costly that we began
to wonder why we went to the trouble
of getting the patent at all.” He also
hit the nail on the head when he spoke
about the unfairness of allowing those
who make no investment in develop-
ment and quality control to rip off
companies that do. He made perhaps
the most critical point when he testi-
fied that from a business perspective
copies undercut the reputation and
lead to the loss of public confidence in
products of the company that is being
copied.

Burton Snowboards is the world lead-
er in making snowboard equipment,
boots, and related products. This pri-
vate company was begun by Jake Bur-
ton Carpenter, who is generally cred-
ited with having developed the sport.
This is a classic American story in
which Jake-and-a-bandsaw-in-a-garage
has led to a company that invests
heavily in research and development to
make the finest products of its kind in
the world. Burton Snowboards’ invest-
ment should be protected and its cus-
tomers' confidence rewarded.

Our bill takes important steps to ad-
dress the problem of counterfeiting in
several ways. It seeks to expand our ex-
isting racketeering law to cover crimes
involving counterfeiting and copyright
infringement and to give our law en-
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forcement officers additional, needed
authority to seize counterfeit merchan-
dise and impose fines on counterfeiters.
It authorizes statutory damages of up
to $1 million in private suits against
infringers.

I also want to emphasize one of the
considerations that brings me to this
fight—the health and safety risks
posed by counterfeit products. Consum-
ers are being defrauded and being
placed in jeopardy by products that do
not meet the safety standards that are
required of legitimate businesses. We
must do everything that we can to
confront these dangers as well as the
economic damage of illegal counter-
feiting. Everything from snowboard
boots to software to airplane parts to
baby formula to medicine and medical
supplies have been the subject of coun-
terfeiting. In addition to the economic
harm, the health and safety risks from
some counterfeit products provide ad-
ditional justification for our doing ev-
erything that we can to confront the
dangers as well as the damage of illegal
counterfeiting.

Most troubling at our hearing was
the testimony that increasingly, the
revenue lost to legitimate U.S. compa-
nies is going into the pockets of inter-
national crime syndicates and orga-
nized criminals, who manufacture, im-
port, and distribute counterfeit goods
to fund their other criminal enter-
prises. It is time to use our RICO weap-
ons against racketeers who are engaged
in eriminal infringing activities.

As we marked up the bill at the Judi-
ciary Committee, I offered—and the
committee accepted—an amendment to
clarify its provisions. Most impor-
tantly, my amendment clarified that
those subject to civil penalties for par-
ticipating in the importation of coun-
terfeit goods should include those who
“aid and abet' rather than those ‘‘in
any way concerned in"' the activity.

Even as we make our laws more ef-
fective in combating counterfeiting
crimes here, we cannot overlook the
international nature of the problem.
Copycat goods with the labels of legiti-
mate, American companies are manu-
factured, distributed, and sold in for-
eign cities around the globe. We should
insist that our trading partners take
action against all kinds of intellectual
property violations: Whether counter-
feiting or copyright piracy, it amounts
to theft and fraud on the consuming
public. We cannot tolerate our trading
partners and international allies acting
as safe havens for pirates. We must
take all responsible action we can to
protect against piracy and counterfeit-
ing.

Our Nation’s economic health in the
next century rests in large part with
our innovative high-technology and in-
tellectual property companies. It is not
protectionism to demand that others
around the world recognize basic stand-
ards on trademark, patent, and copy-
right law and enforce prohibitions
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against counterfeiting and infringe-
ment. If our intellectual-property-
based industries are to continue to lead
the world, their creativity must be re-
warded and their property rights and
investments must be protected.

In addition to this legislation, we
need to enlist the public in this fight
and to educate the public about the
downside of trademark counterfeiting
and patent and copyright infringement.
We need to be sure that our inter-
national negotiators and our trading
partners share our resolve against
these crimes.

I thank Jake Burton Carpenter, Tom
McGann, and all those at Burton
Snowboard for working with us on this
measure. I also want to note the strong
support of the Business Software Alli-
ance and the Software Publishers Asso-
ciation, the Interactive Digital Soft-
ware Association, the Recording Indus-
try Association of America, the Inter-
national Trademark Association, the
American Amusement Machine Asso-
ciation, and the Imaging Supplies Coa-
lition.

I appreciate hearing from Steven
Olechny of The Timberland Co. from
our neighboring State of New Hamp-
shire and thank Timberland for its sup-
port for this legislation. I note the sup-
port a wide range of companies making
everything from the Barney dinosaur
and Mighty Morphin Power Rangers to
Polo, No Fear, Nautica, and Hilfinger
clothing to Oakley sunglasses and
thank Hunting World, Hoechst Cel-
anese, Procter & Gamble, Nintendo,
Kodak, Polo Ralph Lauren, Nautica
Apparel, Oakley, No Fear, Tommy
Hilfinger Licensing, Chanel, Lyons
Group, Warner Bros., the Walt Disney
Co., Saban Entertainment, Rolex, the
Coalition to Advance the Protection of
Sports Logos, and the Cosmetic, Toi-
letry, and Fragrance Association for
their comments on the legislation and
their support. Finally, I want to thank
John Bliss and the members of the
International Anti-Counterfeiting Coa-
lition for their effective work against
international counterfeiting and their
support for this legislation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

99-069 0—87 Vol. 141 (Pt. 25) 50

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of the
conference report accompanying H.R.
1977, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1977) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and
for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
this report, signed by a majority of the con-
ferees.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
December 12, 1995.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, would
you state the conditions under which
this conference report is being debated?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When the
Senate considers the conference report
to accompany H.R. 1977, the Interior
appropriations bill, time will be lim-
ited to 6 hours, 3 of which shall be
under the control of the Senator from
Washington, or his designee, of which
20 minutes shall be under the control of
the Senator from West Virginia; and 3
hours under the control of Senators
BUMPERS and BRADLEY, or their des-
ignees.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senate is no considering the conference
report on H.R. 1977, the fiscal year 1996
Department of the Interior and related
agencies appropriations bill. This con-
ference report and accompanying
statement of the managers appeared in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Decem-
ber 12, 1995, on pages H14288 through
H14310. This is the third conference
agreement. The first conference report
was recommitted by the House on Sep-
tember 28 due primarily to objections
to the conference adoption of the Sen-
ate provisions on mining, which lifted
the existing moratorium on issuing
new patents. The second conference re-
port was recommitted again by the
House on November 15 due to objec-
tions to mining and Tongass National
Forest concerns.

The agreements before the Senate
today total $12.235 billion in discre-
tionary budget authority. The outlay
scoring totals $13.210 billion. The budg-
et authority and outlay figures are pre-
cisely at the 602(b) allocation levels.
The recommendations of this con-
ference agreement represent a total de-
crease below the President’s budget re-
quest of $1.7 billion in budget authority
and of $949 million in outlays.

The conference report represents dif-
ficult choices and real cuts in spend-
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ing—without scorekeeping adjust-
ments—of $1.4 billion below the fiscal
year 1995 level or a reduction of 10 per-
cent. Interior bill agencies do not share
equally in the 10-percent reduction.
For instance, the land management
agencies are reduced by 14 percent; cul-
tural activities are reduced by 15 per-
cent; the Indian programs are reduced
by 4 percent; and the Department of
Energy agencies are reduced by 10 per-
cent.

The Interior appropriations bill is a
complex bill, providing funding for 40
agencies with very diverse programs.
This conference agreement reflects a
meshing of the budget resolution con-
siderations, the administration’s fiscal
year 1996 priorities, the priorities of
the Senate and House, and the con-
cerns of individual Members. For ex-
ample, the Congress and the adminis-
tration place a high priority on the Na-
tional Park Service and the Indian pro-
grams. Therefore, the National Park
Service and the Indian programs are
reduced significantly less than other
programs and agencies within the bill.

Our conference addressed a consider-
able number of differences. There were
approximately 900 items in disagree-
ment between the House and Senate In-
terior appropriations bills. As in the
past, this bill has received abundant
attention and sparked debate within
the Congress and the administration.
This conference report represents an
earnest effort to address many of the
administration’s objections to this
year’s Interior actions.

There may be programs which Sen-
ators would like to see funded at high-
er levels., On many, I agree. Certainly,
the administration has indicated that
it views funding for some programs as
inadequate. However, I would remind
these Senators and the administration
of the funding constraints for this bill
and the difficult choices that had to be
made. The conferees had to fund pro-
grams within an allocation that was 10
percent less than was available for the
bill in fiscal year 1995. For every pro-
gram that was reduced less than 10 per-
cent, other programs had to be reduced
by more than 10 percent.

Mr. President, I would like to high-
light some of the items in the con-
ference agreement:

INDIAN PROGRAMS

Programs for native Americans and
Alaska Natives are funded at
$3,652,895,000 within the bill. Within the
funding constraints, high priority was
placed on the health needs of native
Americans funded through the Indian
Health Service and on Bureau of Indian
Affairs funded elementary and second-
ary education programs.

The conferees restored $111.5 million
above the Senate level to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, resulting in an overall
reduction for BIA of $159.6 million, or 9
percent, below the fiscal year 1995 level
for BIA activities. Funds were restored
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primarily to tribal priority allocations,
which fund tribal government services.

Additionally, $25 million has been
added to the previous conference agree-
ment for the Indian Health Service
[IHS]. This brings the IHS 1 percent
above the fiscal year 1995 enacted level.

LAND MANAGEMENT

Although the land management agen-
cies have been decreased overall by 14
percent from the current level, the con-
ferees have attempted to protect the
operational base of the land manage-
ment agencies as much as possible:

National Park Service: 0 percent.

Fish and Wildlife Service: -3 per-
cent.

Bureau of Land Management: —5 per-
cent.

Forest Service: —5 percent.

To assist with the growing recreation
demands on the agencies in this bill, a
pilot recreation fee proposal is in-
cluded.

The construction accounts for the
land management agencies have de-
creased $85 million in total—-20 per-
cent. The majority of the construction
projects involve the completion of on-
going projects and the restoration or
rehabilitation of existing facilities.

Overall funding for land acquisition
for the land management agencies to-
tals $140 million which is 40 percent
below the fiscal year 1995 appropria-
tions level. There are no earmarks for
specific projects. However, the admin-
istration must obtain congressional ap-
proval for any projects to be funded.

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SERVICE

The Interior’s biological research is
placed under the Director of the U.S.
Geological Survey. Funding of $137 mil-
lion is provided for the research activi-
ties, which is a reduction of $35.7 mil-
lion below the current level.

MINING AGENCIES

The conference report includes a
compromise between the Senate and
House provisions on mining patents.
The conference agreement continues
the existing moratorium on the issu-
ance of mining patents as contained in
the fiscal year 1995 Interior appropria-
tions bill. The conference agreement
also contains provisions that the Sec-
retary of the Interior must process
within 5 years 90 percent of the patents
grandfathered in the current morato-
rium and provides authority for third-
party mineral examiners paid for by
patent applicants.

The mining and minerals related
agencies are collectively funded at 9
percent below the fiscal year 1995 level.
The Bureau of Mines is eliminated and
the essential functions of the Bureau of
Mines are moved to the Department of
Energy, the U.S. Geological Survey,
and the Bureau of Land Management.

Last year’s ban on Outer Continental
Shelf [OCS] offshore oil and gas leasing
continues.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The Energy Conservation Program is

funded at $553 million. The low-income
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weatherization program is funded at
$114 million.

Fossil energy research and develop-
ment is funded at $377 million, a de-
crease of 14 percent below the fiscal
year 1995 level, not including the Bu-
reau of Mines.

CULTURAL AGENCIES

We have made a concerted effort to
address the critical repair and renova-
tion needs of the cultural organiza-
tions, such as the National Gallery of
Art, the Smithsonian Institution and
the Kennedy Center, in order to fulfill
our primary responsibility of protect-
ing their collections and structures.
Reductions to operating accounts,
while unavoidable, have been kept rel-
atively small in recognition of the wide
array of public services which in large
part define the mission of these agen-
cies.

The National Endowment for the
Arts is provided $99.5 million and the
National Endowment for the Human-
ities is provided $110 million. The Sen-
ate and House managers differ with re-
spect to the continuation or termi-
nation of the Endowments. The man-
agers on the part of the Senate support
continued funding for the Endowments
and believe the controversial issues
surrounding these two agencies are
ones which should be addressed by the
legislative committees of jurisdiction
in the House and Senate.

In short, we have done the best we
can with severely limited resources,
concentrating our efforts on those
agencies that rely on the Congress for
the bulk, if not all, of their support and
on those agencies that are of high pri-
ority to the administration and the
Congress.

I have a couple of clarifying items re-
lating to the Interior conference report
that have been cleared with Senator
BYRD, the ranking member of the Inte-
rior Subcommittee; Mr. REGULA, chair-
man of the House Interior Subcommit-
tee; and Mr. YATES, ranking member of
the House Interior Subcommittee.

In the statement of the managers ac-
companying the conference report, the
managers referred to the ‘‘existing hos-
pital authority” in American Samoa.
This reference is to the institutional
entity, and does not preclude changes
to the composition or the structuring
of the authority, particularly if the
changes strengthen the management of
health care in American Samoa.

The managers for both the House and
the Senate agree that funds provided in
this bill for cooperative conservation
agreements may be used for the 4(d)
rule to ease endangered species land
use restrictions on landowners, wheth-
er large or small.

Mr. President, before I yield the
floor, I wish to thank Senator BYRD,
the ranking member of our Interior
Subcommittee and the ranking mem-
ber of our full Appropriations Commit-
tee. In addition, I would like to thank
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all of the Members on both sides of the
aisle, who have provided their assist-
ance in forming this bill. Also, I wish
to express my appreciation to Chair-
man REGULA and his staff and to Mr.
YATES and his staff. i

I want to recognize and to voice my
appreciation to the Interior Sub-
committee staff as well. On my staff
are Cherie Cooper, Kathleen Wheeler,
Bruce Evans, and Ginny James. I also
wish to thank Sue Masica, who is Sen-
ator BYRD'S Interior Subcommittee as-
sistant.

Mr. President, on a less formal basis,
I would like to call the attention of my
colleagues to the differences between
this bill and the bill that originally
passed the Senate. I remind my col-
leagues that final passage of this bill in
the Senate was by a vote of 92 to 6.
That overwhelming and bipartisan
vote, I am convinced, was due to the
magnificent cooperation I had from my
distinguished colleague from West Vir-
ginia, Senator BYRD, and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee. We at-
tempted to follow the tradition of
many years and deal with this bill, in-
cluding all of its controversial ele-
ments, with the least possible partisan-
ship, and I believe that we succeeded.

This contrasts rather considerably
with the way in which this bill was
treated in the House of Representa-
tives. But I do wish to say, to empha-
size to all Members of both parties, to
the extent that there are differences in
this bill from the bill which originally
passed the Senate, those differences are
slightly to increase some accounts and
to attempt in part to meet objections
on the part of the administration.

It is very clear to me, as I speak to
my colleagues at this point, that we
have not sufficiently satisfied the ad-
ministration to have a guarantee that
this bill will be signed. Nevertheless, as
compared to the original bill, which
passed by a vote of 92 to 6 in this body,
we have made a number of substantive
gestures in the direction of the objec-
tions of the administration. For exam-
ple, this bill includes budget authority
of $111 million more than the bill which
originally passed the Senate. Primarily
that extra money goes to various In-
dian activities which were the most
controversial elements of the bill as it
was debated in the Senate originally
and again goes at least part way to
meeting objections on the part of the
administration.

Second, the mining patent provi-
sions, while I suspect not satisfactory
to all Members, are closer to the
present law and to the moratorium
that was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives than was the original Sen-
ate provision which was adopted by a
very closely divided vote.
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In addition, the language relating to
the Tongass National Forest is miti-
gated to a certain extent to meet ob-
jections on the part of the administra-
tion. These two items, not at all inci-
dentally, Mr. President, were the two
items that created the greatest degree
of opposition in the House of Rep-
resentatives and caused two referrals
back to the conference committee after
the original conference committee re-
port was adopted.

In several additional areas in which
there is substantive legislative lan-
guage in this bill, it has been modified
at least modestly and in part to meet
the objections of the administration.

I want personally to urge the admin-
istration seriously to consider approv-
ing this bill. It will provide consider-
ably better and more assured support
for the wide range of activities covered
by this Interior Department appropria-
tions bill than will any continuing res-
olution carried over an extended period
of time.

As we speak here on the last day of
the current continuing resolution,
these agencies are operating on the
lower figure contained in either the
House or Senate bill. In almost every
case, as a consequence, the bill that we
have before us funds those agencies
more generously and with a greater de-
gree of certainty.

So I ask my colleagues to approve a
bill that is literally easier for most of
them to approve than was the one they
voted in favor of by a vote of 92 to 6,
and I suggest strongly to the adminis-
tration that in the present context it is
unlikely to get a bill more favorable to
its concerns. If, as, and when there is a
final budget agreement, there may be
some additional changes, but, of
course, they could be taken care of as
a part of that budget agreement itself.

In any event, Mr. President, I strong-
ly suggest to my colleagues support for
and passage of this bill this afternoon.

With that, I yield the floor. I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and I ask that
it be charged equally against both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called proceeded
to call the roll.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CoaTs). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be des-
ignated to control time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

INSTEIN. Mr. President, I
yield such time as I may consume to
myself.

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to
the conference report on the fiscal year
1996 Interior appropriations bill.
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One year ago, Congress voted over-
whelmingly, with strong bipartisan
support, to pass a California Desert
Protection Act and establish the Mo-
jave National Preserve. This act, the
Desert Protection Act, culminated an
8-year-long battle in the Congress to
protect some of America’s most spec-
tacular and environmentally sensitive
wilderness areas, in particular the Mo-
jave National Preserve, often called
the ‘‘crown jewel' of the act.

California has about 25 million acres
of desert. This act essentially pro-
tected around 6 million of those acres,
created the Joshua Tree National
Park, Death Valley National Mark, and
the East Mojave Preserve.

The congressional process included
literally years of research, public hear-
ings, debate, and every possible consid-
eration and compromise to safeguard
the interests of property owners and
businesses in the region. The bill
passed.

Now, rather than carrying out the in-
tent of the legislation, which was to
have a national preserve with hunting,
which some of the opponents wanted,
under National Park Service manage-
ment, this bill contains an effort to de-
stroy the Mojave National Preserve.
All other national parks are being
funded. Yet this conference report sin-
gles out the newest unit of the Na-
tional Park System for budget cuts.
The President had $2.6 million in his
budget for National Park Service man-
agement of this new park.

The conference report provides no
funding for the National Park Service
to manage the Mojave National Pre-
serve. Instead, it turns management
back over to the BLM, the agency
which managed the East Mojave so
poorly before enactment of the desert
bill and provided the whole enthusiasm
for creating a national park. And the
bill also provides a totally inadequate
amount for the BLM to do the job. The
BLM was criticized when it had $1.7
million to run this area. It did not do
it adequately with that amount. And
now there is no money for the Park
Service, with the exception of the
$500,000 for planning.

I believe this is contrary to the wish-
es of the people of California. Included
in a statewide poll, conducted very re-
cently and just released yesterday,
were some new poll numbers with re-
spect to the views of Californians and
this park. Statewide, T4 percent of all
Californians opposed a limit on the
Park Service budget for management
of this park. Statewide, 84.6 percent of
Californians today support keeping the
Mojave a national park. In every re-
glon of the State, in this new statewide
poll, people overwhelmingly supported
keeping the Mojave as a national park.
Only 9 percent of the people of the
State of California in this Field Insti-
tute poll oppose the park.

I want to emphasize that the local
communities and businesses—this is a
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very sparsely populated area—and the
Barstow, Baker, and Newberry Springs
Chamber of Commerce have welcomed
the Park Service to the Mojave and
support the new park. Let me read
what they have to say.

The Barstow Area Chamber of Com-
merce says: ‘‘The National Park Serv-
ice is graciously welcomed to Barstow
and to the Mojave Desert. The chamber
hopes that the needed funds will be ap-
propriated in a timely manner so that
quality facilities and services will be
accomplished as soon as possible by the
Park Service's personnel.”

The Barstow Development Corp.
writes: ‘‘The park will be beneficial to
the majority of business persons in
Barstow and to Barstow's economy,
therefore being a positive influence to
most of the citizens in Barstow.”

The Newberry Springs Chamber of
Commerce says: ‘‘Newberry Springs is
proud to be so near this unusual and
wonderful area. Let it be known that
we highly endorse the new Super-
intendent and staff and we pledge our
support and cooperation to this
project."

Little do they know, this bill is tak-
ing it all away.

The Baker Chamber of Commerce
says: “‘Our community is the gateway
to the East Mojave Preserve. Our com-
munity has embraced the changes that
the Preserve has brought. In accord ap-
propriate funding for the East Mojave
Preserve would be duly appreciated.”

The Los Angeles Times, San Jose
Mercury News, San Diego Union Trib-
une, and the San Francisco Chronicle
have all called on the President to veto
the Interior appropriations bill because
of its attack on the East Mojave.

Let me read just a few of the edi-
torial headlines.

The San Diego Union Tribune, De-
cember 3: “Starved for funds; Congress-
man victimizes Mojave Preserve."

San Bernardino Sun, a paper in the
area, November 18: ‘“Lewis Confuses
Park Issue with Flap Over Sheep.”

San Francisco Chronicle, November
17: **While they are at it, they should
strip all environmental riders, includ-
ing the defunding of the Mojave Na-
tional Preserve in California."

San Jose Mercury News, September
25: “Moan on the range; Republicans
Resume the Destruction of Public
Lands.” “In an insult to California, the
bill, this time, appropriated $1 for the
management of the new Mojave Na-
tional Preserve, a way of undoing con-
gressional establishment of the park
last year."”

Nobody should think it is anything
other than just that.

Los Angeles Times, Friday, Septem-
ber 22: “Clinton Should Reject Sabo-
tage of Desert Act; he needs California
and California needs protective law."”

San Diego Union, again: ‘**Desert Mis-
chief; Veto the Interior Appropriations
Bill.”
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San Francisco Chronicle, again:
“Veto the Environmental Wrecking
Legislation.”

If it counts for anything at all, these
are the views of the people of Califor-
nia. Eighty-four percent of the people
support the Mojave National Preserve.
The chambers of commerce of the
small communities right in the area
support the funding of the Mojave Pre-
serve. Every major newspaper in the
State supports the funding of the Mo-
jave Preserve. Yet, today, we have a
bill before us that completely undoes
the intent of the last Congress to cre-
ate what is a beautiful national park
and what is a prime and beautiful
desert area.

The BLM is neither capable nor man-
dated to manage the Mojave National
Preserve. As I say, even with a budget
of $1.7 billion, three times the $599,000
the conference has now given to the
BLM, the BLM did not adequately
manage this 1.4-million-acre area.

Without adequate funding for man-
agement of the Mojave, not only park
visitors but those who live and work in
the region will suffer. According to the
National Park Service, permits for
grazing improvements will not be proc-
essed and issued. Requests for rights-
of-way will not be processed and ap-
proved. Mining plans of operation will
not be processed and approved. Search
and rescue and emergency medical
services will be dangerously under-
funded. Trash collection, restroom
maintenance, and any hazardous spill
cleanup will be cut back or eliminated.
The visitors center and camp grounds
may be closed. Park resources will re-
ceive minimal protection, like protec-
tion to Indian hieroglyphics on canyon
walls, like protection to the 900 species
of flora and fauna.

It limits the funding for development
of a comprehensive management plan
to $500,000, far less than what it typi-
cally costs to develop a plan for a new
national park. It limits the amount of
time the Park Service has to develop
the management plan. The California
Desert Protection Act required a 3-year
planning process and provided for ex-
tensive public participation. That is
what the community wanted. If the
Park Service is to satisfy the con-
ferees’ conditions for taking over man-
agement of the Mojave next year, that
is completing the management plan,
the agency will have to expedite the
process and limit public participation.
That is directly contrary to the intent
of the Desert Protection Act. The act
specifically mandated an inclusive
planning process to ensure consider-
ation of the views of the landowners,
the ranchers, local government, and
others.

This language is unprecedented.
Never before has Congress required the
National Park Service to develop a
comprehensive plan before it can man-
age a new park. No one can tell me this
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is not just to kill the action taken by
a majority. Let me say I would never
do this to any Member or to any
project that was approved by Con-
gress—stand in front of it and say, all
right, after 8 years, more than a dozen
hearings, this is authorized, but we are
going to kill it because we are not
going to fund it.

Some have suggested that the Na-
tional Park Service has not adequately
ensured the continuation of human
uses and has jeopardized wildlife recov-
ery efforts. This is a complete mis-
representation of the Park Service’s
record in the Mojave.

Let me set the record straight. The
Park Service has been doing a good job
of managing the Mojave. In the last
year, the Park Service has improved
visitors' services. It has opened a visi-
tors center in Baker. It has improved
law enforcement; it has helped curtail
illegal activities such as closing down
two drug labs in the desert that were
operating in the area. The Park Serv-
ice has improved resource protection.
Visitation to the area has increased
significantly, bringing additional busi-
nesses to the surrounding commu-
nities.

As the Las Vegas Review Journal re-
ported last month, Little Nipton, a
small community, has not seen so
much activity since its heyday in the
early years of the century. Nipton is
one of the entry points to the new Mo-
jave National Preserve. Gerald Free-
man, the owner of the Hotel Nipton, re-
ports:

Since the National Park Service has taken
over management jurisdiction, both the vol-
ume and quality of visitation is up. For ex-
ample, the Hotel Nipton occupancy is up be-
tween 80 and 100 percent a year. In contrast
to what I would call a condescending, indif-
ferent presence of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement over the last 35 years, the National
Park Service seems genuinely concerned
with the welfare of the region. They appear
to me—and others out here—to be a comfort-
ing and constructive presence. I urge you to
support the National Park Service in 1ts mis-
sion In the Mojave National Preserve and to
do everything to ensure adequate funding is
avallable to maintain the viability of their
presence. I am convinced the rewards will be
of great and lasting benefit to the region in-
cluding a strong and vibrant business all
around; greatly improving job opportunities
for locals and others moving into the area; a
major upgrade in the perception of the Mo-
jave In the world at large; thus establishing
a major source of pride and revenue for San
Bernardino County and the State of Califor-
nia.

I cannot understand—we have three
major chambers of commerce. We have
people writing in, saying visitation has
gone up, it is better than it was. Two
drug labs have been closed. Yet because
of the pique of some on the House Ap-
propriations Committee, we defund it. I
cannot understand this.

This is not just and fair public pol-
icy, particularly when we have 84 per-
cent of the people of the State in sup-
port of keeping the Mojave a national
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park according to a poll done as re-
cently as last week. I hazard a guess
that there is probably no new park in
America that would get that kind of
public support and yet have this body
and the other body defund it in its first
year of operation. It is bizarre. I do not
understand.

Let me give another example, the
small little restaurant called the Bun
Boy in Baker. Owner Willis Heron
writes:

I have lived in and been in business in
Baker, CA for over 40 years. I write to ex-
press my strong support to fully fund the Na-
tional Park Service. Not adequately funding
the National Park Service is a disservice to
the thousands of people living in the towns
of Baker, Barstow, Needles, and Nipton and
to the County of San Bernardino. The pre-
serve and the local communities will suffer if
the proper funding is withheld.

Again, I cannot understand it. The
support is there. Roxanne Lang, a resi-
dent of Nipton says:

The National Park Service has done more
for our local area in the last nine months
without much funding than the BLM did in
ten years I have been here. The National
Park Service has managed to eliminate some
undesirables—i.e. drug dealers—come Into
our schools and educate the children living
in the desert about the environment; and
give locals a generally good feeling that we
have protection.

This body defunds it. I do not under-
stand it. The Overson family, the larg-
est private property owner and ranch-
ers in the preserve, also report that
management is much improved under
the Park Service. Let me read their
statement:

In the past T years under the Bureau of
Land Management, crucial water replace-
ment projects, plpelines, tanks, and troughs,
have been put on hold. It has come to the
point of having to get an attorney to sue the
BLM to do the environmental assessments
on the projects before funding will be allo-
cated. Since the National Park Service took
over management of the desert, many
changes are apparent. We have been able to
work with management for a yes or no an-
swer. Projects are being worked on.

The effects of the rangers are also appar-
ent. They have wrote numerous speeding
tickets, deterred drunk drivers, closed an i1-
legal drug lab, and have policed this isolated
area. Because of these reasons, we feel we
would be better off under Park Service man-
agement.

That is from the largest property
owner in the Mojave Preserve, and this
bill defunds it. I do not understand it.

Mr. President, Congress established
the national preserve. There was al-
ready a concession to the opposition
who wanted a national preserve with
hunting. They got their national pre-
serve with hunting, but under the Park
Service so the environmental protec-
tions could be provided.

Guess what they did? They then
turned around and defunded it—some-
thing that has 84 percent support
throughout the entire State of Califor-
nia after the first year in operation. It
is absolutely bizarre.
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I have spoken to the administration.
I am convinced they will veto this bill,
and one of the reasons they will veto
this bill is this kind of subrogation of
the will of Congress.

It is selfish, it is vain, it is wrong, it
is not good policy, and it should not
happen.

I thank the President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened carefully to the words of the Sen-
ator from California, and I must say I
have some sympathy for her position
on this issue and understand how she is
upset. She mentioned that she was con-
cerned about the preservation of Indian
hieroglyphics in the park there, and I
also have a lot of knowledge of native
American issues. I understand that.

I wish that the Senator from Califor-
nia had voted to restore some of the
funding for live Indians, the live Indi-
ans which Senator DOMENICI, Senator
INOUYE, and myself tried to restore. We
tried to restore some of the draconian
cuts that were made.

Native Americans are deeply con-
cerned about preserving hieroglyphics.
But they are also concerned about pre-
serving their ability to manage their
land, child welfare and family services,
et cetera.

I do not mean it as a criticism of the
Senator from California. I must say
from listening to her somewhat emo-
tional remarks, I hope that we can sit
down and get some kind of better
treatment of what is obviously a very
important cultural and environmental
area in the State of California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr, MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
express my deep disappointment with
how little funding was restored by the
conferees to native American programs
in H.R. 1977, the fiscal year 1996 appro-
priations bill for Interior and related
agencies.

During our consideration of the bill
in August, the Senate rejected a Do-
menici-McCain-Inouye amendment to
restore $200 million to address what I
believed was a draconian cut in funding
for tribal governments. I say ‘‘draco-
nian’’ because I know no other word to
describe a cut that would have reduced
last year’s tribal funding by more than
25 percent. I withheld from offering fur-
ther floor amendments after the chair-
man of the Interior Appropriations
Subcommittee assured me on the floor
of this Senate that he would support
significant restorations to these tribal
accounts in conference.

Mr. President, we now have before us
the results of the conference commit-
tee's action. While I appreciate the sin-
cere efforts of the members of the con-
ference committee, I do not consider
the amounts restored to tribal ac-
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counts significant enough. The con-
ference bill maintains disproportion-
ately deep cuts in critical funding
needed for essential services on Indian
Reservations. I believe the funding pri-
orities reflected in this bill breach our
Nation’s treaty obligations to tribal
governments.

The conference bill provides $654 mil-
lion for tribal priority allocations,
nearly a 9%-percent cut from the fiscal
year 1995 funding level of $722 million.
This nine and one-half percent reduc-
tion will gut basic tribal government
operations on Reservations, where the
spending priorities are set by tribally
elected officials, not Federal bureau-
crats or Members of Congress who are
far removed from reservation realities.
Let me be clear—the tribal funds
slashed by 9%-percent under this bill
are under the direct control of tribal
governments, not Federal bureaucrats.
These cuts will not reduce the Federal
bureaucracy. They will, however,
sharply reduce tribal services and em-
ployment on Indian reservations.

Tribes have used these funds to de-
liver critically needed services to Res-
ervation residents, such as criminal
law enforcement and public safety ef-
forts, elderly housing improvement and
repair, child abuse protection and
intervention services, adult vocational
training, natural resource protection,
child welfare and family services, land
management, reservation road mainte-
nance, administrative support activi-
ties, and other essential tribal govern-
ment programs and operations. Tribal
governments spend these funds on so-
cial workers, police officers, teachers,
jallers, bookkeepers, and auditors.
They make emergency home repairs.
They fight fires. They clear and main-
tain roadways. They patrol land and
water to deter poaching and to protect
natural resources. Tribes rely on these
funds to meet basic governmental obli-
gations to their citizens.

In addition to the elimination of
many essential services, these cuts will
cause many reservation jobs to dis-
appear. Since many reservations are in
remote and impoverished locations
with unemployment rates 10 to 20
times the national rate, tribal govern-
ments typically are the largest, and
often the only, employers in Indian
Country. Consequently, the 9%2-percent
cut in tribal funding from fiscal year
1995 levels will cause great hardship for
many Indian households whose bread-
winners will have no choice other than
to move away from their reservation
communities to seek employment.

Mr. President, the American people
have spoken—they don't want new
taxes, they don't want the Federal
Government to grow, and they don't
want deficit spending today that will
make their children, and their chil-
dren’s children, pay and pay for years
to come. I stand with those of us in the
Senate who say enough is enough, that
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Federal funding must be reduced, not
just restrained.

My problem with the Interior spend-
ing bill is not with its overall reduc-
tions. My problem is with how the con-
ferees set their priorities within the
overall reductions. Earlier this year I
asked the Congressional Research
Service to analyze Federal spending
trends on programs for American Indi-
ans and Alaska Natives over the past 20
years, and compare it to Federal spend-
ing for other Americans. The CRS
found a steadily growing gap between
what the Federal Government spends
on Indians and non-Indians that began
to widen in 1985. Since 1985, per capita
Federal spending for Indians has fallen
far behind per capita Federal spending
on non-Indians. I am convinced there
are many accounts in the Interior bill
which are significantly lower national
priorities than these tribal programs.
Funding for these lesser priorities
should have been reduced or eliminated
in order to protect Indian funding.

My position on this is consistent
with the Budget Resolution, which rec-
ommended to the Appropriations Com-
mittees that Indian program funding
be held at 1995 levels and that the nec-
essary reductions in budget authority
be taken from other accounts. The con-
ference committee chose to disregard
these priorities and instead made In-
dian programs within the Interior De-
partment bear a strikingly dispropor-
tionate share of the cuts.

Mr, President, many years ago, our
predecessors in the U.S. Senate ratified
treaties made with tribal governments
in exchange for land and peace. The
U.S. Constitution calls these treaties
the highest law of our land. Neither the
passage of time nor the changing of the
guard has eroded our legal obligations
as a Nation towards Native Americans.
In my view, H.R. 1977 turns our na-
tional priorities upside-down, and
places a stain on our national honor.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
join me in voting against adoption of
H.R. 1977, as proposed by the con-
ference committee, because it seriously
shortchanges Indian tribes and violates
our Nation's treaty obligations to Na-
tive Americans.

Mr. President, traditionally the Inte-
rior appropriations bill has been loaded
with ear marks. Although this year’s
bill represents an improvement over
past year's bills, it still contains many
items that raise questions.

I want to state that these questions
should not be interpreted in any way as
to call into guestion the integrity of
the bill’s managers. I know they have
worked hard and deserve much credit
for the work they have done. But as I
have routinely stated on the floor of
the Senate, when earmarks and other
specific provisions that have never
been considered by either the full
House or Senate are added to bills in
conference then my right as a Senator
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to amend those provisions is denied
me. That is wrong. The people of Ari-
zona expect me to act to prevent their
hard-earned tax dollars from being sent
to Washington and then squandered on
projects that have never seen the light
of day. That is why I raise these issues.

First, let me note my strong concern
regarding this legislation’s treatment
of native Americans.

I also want to raise some other issues
I would hope the managers would
elaborate on.

Amendment No. 2 in the conference
report contains the following earmark:

“Of which $2,000,000 shall be available
for assessment of the mineral potential
of public lands in Alaska pursuant to
P.L. 96-487. . .”

Perhaps the Senator from Washing-
ton could explain the necessity for this
provision being added in conference?

I would like to know why is this pro-
vision being added in conference hav-
ing not been considered by either body
in an amendable form?

Is there any reason this provision
could not wait to be added to some au-
thorizing language?

I say to the Senator from Washing-
ton that it is terribly aggravating to
those of us who represent the citizens
of our State who find these provisions
added in a conference report because
they are not amendable, nor do we
have the opportunity to vote up or
down.

Amendment No. 47 is particularly in-
teresting. The House language origi-
nally was one sentence:

‘““For expenses necessary for the or-
derly closure of the Bureau of Mines,
$87,000,000."

The Senate struck that language and
added a paragraph with more specifics.

However, the conference report now
contains a long list of specific provi-
sions detailing office closures and
transfers in specific cities and loca-
tions. I am very concerned about these
new details, added behind closed door,
that I am now expected to vote on. The
language notes certain office in Penn-
sylvania and Oregon.

I would like the managers of this bill
to explain the meaning and purpose of
this large amendment.

Amendment No. 84 deals with the
Presidio. It is my understanding that
this historic old Army base has been
ordered closed as a result of the BRAC
process. However, this bill contains
language appropriating funds to keep
this facility, or at least parts of this fa-
cility open. The committee also notes
that separate legislation detailing the
future of the Presidio may be consid-
ered by the Congress later this or next
year.

Based on that fact, why are we appro-
priating funds for the Presidio at this
time?

I am very concerned about the cre-
ation of the Presidio trust fund. In Ari-
zona we closed Williams Air Force
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Base. We have not—nor do I think
there will ever be created—a Williams
trust fund. This is an issue that de-
serves much consideration and debate.
I would hope that we would not be pav-
ing the road for the creation of the
trust fund in this bill.

Therefore, I want to ask the ques-
tion, if such funds must be appro-
priated, should they not be subject to
authorization or to passage of the Pre-
sidio trust fund bill?

1 also have questions regarding
amendments Nos. 101 and 104. These
amendments apparently place an
across-the-board prohibition on the
Forest Service. After the bill mandates
this sweeping prohibition, it contains
one specific exception to this new rule.
The language added in conference
states, “* * * other than the Regional
Office for Region 5 for the Forest Serv-
ice, from San Francisco to excess mili-
tary property at Mare Island, Vallejo,
California.”” Perhaps the managers can
explain this unique exception.

I think, if I could seek the answers to
those questions from the manager of
the bill, I might have a better under-
standing of this conference report.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. . Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona has raised legiti-
mate questions about several of these
amendments. I will prepare answers to
them—we have two other Members
waiting to speak—and try to answer
them properly after those two Members
have had their opportunity.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Washington. I do be-
lieve this bill is a significant improve-
ment. I do not believe there is a great
deal of the traditional earmarks and
add-ons in conference. I wish there
were none.

I realize the Senator from Washing-
ton and the ranking member have very
difficult decisions to make and that
there are enormous pressures on them
in certain areas to sometimes clean up
certain aspects of the legislation that
has not been brought up at the proper
time. But I would like, as I say for the
benefit of my friend from Washington—
amendment No. 2, which is $2 million
available for assessments of mineral
potential of public lands in Alaska;
amendment No. 47, all of the long list
of specific provisions which are associ-
ated with the closure of the Bureau of
Mines; amendment No. 84, about the
Presidio; and amendments Nos. 101 and
104, which place across-the-board prohi-
bition on the Forest Service, and then
there is one specific exception.

I thank my colleague from the State
of Washington. I understand it may
take some time. Since this is a very
large piece of legislation, it may take
some time to adequately address those
concerns.

Again, I congratulate the Senator
from Washington on doing a very sin-
cere and difficult job.
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1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent I be yielded such time as
I may consume from that of Senator
BUMPERS, who controls time on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend, the Senator from Missouri, the
reason I stood before him is because we
had a Democrat, Senator FEINSTEIN,
and then traditionally we are going
back and forth. So I waited for Senator
McCAIN. That is the traditional way we
have done things for the last few days.
I assume we would go back to a Repub-
lican next.

Mr. President, I first want to say
about the two managers of this bill,
the senior Senator from Washington
and the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia, I have worked with them on this
bill and other matters over the years. I
have found them both to be the best.

Senator BYRD's history, of course, is
replete with his knowledge of proce-
dures. Of course this bill is a bill that
he has managed for many years. But
let me just say about the senior Sen-
ator from Washington, the manager of
the bill this year, he has spent a great
deal of time on this legislation. He has
had tremendous difficulties. I partici-
pated with him, trying to work out
some of the differences. We have had
the bill before the Senate, or the con-
ference report, three times, as I under-
stand it. So, I recognize the problems
the manager has had, how hard it has
been. It is not a perfect bill. I recognize
that. My criticism of the legislation
does not go to the managers of the bill
but, rather, to the content of the legis-
lation and the fact, in these times of
very strict budget constraints, some-
times we disagree with the priorities.

Having said that, I say this bill is ex-
tremely important tc the State of Ne-
vada. The U.S. Geological Survey, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of
Land Management—there are many
important aspects of this legislation
that have a direct impact on the State
of Nevada. I am not going to spend a
lot of time today talking about the
things about which I just spoke, even
though, with the Park Service, the
busiest entity in the entire Park Serv-
ice is the Lake Mead Recreational
Area. Last year, there were almost 10
million visitors to that very fragile fa-
cility. It is an example of where we are
not really taking care of our parks in
this country. Lake Mead needs tremen-
dous renovation because of the massive
numbers of people who use that facil-
ity. The people who use Lake Mead do
not use it just during the daylight
hours. It is a 24-hour recreation facil-
ity. Because of the shift work that
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takes place throughout southern Ne-
vada, people are coming on that faecil-
ity all times of the day and night. It
needs a lot of work. That money, that
would lead to the work being done, the
renovations being done, improvements
being done on that recreation area, is
not in this bill.

I do not criticize anyone in particu-
lar, other than to say that our park
system is really in a bad state of re-
pair. It is no better illustrated than the
Lake Mead Recreation Area.

Today I am going to spend my time
talking about a part of this bill that I
think is really disturbing, and that is
the Endangered Species Act and how it
is dealt with. First of all, this con-
ference report does not adequately pro-
vide funding for effective implementa-
tion of the Endangered Species Act.
That is important because, whether
you are a proponent of the Endangered
Species Act or whether you believe the
act should not be in existence, the fact
of the matter is that if it is inad-
equately funded it does not work for
anyone.

Second, this conference report main-
tains the moratorium on listing of
threatened and endangered species. I
object to these provisions. I do it, not
to be an obstructionist, but to enable
the Fish and Wildlife Service in pre-
serving and protecting species that are
in a state of imminent extinction. In
sum, the Fish and Wildlife Service
must be able to carry out the noble
goals of saving species from extinction.

I am a ranking member of the au-
thorizing committee that will, hope-
fully next year, participate in reau-
thorizing the Endangered Species Act.
I have worked with the junior Senator
from the State of Idaho in coming up
with legislation. He has introduced a
bill that I do not support, but I am con-
fident that we can come up with legis-
lation that meets the goals of both of
us. If we cannot, I will introduce a bill
sometime next spring, and, hopefully
in the near future, we will be able to
stand in this Chamber and work out
our difference. We need to reauthorize
the Endangered Species Act.

What is taking place in this legisla-
tion, in this conference report, is not
the appropriate way to do business. I
remind this body, as a significant num-
ber of witnesses pointed out before our
committee, extinction is irrevocable.
Extinction is forever. It is important
that we understand that these are not
problems that we can go back and deal
with later. Once there is an extinction
it is over with. It is over with for good.
To deny the Department of Interior the
funds needed to ensure good science is
to invoke a self-fulfilling prophecy of
the failure of this act.

Extinction cannot be altered. We
cannot have second thoughts. It is per-
manent. That permanence should
weigh heavily when we consider our
priorities.
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We must make no mistake about it,
our priorities are reflected in this
budget, and I say respectfully that our
priorities in regard to this act are
skewed. I acknowledge that there are
some real problems with the Endan-
gered Species Act in its current state.
We need to reauthorize the act, we
need to change it, we need to make
sure there is the ability for consulta-
tion with State and local government
and with the private sector. We have to
make sure there are exemptions for
small property owners. We have to
make sure that there are incentives for
people complying with the Endangered
Species Act. Those things are not in
the act at this time. We have to put
them in the act.

But to simply defund it, or fund it in-
adequately and to place a moratorium
on listings, is not the way to do busi-
ness.

I acknowledge, I repeat, the problems
with the Endangered Species Act. I
talked about some of them. These prob-
lems we have talked about at long
length before the authorizing commit-
tee, and they are going to be addressed
in the substantive legislation when it
comes to this body and it is debated
here on the floor.

That is why, Mr. President, a mora-
torium on listing species is wrong. The
moratorium removes flexibility of the
Secretary of the Interior. It delays ac-
tion when action is critical. This mora-
torium in this conference report does,
in fact, jeopardize the existence of spe-
cies.

In this conference report, I think
that we find a lot of impatience for
substantive, reasonable, and prudent
reform. We should be patient. We
should recognize that this bill needs to
be reauthorized. The moratorium
would, regretfully, in my estimation,
remain in effect despite the lack of
logic, despite the damaging effects, and
despite the fact the committees of ju-
risdiction have and will continue to ad-
dress issues of concern.

The proponents of the Endangered
Species Act reform argued for better
science throughout the process of spe-
cie preservation. I ask, how is better
science provided for if the funding is
not provided for? Many who argue for
reform of the Endangered Species Act
assert the need to do more than just
list a species, but also to declassify and
delist species. Let us make sure the
agency has the ability to do that, and
they only have the ability to do that if
there is sufficient funding.

But then what is the effect of failing
to fund the act at an effective level?
Mr. President, one of the effects of in-
sufficient funding would be a decline of
the medicinal research and humani-
tarian purposes that have benefited
from the preservation and study of spe-
cies and plants. Indeed, there is a great
hope, hope of thousands of people who
are fighting diseases that are anchored
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in the search for cures within the
ecosystems and plant life that today
may be on the verge of extinction.

More than 40 percent of prescriptions
filled in our country, in the United
States, each year derive from plants,
animals, and microbes. These include
medicines to fight cancers, infections,
contagious disease, heart disease,
childhood leukemia, to name just a
few.

There is a lot of fun made of the En-
dangered Species Act. Why do we worry
about this animal or that plant? The
reason we worry about them is, I re-
peat, 40 percent of the prescriptions
filled in our country are derived from
plants, animals, and microbes.

Take, for example, the rosy peri-
winkle. It sounds funny, does it not,
rosy periwinkle? In this little plant,
two compounds were found that have
proved successful in treating Hodgkin’s
disease and childhood leukemia.

As far as childhood leukemia, it
cures childhood leukemia except in
rare cases. When the Presiding Officer
and I were children, teenagers, young
adults, children who got leukemia died.
It is not that way anymore. Parents
who have little children who have
childhood leukemia are cured. Why?
Because of something called the rosy
periwinkle.

There is also a pupfish, an imperiled
desert vertebrate, residing in isolated
hot springs in the Southwest part of
this country. The pupfish can survive
in very high salt concentrations, and
this ability is being studied as we
speak by researchers in hopes of devel-
oping new treatments for kidney dis-
ease.

This pupfish is extinct in many
places. There are a variety of pupfish.
In the State of Nevada, we have an ag-
ricultural area that grew cotton. Be-
cause of the pupfish, the water that
supplied the cotton was curtailed, and
that area is no longer a cotton farming
area. That is the sacrifice that was
made for this little fish that will, all
scientists say, lead to some dramatic
changes in the way we treat renal fail-
ure.

We do not know every plant and ani-
mal that exists and, consequently, we
do not know every cure, remedy, and
healing that may exist for our benefit.

I am not going to take the time of
this body. There are Senators wishing
to speak on this floor. I could list plant
after plant that leads to helping relieve
the pain and misery of disease and, in
many instances, cures disease. Of the
220,000 worldwide types of plants, only
5,000 have been examined for medicinal
compounds. We know, as a result of an
article within the past year in the Wall
Street Journal that talked about some
of these plants that were deemed to be
worthless, how they have brought
about dramatic improvements in the
way we treat disease.

The black bear, which is a threatened
bear in many parts of the United



37030

States, are now being studied because
scientists believe they have found de-
finitive and definite clues to the pre-
vention of osteoporosis. How? The bear
loses no bone mass during its 5 to 6-
month hibernation period, and sci-
entists are wondering why. They are
now beginning to find out why.

What cures are we willing to risk los-
ing with lack of funding of the Endan-
gered Species Act? I do not think we
should be willing to risk the loss of any
cures. Recently, the American Society
of Microbiology called for increased re-
search in potential medicinal plants
and other species, which takes on an
urgency as known diseases grow resist-
ant to known antibiotics.

How can we justify underfunding
such a vital work of preserving species?
I know there are problems with the En-
dangered Species Act. I say that on
this floor for the second time today. I
know that we have to reauthorize it
and make some changes in the way the
act has been administered. But I tell
each of my colleagues, we must trust
the legislative process of reauthoriza-
tion and reform and fully fund the En-
dangered Species Act. It is not happen-
ing in this conference report, and that
is too bad.

We ensure for ourselves the need for
more emergency saving efforts. This is
a small price to pay when it comes to
protecting and preserving species faced
with imminent extinction.

I repeat, I recognize the difficulty of
this legislation arriving at the point
where it is. I again extend my con-
gratulations and applause to the man-
agers of this legislation, the senior
Senator from the State of Washington
and the senior Senator from the State
of West Virginia. But I really feel that
this conference report is lacking in a
number of different ways, not the least
of which is the problem with the En-
dangered Species Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be permitted to
proceed for 10 minutes as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
is recognized to speak for 10 minutes as
in morning business.

VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the reason
I asked for morning business at this
time was to bring my colleagues up to
date and those who are very much in-
terested in the appropriations process,
particularly as it regards the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, VA, and
HUD, and what is happening here.

We have had a bill that has been
passed by the Senate, passed by the
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House, and a conference report passed
by the House that is waiting here. We
have not passed it because the adminis-
tration has promised clearly and un-
equivocally to veto it.

There are several things that are
going to happen today. First, the ma-
jority leader has scheduled the meas-
ure to be passed later on after this bill,
perhaps in wrapup tonight, and second,
there is a major media effort to
mischaracterize, I believe, what is
going on with respect to the environ-
ment.

Some of my colleagues may have
seen an article in today’'s Washington
Post: ‘“‘Temporary Reductions Halt
‘Environmental Cop."”” It relates to
concerns expressed by EPA Adminis-
trator Carol Browner.

I am getting a little tired of the press
conferences, press statements, and
grandstanding from the White House
regarding how the majority in the Con-
gress is rolling back environmental
protection and making deep cuts in the
environment.

Ms. Browner is reported in the Post
as saying, “The environmental cop is
not on the beat.”” She decries the fact
that the temporary budget reductions
resulting from the current continuing
resolution are causing a reduction in
inspections. I agree with her. I would
like to see a bill passed and signed into
law.

Let me set the record straight. The
EPA appropriations bill which passed
the Senate earlier this year funded
EPA's operating programs at the fiscal
year 1995 level, and the conference re-
port on VA-HUD and independent
agencies provides a total funding level
for EPA which is $48 million more than
the Senate-passed bill, a reduction of
only 4 percent below the
postrescissions fiscal year 1995 funding
level.

We have managed in a very, very
tight budget to provide close to full
funding for EPA at a time when con-
straints on discretionary spending are
extraordinarily tight. This subcommit-
tee received an allocation which was 12
percent below last year’s level, yet we
managed to hold EPA at close to cur-
rent funding levels. Despite the rhet-
oric from downtown, this dem-
onstrates, I believe, a Republican com-
mitment to continue to improve the
environment.

Now, I am the first to admit that the
EPA has received some targeted budget
cuts in the appropriations process but
the reductions came from areas which
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration and others identified as
being unnecessary, wasteful or duplica-
tive. NAPA is a nonpartisan organiza-
tion which was commissioned by my
Democratic colleague and predecessor,
Senator MIKULSKI, then chair of the
committee, to undertake a report on
reforming EPA 2 years ago.

In this bill and the conference report,
we followed the NAPA recommenda-
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tions presented to Congress almost a
year ago to turn more responsibility
over to the States that have developed
an enormous capacity over the past 25
years to manage environmental pro-
grams, including inspections of facili-
ties. According to NAPA, “EPA should
revise its approach to oversight, pro-
viding high performing States with
grant flexibility, reduced oversight and
greater autonomy."’

That is what we have tried to do for
this appropriations bill, and we have
included authority for EPA to begin is-
suing block grants for maximum flexi-
bility. We have tried to focus on the
areas of highest risk to human health
and the environment and reduce those
programs which do not get the most
bang for the buck in terms of environ-
mental protection.

But the administration and EPA,
rather than spending time organizing
press conferences and news events,
should be following the recommenda-
tions of NAPA to get its own house in
order. Despite EPA’s claim to support
NAPA’'s recommendations, we have
seen little in terms of real change. And
regarding today's article in the Post,
let me point out to my colleagues that
indeed EPA is operating under a con-
strained budget because of the continu-
ing resolution, and I am fully prepared
to send a bill to the President so they
will not have to operate under a con-
tinuing resolution. The conference re-
port on the EPA bill, that is, VA-HUD
and independent agencies, would pro-
vide an increase of 11.5 percent over the
current continuing resolution, yet the
President wants to veto the bill. His
agents have stated unequivocally that
he will.

I have suggested to administration
officials that I as chairman, the rank-
ing member, Senator MIKULSKI, and
our colleagues in similar positions in
the House, are more than willing to sit
down to find accommodations within
the 602(b) allocation to negotiate a rea-
sonable compromise.

Rather than negotiating with us,
today I am told later on the Vice Presi-
dent will hold a press conference with
Administrator Browner at a suburban
Maryland wastewater treatment plant
where they will continue to attack Re-
publican reductions in environmental
improvements. Rather than pointing to
the successes achieved over the past
years to improve our water quality,
they will talk about how the budget
will impair future water quality im-
provements.

Let me set the record straight, Mr.
President. Funding for EPA waste-
water treatment construction in this
year’s bill is §1.125 billion. In addition,
the conference report stipulates that if
legislation enacting a new drinking
water State revolving fund is not au-
thorized by June 1, 1996, an additional
$500 million will be available for
wastewater State revolving funds for a
total of $1.625 billion.



December 14, 1995

Mr. President, this would represent
an increase of about $400 million over
last year’s level.

Now, in the last 2 weeks or more, I
have repeatedly requested of top ad-
ministration officials that they tell us
how they wish to reallocate spending
within the 602(b) allocations. I have
made that request among others to Ad-
ministrator Browner, to CEQ director,
Ms. McGinty, to OMB director Dr.
Rivlin, to the Vice President himself. I
put in a call to the President. Obvi-
ously, he has other things on his mind.
But none of these people has responded.

As a result, it appears that when this
bill goes down, if the President carries
through on his threat to veto it, it will
be vetoed and EPA will fall back to the
level of the continuing resolution. The
only word we have heard from the ad-
ministration is they want to spend
about $2 billion more.

The White House talks the language
of reducing spending to balance the
budget, but they do not have the music
yet. They think the only way they can
live is to spend more money. We have
done the very best we can to establish
priorities within the context of achiev-
ing a balanced budget in the year 2002.

I wish to say for the record that my
ranking member, Senator MIKULSKI,
has gone out of her way to be helpful,
to work with us, to make as many ac-
commodations and improvements in
the bill as possible. She too has sought
the involvement of the administration.
And even though Senator MIKULSKI's
top priority, national service, is not
funded in this bill, other than for close-
down, it cannot be funded unless and
until the administration is willing to
sit down with us and tell us where they
wish to make cuts to generate the sup-
port to pass this bill in both Houses.

Senator has been thor-
oughly cooperative throughout. I could
not ask for anyone who has been more
willing to put the needs of the environ-
ment, of veterans, of housing, of space,
and other important agencies ahead of
partisan bickering. It is with great re-
gret that I tell my colleagues that we
are likely to see the measure, which is
scheduled for passage later on tonight,
vetoed by the President because simply
he wants to spend more money.

I make the point again for those in-
terested in the environment that if the
President were to sign this bill, or if
the President were even to send his
people to discuss with us how to make
improvements to protect their prior-
ities, we would be more than willing to
negotiate with them. Absent any re-
sponse—and there has been no re-
sponse—this bill will be scheduled later
on for passage this evening. I regret
that we will not receive the funding for
environmental actions that are in-
cluded in this conference report if the
President chooses to veto it. But make
no mistake. If there is a reduction in
funding for environmental efforts, it
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will be the President's decision. It will
be the President's veto. He is going to
get a bill that is very close to last
year’s funding, and it protects the top
priority programs in EPA.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. I will be very brief. 1
rise to speak in opposition to the con-
ference report. I know there are others
who want to speak, and I simply want
to make a few points.

I think it will be vetoed. I think it
should be vetoed. I think that it con-
tinues the process of watering down
our efforts to protect the environment,
and it in my view should be rejected.

There are three areas that I believe
need our special attention. The first is
that under the conference report the
protection of fish, wildlife and plant
species awaiting endangered species
listing would be blocked for another
year, even if the species is on the brink
of extinction.

Mr. President, we have an Endan-
gered Species Act in order to protect
those species that are on the brink of
extinction. If we delay listing year
after year, we might as well not have a
law. When you delay the implementa-
tion of this law, you do not have one at
all. We cannot declare any species in
that period of time as endangered and
the damage may be permanent. This is
of real concern in a number of areas,
for example, the marbled murrelet. I
also know that the Mount Graham
squirrel is an important specie that is
endangered and affected by this act. I
am not sure that in the next year it is
going to be all over for either one, but
the general direction is clear. If we
continue to prevent the law from func-
tioning, we might as well not even
have that law, which, of course, is the
intention of some who will delay the
implementation of the law.

Second, Mr. President, is the rider on
alternative P to the Tongass National
Forest timber plan in Alaska. The con-
ference report locks into place,
through fiscal year 1997, the timber re-
quirements of alternative P, which is a
4-year-old discredited draft forest plan.
Alternative P mandates a logging tar-
get approximately 44 percent higher
than the average cutting level over the
past decade. And it does so in an area
where the largest number of jobs are in
tourism and fishing and not in timber
cutting and in an area where unem-
ployment is very low compared to the
national average.
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Mr. President, I am very concerned
about what we have done in this bill
with regard to Tongass. I think that it
allows for much more cutting than we
had anticipated when we passed the
1990 Tongass Timber Reform Act. And
it is another example of Congress’
changing things for the worse after
there has been an agreement because
the votes are there to change those
things. And I think, frankly, it will be
one of the major reasons that the
President will veto this bill.

Finally, Mr. President, there are a
series of cuts in vital programs. This
bill follows the pattern set in the VA-
HUD appropriations bill which makes
reductions in the Corps of Engineers
wetland enforcement budget and for-
bids the EPA from enforcing wetlands
law, which in my State of New Jersey
is a tremendously important thing.

This bill repeals protection for the
newly created Mojave National Park
and halts scientific studies needed to
protect critical species in the Columbia
River basin.

It halts the Department of Energy's
program to set energy appliance effi-
ciency standards that have been devel-
oped jointly with the industry, which
will save consumers a lot of money and
reduce the U.S. dependence on foreign
oil. One might say you can save more
oil from increased conservation than
you could from opening up the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge.

Mr. President, this bill has gotten
better, but it still does not meet what
I think are the highest possible stand-
ards. The President’s statement on the
report cites several additional short-
comings. For example, there is $50 mil-
lion in funding restored for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health
Service. This additional funding, how-
ever, falls short of levels needed to
maintain these important programs.

While the Bureau of Indian Affairs’
budget has been increased $25 million
above the previous conference level,
that would still leave the program $111
million short of the House mark and
$159 million below fiscal year 1995 en-
acted levels.

The most significant effect of this ac-
tion remains the crippling reductions
targeted at tribal priority allocation
programs which support essential trib-
al government, law enforcement, hous-
ing improvement, Indian child welfare,
adult vocational training, road mainte-
nance, and other basic reservation
services.

I believe that this funding should be
restored. It is not in the report. I think
this will be another reason that the
President will veto this proposal.

So, Mr. President, in conclusion, I
think the report has gotten better, but
it is not yet good enough. I urge my
colleagues to reject the bill and the
President to veto it because I do not
think that the American people in 1994
voted for an attack on environmental
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problems. I believe we should not be de-
livering to the American people an
antienvironmental Christmas present.
I do not think they asked for it, and I
do not think they will welcome it. I
hope that the President will veto the
bill.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. BUMPERS. There are a lot of
parts of this bill that I would like to
address. I agree with the Senator from
New Jersey that the bill is certainly
better than it was in its original ver-
sion. Thanks to the House of Rep-
resentatives, who refysed to accept it
and voted overwhelmingly to recommit
it to the conference, it has been im-
proved.

To tell you the truth, Mr. President,
I am so sick of making this speech I am
about to make, I cannot tell you how
tiresome it is, and yet until the Mem-
bers of this body change their attitude
about mining on public lands, until the
President and the press finally pene-
trate the minds of the American people
as to this, the greatest of all scams in
the history of the Nation, I will come
here every year, time after time, to
make my argument again.

My mother used to have an expres-
sion, ““Everybody’s business is nobody’s
business.” And I cannot think of a bet-
ter application of that saying than
what we allow the biggest corporations
in the world to pull off on us. It is just
that it does not affect very many peo-
ple.

There are about 10 to 12 States out
West where the Federal Government
has extensive landholdings and where
people file mineral claims to mine
gold, silver, platinum, palladium,
whatever, off the Federal lands, and it
is very important to the mining com-
panies and it is important to those few
States where it takes place. But be-
cause the other roughly 40 States do
not have a dog in the fight, they feel
free, Senators of those States feel free
to vote however they chose in the cer-
tain knowledge that their constituents
will never hold them accountable.

But let me recount the history of the
issue of which I speak. In 1872, Ulysses
Grant signed his name to the bill called
the mining law of 1872. And the idea
was we would permit people to go west
and file claims on 20-acre parcels on
the Federal lands there that the U.S.
Government owned. Anybody could do
it. And anybody can still do it. Just go
out there and put four stakes down on
a 20-acre tract, not just one, do a dozen
if you want, two dozen, whatever you
want. Just file claims on it. That start-
ed in 1872 as an incentive to get people
to move west.

When I first became involved in this
issue there were about 1,200,000 claims
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that had been filed. And they were re-
quired to either pay $100 a year to
maintain the claim or to certify that
they had done $100 worth of work on
their claim.

Well, everybody simply sent in a cer-
tification that said, *‘I did $100 worth of
work.”” Meanwhile, they had no inten-
tion of mining it. Finally, in 1993, I was
able to get a bill passed through here
to require them to put up $100—not a
certificate that they had done $100
worth of work, but pay $100 cash. The
number of claims dropped from 1.2 mil-
lion to the present, roughly, 330,000.

So we have these 330,000 claims out
there. If you own one of those claims,
what do you do next? If you are really
serious about mining something, then
you start digging around to see if that
land has anything on it. Most of the
time, Mr. President, the people who
own these claims never lay a glove on
them. Some mining company comes in
and says, ‘‘We will pay you so much to
let us work this claim, and if we find
anything there, we will give you a 5- or
10-percent override on everything we
find.”” And, ordinarily, the person who
owns the claim says, ‘*‘That is fine with
me, you are a big mining company. If
anybody can make this work, you
can.” The claimant gets a nice little
override for having simply put down
four stakes on a claim.

But once the mining company finds
something, gold, silver, whatever, they
go to the Bureau of Land Management
and they file an application for a deed.
Now, this is really the most egregious
part of this whole law. You think about
somebody going out and putting down
stakes on Federal land that belongs to
the taxpayers of this country, finding
gold on it, and going to the BLM over
at the Department of Interior and say-
ing, “I want a deed to this land.” Do
you know what else? The Secretary of
the Interior—if he can validate the
claim that there is mineable hardrock
minerals, has to give them a deed. It is
not an option with him; he has to give
them a deed. What do they pay for it?
Either $2.50 an acre or $5.00 an acre—
for billions of dollars’ worth of gold,
silver, platinum, and palladium. That
is right, Mr. President. I am not mak-
ing this up. I have made this speech
every year for 7 years. The Secretary of
the Interior has to deed billions of dol-
lars’ worth of minerals that belongs to
the taxpayers of this country to some
huge mining company for $2.50 an acre.

Now, the mining industry which pro-
motes this scam recently felt some
heat as the press has caught on to the
issue. I can see the representatives
from the mining industry all sitting
around the table saying, ‘‘What are we
going to do? We cannot take this ad-
verse publicity forever.” And somebody
says, ‘I have a grand scheme. We will
say that we will give the Government
not $2.50 an acre, but we will pay them
fair market value less the value of the
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minerals under the surface. That way,
we can go home and tell the Chamber
of Commerce if they raise the issue
with us, if there is a townhall meeting
and there are some of those people
there who have been paying attention
and want to know why we are giving
billions of dollars away to the biggest
corporations in the world, we will say
that we will make them pay fair mar-
ket value. That is where you cut it off.
You do not say fair market value for
the surface, which is §100 an acre. Just
tell them it is fair market value.”

That is what the reconciliation bill
says. If the bill were to become law,
the mining companies would have to
pay fair market value, which CBO says
is $100 an acre, underneath which is bil-
lions of dollars’ worth of gold, silver,
platinum, and palladium, for which
they pay nothing.

Mr. President, there are not two Sen-
ators in this body that know this. It
costs the Government $250 an acre just
to process patent applications. Think
about that. Here they are going to pay
fair market value of $100 an acre. They
are going to pay $100 an acre for some-
thing that just the processing of the
claim costs the taxpayers $250. So we
lose $150 per acre right on the front
end.

Mr. President, see this chart right
here. '“Value for the interest in the
land owned by the taxpayers exclusive
of and without regard to the mineral
deposits’™—$§2.50 an acre is the current
price. The new price will go to $100 an
acre. In exchange for that, the biggest
corporations in the world, many of
which are foreign-owned, take billions
of dollars’ worth of taxpayers' gold and
silver off the land and go home with it.

When I first got into this, the price of
gold was $330 an ounce; platinum was
selling for less than $400 an ounce. The
argument was made that “If we have to
pay a 3-percent royalty, we might be
able to live with that, but some of our
mines might have to shut down and all
these people will be thrown out of
work.”

Today, the price of gold is $390 an
ounce, and platinum is $410 an ounce.
And what do you think the same argu-
ment is? “We will have to shut down
and put all these poor people out of
work.” You know why I know person-
ally? I am not a miner. Do you know
why I know that is the most specious
argument of all? Because they pay an
average of a 5-percent-net smelter re-
turn royalty to people who own private
lands and pay substantial royalties to
States if they mine on State lands. It
is only when they mine on Federal
lands they are going to go broke.

On December 1, 2 weeks ago, Sec-
retary Babbitt at the Department of
the Interior gave ASARCO a deed for
349 acres in the Coronado National For-
est in Arizona near Tucson. What do
you think the taxpayers of this coun-
try got? First of all, that 349 acres has
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underneath it 2.9 billion dollars’ worth
of copper and silver. What do the tax-
payers get?

A whopping $1,745. Do you know
something else? The Washington Post
and the New York Times did not have
one word about it. Not one line. I guar-
antee not one person in this body saw
a news story anywhere that 2 weeks
ago the taxpayers got shafted for 33 bil-
lion. Three months before that, the
Secretary of the Interior gave the Faxe
Kalk Mine, a Danish corporation, a
deed to 110 acres of public land in
Idaho. What was under the 110 acres?
Mr. President, $1 billion worth of trav-
ertine. What did the taxpayers get for
their $1 billion? Mr. President, $275.

On May 16, 1994, the Secretary of the
Interior gave Barrick Resources, a sub-
sidiary of a Canadian corporation, a
deed for 1,700 acres of land. What did it
have under it? Mr. President, $11 bil-
lion worth of gold. What did the tax-
payers get for their $11 billion?—89,000.
I give the press credit; they did cover
that one.

Stillwater Mining Co. in Montana, 2
days after I almost got a moratorium
put on the patenting process, filed a
claim with the BLM for deeds to 2,036
acres. They filed for their patent in
1990. They got their first half certifi-
cate and the Secretary of the Interior
will eventually be forced to give the
Stillwater Mining Co. a deed for that
2,036 acres. What is under that? Mr.
President, $44 billion worth of plati-
num and palladium—not my figures,
their figures. Look at their prospectus.
They are the ones who say there is 225
ounces of platinum and palladium on
the land. We made the calculation. If
that is correct, it is $44 billion worth of
platinum and palladium. What did
Uncle Sucker get?—$10,000.

We talk about balancing the budget;
how are we going to finance Medicaid,
education, the environment, and all
the rest of it while we are giving away
billions and billions of dollars’ worth of
resources that belong to the people of
this country? There is not a Senator in
this body that has not gone home when
he faced reelection and said, “If you
elect me, I will balance the budget. 1
will treat your money as though it
were mine. I will be tightfisted.” You
may be tightfisted with some poor,
pregnant, teenage girl, or you may
elect to make Medicaid a block grant
program so some children get health
care and others do not. But if things
continue the way they are, you can
rest assured those same people who are
so concerned about that will continue
to vote for this just as they have in the
past. It is absolutely sickening. There
is no other way to describe it.

This bill, thanks to the House of Rep-
resentatives, contains a patent morato-
rium. Let me tell you about that.
There are presently 608 patent applica-
tions pending over at the BLM. Of the
608, 373 of the applications already have
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their first half certificate so they can
go ahead and get their deeds for $2.50 or
$5 an acre. The rest of them, 235, are
frozen, subject to future legislation.

But do you know what was in the rec-
onciliation bill? A royalty. My staff
came in and said, ‘“‘Senator So and So
has put a royalty in the reconciliation
bill—5 percent.”” Really? We started
looking at it, and it is 5 percent of
nothing after taking into account the
deductions. When you look at the rec-
onciliation bill and you see that
whooping big 5 percent royalty, and
you say 5 percent of what? and you
start seeing what you will deduct be-
fore you levy a royalty, there is noth-
ing left to levy a royalty on. What is
worse, what is even more cynical, is
every one of the 608 applications for
patents would be exempt from the roy-
alty forever. That is billions of dollars’
worth of minerals. Who else is exempt?
The 330,000 claims that are in exist-
ence.

So you cannot tax the lands for
which patents have been applied and
you cannot tax any future claims on
any applications for patent on the
330,000 claims that are still existing.
What do you wind up with? Less than
$1 million per year. People say, “‘I won-
der why President Clinton vetoed that
reconciliation bill.”” That was only one
reason.

Mr. President, I am still grateful to
the House even though we had to
grandfather the 373 patent applications
and will likely never get a dime out of
it. It is a step in the right direction.

So, Mr. President, let me cover one
other point. I have never understood
why hard rock minerals get this ex-
emption. We do not give it to anybody
else.

When I first became involved in this
issue, I could not believe it was as egre-
gious as it turned out to be. It turned
out to be much worse than I thought at
first. At the time, people believed that
somehow or other if you rubbed a
quartz crystal a certain way it would
cure your warts and whatever else ails
you. I did not know about it. But ev-
erybody else in America seemed to
know that these quartz crystals, people
were being told, had healing powers.

Do you know where the biggest
quartz crystal deposit in the United
States is? It is in the Ouachita Na-
tional Forest in Arkansas. People were
down there with picks and shovels
tearing the forest up.

I went to Senator McClure, who was
at that time vitally interested in the
subject. I said, *'Do you mind if I pass
a bill eliminating quartz crystals from
the 1872 mining law?” He said, ‘‘No, I
don't care.” So I did, and in about a
week’s time. That is the fastest I have
ever gotten anything done here since I
have been here.

Every year we get a few thousand
dollars in Arkansas as a royalty. I for-
get how much we charge on this. But
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we get a royalty on all of the quartz
crystals taken off, and it goes to the
Federal Treasury. I take full credit for
that. If I could have gotten this whole
thing taken care of by then we would
not have nearly as much trouble today
balancing the budget as we have.

Why do we charge coal miners 122
percent for all the coal they mine off
Federal lands? And if you go under-
ground to mine coal on Federal lands,
you have to pay an 8 percent royalty. If
you take natural gas off Federal lands,
you pay a 12'42 percent royalty. And if
you take oil off Federal lands, you pay
a 12% percent royalty. But, if you take
gold, silver, or platinum, or any other
hardrock mineral, you pay nothing.

If I were the oil industry, I would be
up in arms about this because when
they go out and drill an oil well they
do not know whether they are going to
hit anything or not.

Mr. President, I come to the end of
this little speech saying I am going to
vote against the bill even though I
must confess the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, who I know had
a very difficult time, did a tremendous
job. I tried to pass an amendment in
the conference 2 days ago to put a 1.5
percent royalty on mining on Federal
lands and to give half of the money to
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Many of
the western Senators, who have a lot of
Indians in their States, have convinced
me that the Indians are really getting
savaged under this balanced budget
thing. Even the President has allowed
that the Bureau of Indian Affairs is
getting shortchanged. I thought a 1.5
percent royalty on this with half of it
going to the Bureau of Indian Affairs
might attract some people who have
shed tears on this floor about the
plight of the poor native Americans—
not one Republican vote; 8 to 6 on a
straight party-line vote.

What else is in this bill? I wanted to
give the BLM 10 years to process the
373 patent applications that were
grandfathered by bill. However, the Re-
publicans—particularly the western
Senators—were not having any of that.

Let me tell you something, Mr.
President. If we have 373 claims that
the first half certificate has been is-
sued on, and this bill says that the
BLM will process those claims within 5
years, do you know what that means?
That means that about 75 claims a year
will have to be processed. Do you know
what else it means, Mr. President?
That is an abject utter impossibility.
Do you know the highest number of ap-
plications that have ever been proc-
essed in the history of the world in the
BLM? Thirty-eight. Do you know who
the Secretary of Interior was? James
Watt. The man the environmentalists
loved to hate more than anybody else.

Do you know what the average has
been over the past 10 years? Mr. Presi-
dent, 25.7 claims a year.

So why do we have a provision in
here saying you have to do 75 a year? It
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is utterly impossible. Why do we do
that? I will tell you why they want to
do it. Because, if there is ever a change
in the makeup of this body, this non-
sense is coming to a halt, and they
want to get their deed before that hap-
pens. That is exactly why they want it
all done in 5 years.

I offered an amendment to say why
do not we at least make these mining
companies, who are worth billions, pay
the charges the Government incurs to
process their application, which is $250
an acre? If you are going to give them
a deed for $5 an acre, surely they would
be charitable enough to pay $250 to the
taxpayers that they are putting out—8
to 6 vote; the same thing.

Mr. President, I do not know how it
will all turn out. But I can tell you one
thing. The Bureau of Land Manage-
ment will not, and cannot, process 75
claims a year when the 10-year average
has been 25.7 claims.

Mr. President, there has been an
awful lot written and said about lobby
reform. The ethics manual of the U.S.
Senate just gets thicker and thicker.
The first thing you know you will not
be able to drive home. You will have to
take a bus at the rate we deal with
that around here. I do not have any
quarrel with that. I do not care what
the ethics requirements of this body
are as long as I know what they are.
That is all most Senators ask for. I do
not care whether the value of the gift
can be zero, $20, or $100 as long as I
know and understand the rules that we
are supposed to live by. But having
said that, that is not the problem. The
problem is the money that flows into
campaigns. You tell me I cannot allow
a lobbyist to buy my lunch but he can
hand me a $5,000 check at lunch? What
kind of palpable nonsense is that?

I am telling you, campaign financing
is what drives this body. That is one of
the reasons we have not been able to
deal with the reform of the 1872 mining
law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Ar-
kansas for one incidental admission
during this long speech which he has
given on the floor on mining patent
claims, and that admission was that is
not a part of this bill. It is a subject
that is not entrusted to the sub-
committee which I chair, or to a debate
over this bill. In fact, it is a subject
that is entrusted to a committee on
which the Senator from Arkansas
serves, in which he was on this sub-
committee in the last Congress, when
the political composition of this body
was different than it is now, and when
no bill on mining claims or patents ap-
peared or was debated on this floor.

But I think I particularly regret, in
connection with the remarks of the
Senator from Arkansas, his statement
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that he intends to vote against the bill.
As I reported earlier, this bill was
passed by the Senate earlier this year
in its original form by a vote of 92 to 6.
The Senator from Arkansas voted for
it. The mining patent provisions were
less favorable to his position then than
they are now.

He has pointed out that the House
moratorium on new claims, which was
not included in the Senate bill, is now
found in this bill with the sole excep-
tion of those claims which Congress
cannot constitutionally terminate
without compensating the claimants
under the fifth amendment. The only
claims that will be processed are those
so-called grandfathered claims, and
someday, whether it is 2 years or 5
years or 10 years, they will all be dis-
posed of. At that point, unless the Con-
gress passes a significant reform in its
mining patent laws, there will not be
any new claims subject to these provi-
sions.

So I hope the Senator from Arkansas
will reconsider and will support a bill
which does not move as far in his direc-
tion as he would like but which does
move further in the direction of the
policies he advocates than did the bill
he voted for just a few months ago.

That, I think, illustrates a larger
point. Whatever the merits of the argu-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas,
and, obviously, to toss about figures in
the tens of billions of dollars as if this
were the potential profits in mining—it
would be overwhelmingly the most
profitable business in the United
States—of those billions of dollars,
something between 90 and 99 percent,
of course, will be paid to the people
who work to separate these minerals
from the ground in which they are
found, which is a very expensive propo-
sition.

While I am far from being an expert
in this business, I do not find it to be
a business in the United States which
operates at a profit any larger than
any other business. Its costs are high.
Those costs are, generally speaking,
paid out in the form of wages to people
who are citizens of the United States.
And that, of course, is the reason that
Senators and Members of the House of
Representatives from States in which
these mineral deposits are located
favor the continuation of a policy
which at least sees to it that there is
some mining industry in the United
States, declining though it may be.

Personally, I think we ought to re-
form these laws in such fashion that
the people of the United States do reap
some portion of the profit from min-
erals taken from their lands. But many
feel that if we adopted the position of
the Senator from Arkansas, there sim-
ply would not be any mining so there
would be no value, no profit, and no
jobs, no nothing. That is an appro-
priate debate, and it is appropriate for
the Senator from Arkansas to state his
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position, just as it would be for the
now Presiding Officer to state his, rep-
resenting a State with many mines,
but it is not a debate we are having
here today. It has practically nothing
to do with an appropriations bill for
the Department of the Interior.

So I wish to pass on to other com-
ments which have been made during
the course of this debate since I last
spoke, that do relate directly to this
bill. In that connection, with neither
the Senator from Arizona nor the Sen-
ator from Nevada being here, I would
like to share one of the interesting
paradoxes, sometimes frustrations, of
dealing with a bill of this sort.

My friend and colleague from Arizona
objected that there are items in this
bill which have not been subject to de-
bate in authorizing committees, that
are unauthorized expenditures, or ex-
penditures for unauthorized matters.
My friend, the Senator from Nevada,
objected to the fact that there is a
moratorium on listings under the En-
dangered Species Act when no such ap-
propriations are authorized. Authoriza-
tions for the enforcement of the Endan-
gered Species Act ran out several years
ago. Technically speaking, any money
appropriated to enforce the Endangered
Species Act is subject to a point of
order on the floor here because the act
has not been reauthorized.

The Senator from Nevada is the
ranking minority member of the very
subcommittee that deals with that sub-
ject, and the moratorium expires, by
its own terms, on the day that the act
is reauthorized. So he has it, at least
partly, in his power to see to it that
moratorium is terminated.

There is a serious group of Sen-
ators—not a majority but a significant
group of Senators, as there are Mem-
bers of the House —who do not believe
that we should appropriate for any un-
authorized project at all. I think the
senior Senator from Arizona falls into
that category, both by the remarks he
made here somewhat earlier and by
other quite similar questions that he
has raised about new items being in-
cluded in conference committee reports
that were not included in the bill that
passed either the House or the Senate
together with appropriations for unau-
thorized projects.

I think I can say the Senator from
Arizona has found fewer questions to
ask in that connection of this Senator
than he has of any other who is manag-
ing an appropriations bill on this floor,
and I believe that I now have answers,
which I will state for the RECORD and
for him or for his staff, if they are lis-
tening, and which I hope will satisfy
each one of the questions that he has
raised.

He raised questions concerning
amendments Nos. 2, 47, 84, 101, and 104,
dealt with in the conference committee
report.

Amendments Nos. 2 and 47 go to-
gether. The House appropriations bill
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on this subject appropriated $87 million
for the complete termination of the
Bureau of Mines as one of those enti-
ties which, according to the House, was
simply to be ended. The Senate did not
agree with that position and appro-
priated considerably more, $128 mil-
lion, for the continued operation of the
Bureau of Mines and nine of its field fa-
cilities. That is a big difference be-
tween the two bills.

The conference committee came up
with a compromise that will close at
least five of those Bureau of Mines fa-
cilities, but it will transfer some of the
functions for which there was strong
support in the U.S. Senate to various
other entities around the country.
Those functions the Senate wished to
preserve, and continues to preserve as
a result of this conference committee,
include health and safety research,
minerals information, materials re-
search, and minerals assessments on
public lands in Alaska.

As a consequence, in reaching this
compromise we had to outline exactly
what was going to happen to various
facilities and to various functions, and
that is what we did. It is not new mate-
rial. These are functions and facilities
which would have been dealt with in
one way in the original House bill, a
different way in the original Senate
bill. The compromise requires them to
be listed.

The $2 million for particular assess-
ments in Alaska, about which the Sen-
ator raised a question, is money that
would have been included in the nor-
mal operation of the Bureau of Mines
under the Senate bill which continued
it, but has to be stated separately in
order to be continued as various facili-
ties in the Bureau of Mines are closed.

A similar question was raised by the
Senator from Arizona in connection
with amendments 101 and 104 with re-
spect to Forest Service functions and
facilities.

For a number of years, the Interior
Subcommittee has required approval of
boundary changes in national forests,
the abolition of regional offices or the
movement or closure of Forest Service
offices. Both the Appropriations Com-
mittees in the two Houses and the au-
thorizing committees have had to be
notified and had to approve of such
changes.

In this particular connection, there
is such a proposed change. During the
course of the conference committee,
the Forest Service asked for the move
which is referred to here. That move
and some of its conditions are outlined
in the bill as a result of the historic
practice of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the desire of the Forest
Service itself.

Finally, by far the most significant
amendment, about which a question
was raised by the Senator from Ari-
zona, has to do with the Presidio. The
Senator points out that the Presidio,
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as a military reservation, has been
closed under the Base Closure Commis-
sion activities, and he asks, essen-
tially, why it is that we are appropriat-
ing money for a closed military facil-
ity.

The answer, of course, is that what-
ever the merits and the beauty of Wil-
liams Air Force Base in the State of
Arizona, the Presidio in San Francisco
is a totally, completely unique na-
tional asset, a magnificent open space
in one of America’s largest and most
famous cities.

So some years ago, before I became
chairman of this subcommittee, it was
determined that the Presidio, when it
was to be closed as a military base,
would become, in large measure, a na-
tional park. And the appropriation in
this bill is for the operation of the Pre-
sidio as a national park.

I may say, Mr. President, that I have
been bothered by this, at one level at
least. The Presidio is the most expen-
sive single national park in the Na-
tional Park System as a result of these
transfers.

So what has happened as a result of
the fiscal pressure on the National
Park System in running the Presidio is
that a group of citizens in the city of
San Francisco have gotten together
and have proposed a Presidio trust to
be created by the Congress. It has not
been created by the Congress yet. The
authorizing committee has not com-
pleted its work on it. The Senate has
not debated it.

So this conference committee report
says, “‘Well, we are appropriating
money now directly to the National
Park Service.” We will have to help the
Presidio trust with appropriations for
at least a number of years until they
have transferred this into a purely
local facility. So we are going to limit
the amount of money that the National
Park Service can spend out of our ap-
propriations to one-twelfth of the ap-
propriation for each month, with the
hope that the trust will succeed the
Park Service sometime during the
course of this fiscal year.

But the appropriation for the Pre-
sidio is because it is, in fact, a part of
Golden Gate National Park and is
something which the people of the
United States have determined is ap-
propriate to maintain.

The Senator from Arizona also ob-
jected to the amount of money appro-
priated for various native American
purposes, particularly to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, noting, however, that it
is larger by more than $100 million in
this bill than it was in the bill that
originally passed the Senate.

I simply want to emphasize today,
Mr. President, what I emphasized at
the time of the original debate. The re-
ductions for Indian activities in this
bill are lower than the reductions for
any other major purpose covered by
this bill. They are lower in the reduc-
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tions than for any other purpose in this
bill.

As I said in my opening remarks, in
order to attempt to balance the budget,
we have $1.4 billion less for 1996 than
we had for 1995. This means less money
for our national endowments, for our
museums, for our land management ac-
tivities, the Forest Service, the Bureau
of Land Management, the National
Park Service, the Department of Ener-
gy’'s nonnuclear research activities—
right across the board.

The reductions for Indian activities
are sharply less than the 10-percent av-
erage reductions for everything else,
which means, of course, that the reduc-
tions for everything else are greater.

I must confess, the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Arizona and I have a
certain philosophical difference as to
whether there is literally an obligation
in perpetuity for the taxpayers of the
United States to pay for activities,
local governmental activities which ev-
eryone else in the United States pays
for out of their own revenues, for the
operation of tribal governments, for
police services, and the like.

I am a strong believer in self-deter-
mination, but I think at some point at
least, the self-determination ies
with it an obligation or duty of self-
support, and we should be at least mov-
ing in that direction.

That, however, is not the philosophy
behind this appropriations bill. This
appropriations bill makes a modest but
real contribution toward the overriding
necessity in this country of balancing
the budget of the United States, of
ceasing the practice of spending money
we do not have and sending the bill to
our children and our grandchildren. As
a consequence, all of the activities
within the jurisdiction of this sub-
committee have less money for 1996
than they had for 1995.

Mr. President, they will have less
money next year than they have this
year if we do not also reform the huge
entitlement programs which grow far
more rapidly than our economy does.
There is a relationship between these
two.

In that connection, Indian activities
are taking a smaller and more modest
hit than, for all practical purposes,
every other activity in this bill.

My own No. 1 priority was to try to
see to it that we protected our Na-
tional Park System, which is an asset
for every person in the United States,
and the cultural institutions here in
Washington, DC, for which we have ei-
ther the sole or primary responsibility,
like the National Gallery of Art, the
Smithsonian Institution, and the like.
I think we have done so reasonably
well.

So I terminate these remarks with
the views that I expressed earlier. I re-
mind my colleagues that this bill was
passed overwhelmingly by this body by
a vote of 92 to 6, and I point out at the
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same time that the objections of a
handful of Members who voted against
it last time and the reluctant assent of
some of those who voted for it have to
at least have modestly been met.

I am sorry at this point we do not
have the approval of the White House.
It is impossible to meet the conditions
the White House has laid out. The
White House just wants to spend more
money, as the Senator from Missouri
said in respect to his appropriations
money. They want to spend money on
everything. They want to borrow it.
They do not want to pay for it them-
selves, but they want to spend it, and
that is not going to happen. It is not
going to happen now; it is not going to
happen later. In fact, the defeat or veto
of this bill will sentence the money
funded by it to less money than they
have in this bill, because the continu-
ing resolution, under which we are op-
erating today, has less money for most
of these activities than does this bill.

So we hope that we can persuade the
Executive to approve this bill to get it
out of the battle of the overall budget.
I hope my colleagues will provide very
strong support for it, because I am con-
vinced that we have done a responsible
and a balanced job under very, very dif-
ficult circumstances.

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes under the time allo-
cated to the Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
to say I am glad this conference report
has finally made it to the Senate floor.
I know the senior Senator from Wash-
ington, Chairman GORTON, has worked
very hard to get it to this stage. I also
wish to thank Senator BYRD and his
staff for their assistance in keeping me
informed and helping to move the proc-
ess forward.

My primary concern with this con-
ference report is its authorizing lan-
guage regarding the Columbia Basin
ecosystem project. This important
project was instituted by former
Speaker Tom Foley and Chairman HAT-
FIELD to provide a scientific foundation
to guide us in developing sound re-
source policies, especially regarding
fisheries management. In many areas
of the Columbia Basin region, our for-
ests are dying due to past timber har-
vest practices, fire suppression poli-
cies, and insect infestation. Our salmon
and other fisheries resources are en-
dangered, due in part to land-based ac-
tivities that impact watersheds, like
cattle grazing, forestry, recreation, and
development.

Unfortunately, this conference report
intentionally limits science. It de-
mands that the Forest Service and Bu-
reau of Land Management study only
‘‘landscape dynamics and conditions
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for forest and rangeland management,
specifically the management of forest
and rangeland vegetation structure,
composition, density, and related so-
cial and economic effects.’’ It goes on
to say the scientific assessment must
not contain any other material than
that quoted above.

During the second conference, I was
unable to convince my colleagues to
add a provision allowing for the study
of fisheries and watersheds and delet-
ing the clause limiting study. I truly
believed my colleagues would support
this moderate attempt to allow sci-
entists to provide us information to
help guide us in making scientifically
based resource management decisions.

In this latest round of conference ne-
gotiations, Chairman GORTON, too,
tried to convince the House to open up
the scientific assessment for fisheries
and watershed studies. I want to thank
him for his efforts, which were unfortu-
nately unsuccessful.

Mr. President, the amendment I had
offered only addressed one area of con-
cern for me in this bill regarding the
Columbia Basin project: that of limit-
ing science. However, I am also very
concerned that this report prohibits
the agencies from issuing a final envi-
ronmental impact statement or a
record of decision and from selecting a
preferred alternative in the draft envi-
ronmental impact statement.

This bill also limits the ability of the
Forest Service and BLM to consult or
conference as required under section 7
of the Endangered Species Act. The
agencies may modify current policies
for fish protection and if they have
consulted on these policies in the past,
they need not do so again—even if the
amendment is a drastic modification of
current protections. Similarly, the
agencies are prohibited from consulta-
tion for any projects, such as timber
sales, if sales are based on the forest
plan amendment.

The President has indicated that he
intends to veto this bill. One of his rea-
sons for doing so is the authorizing lan-
guage on the Columbia Basin project. I
look forward to working with him and
Chairman GORTON to make the nec-
essary improvements in this language
so that we can practice ecosystem-
based stewardship and provide a steady
stream of commodities while also pro-
tecting our resources for this and fu-
ture generations.

Let me also add that while I have fo-
cused the majority of my remarks on
the Columbia Basin project, I am also
concerned with several other provi-
sions included in this bill. For exam-
ple, while an additional $50 million
were made available to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs and Indian Health Serv-
ice during the last conference, the level
of funding for these programs is still
woefully inadequate.

The cuts to tribal priority alloca-
tions are particularly disturbing. Trib-
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al priority allocations represent an im-
portant component of Federal Indian
policy. In addition to recognizing the
reduction in bureaucracy that self-gov-
ernance allows and the shifting of deci-
sionmaking from the Federal to the
local level, TPA funds also represent a
fundamental recognition of tribal sov-
ereignty. I think it is important that
the Federal Government recognize that
Indian nations have the capacity, the
responsibility, and the right to govern
themselves. The Federal Government
must also remember its historic obliga-
tions to the Indian nations as set out
in the many treaties signed by the
United States and the sovereign tribes.

Furthermore, I continue to oppose
the language preventing Washington
State tribes, specifically the Lummi
Nation, from exercising their water
rights. While I appreciate the willing-
ness of Chairman GORTON to remove
language that would likely have de-
railed the ongoing negotiations—nego-
tiations, I might add, that include all
affected parties including the non-In-
dian landholders and appear to be
going well—the language still rep-
resents a threat to tribal sovereignty
and sets an extremely poor precedent
for government.-to-government rela-
tions.

Mr. President, to close, I would like
to note quickly my concerns about sev-
eral other provisions contained in this
bill, including: First, the severe fund-
ing cuts to the National Endowment
for the Arts and the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities; second, the
attempts by this Congress to thwart
scientific protocol regarding the meth-
ods used to identify the threatened
marbled murrelet’'s nests; and third,
the provisions related to the Tongass
National Forest.

Again, I want to thank Chairman
GORTON for the many improvements he
has made in this report. I encourage
him to continue those efforts should
the President veto this appropriations
bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, many
Vermonters are disappointed about a
pattern in this Congress to undermine
environmental standards through ap-
propriations and the budget process.

Unfortunately, Congress is doing it
again in the Interior bill.

Let me list just a few of the measures
that were added to this bill which are
direct attacks on the environment
using the indirect appropriations proc-
ess. These are items which have not re-
ceived hearings, authorizing commit-
tee deliberation, or open floor debate.

First, a group of Alaskans asked the
Forest Service to update the environ-
mental study for a large timber sale
which was being reoffered for a second
time. The judge agreed with the Alas-
kans that an updated study would be
worthwhile. This Congress overrules
the judge.

Second, the Forest Service has been
working on a forest plan for the
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Tongass National Forest for several
years amidst annual meddling from the
Appropriations Committee and Con-
gress. In this bill, Congress dictates its
choice for forest management, and
forces it upon the resource profes-
sionals and people of the region.

Third, our country has an Endan-
gered Species Act to protect our Na-
tion’s fish and wildlife from extinction.
This bill prohibits the Fish and Wild-
life Service from listing species as en-
dangered species. We can change our
minds about this bill, but we cannot
change our minds after extinction.

Fourth, last year, Congress passed a
bipartisan bill to create the California
Desert National Park by a wide mar-
gin. One year later, Congress is trying
to dismantle the National Park
through funding gimmicks.

Fifth, our country’s mining law is 123
years old. This Congress refuses to up-
date the law through the authorizing
process, and instead tries to force as
many giveaways through the Depart-
ment of the Interior as they can. They
know the American people want
changes, but they are scrambling to
get what they can while they hold back
the will of the American people.

Sixth, this Administration has an ex-
cellent record of creating new jobs
while protecting the environment, in-
cluding endangered species. To con-
tinue this record of cutting through
gridlock, finding flexible solutions, and
moving forward, the Administration
was studying the Columbia River
Basin. This bill says ‘‘ignorance is
bliss,”” and cuts funding for science.

There are other problems with the
bill as well, some with legislative is-
sues, and some with funding.

One provision has to do with the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts. The
Supreme Court has an established
standard to judge pornography. This
bill, however, includes a vague new def-
inition based on the personal opinion of
what a few members consider disgust-
ing.

One of the most blatant funding
problems is the energy cuts. The Presi-
dent’s budget promotes national secu-
rity, economic progress, and environ-
mental responsibility by supporting
voluntary incentives for energy effi-
ciency. This bill cuts energy efficiency
funding by 38 percent, including criti-
cal programs like weatherization.
Weatherization was cut by 50 percent.
Vice President GORE pointed out that
with the President’s budget we could
save more energy than could be drilled
from the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge.

The pattern is clear and persistent.
Environmental funding and environ-
mental laws are the first to go. Our
natural resources cannot endure this
kind of abuse. Pollution, extinction,
degradation, and abuse are not prob-
lems that we can easily fix, if at all.

The American people do not want
this, and soon Congress will learn
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about their opposition. But until then,
and propelled by this bill, the abuse
and neglect continues.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have spoken time and time again about
the cuts in this Republican budget to
low-income heating, energy, and
weatherization assistance programs
that help the most needy in our coun-
try. Throughout this year we have seen
horrible heat waves and horrible cold
snaps. Many citizens of our Nation
have become ill and some have even
died from the heat and the cold. Yet,
still we cut those programs. In the In-
terior Appropriations bill, energy con-
servation programs are funded at a
level that is only 60 percent the Presi-
dent’s request and only 73 percent of
last year's funding level. That is just
plain foolish.

Mr. President, I have also spoken
time and time again about how this
Republican budget gives away our nat-
ural resources without measuring long-
term budget consideration and without
designing a long-term energy policy.
Still, despite new information, num-
bers that just don’t add up and many
unexplored environmental concerns,
the Republican budget still contains
provisions to open up the Arctic Refuge
to drilling, to give oil companies roy-
alty relief for drilling in the Gulf of
Mexico, and pages and pages of other
provisions that just don't make sense.

This is not energy policy, this is not
environmental policy. This is short-
term gain without consideration of
long-term loss and a jumbled-up mass
of contradictions. It just don't make

any sense.

Mr. President, why say that our
country needs more oil and needs to
rely less on foreign supply and then
turn around and allow Alaska North
Slope oil to be sold to foreign coun-
tries. Does that make sense? We need
more oil, but we can sell some anyway?

Mr. President, why say that our
country needs more oil and needs to
rely less on foreign supply and then
turn around and slash funding for the
Weatherization Assistance Program
and other conservation programs. We
need more oil, but we can afford to
waste some?

Why say that our country needs more
oil but not consider ways that we could
save oil, by beginning discussions on a
long-term energy policy that will bene-
fit every citizen of this nation, not just
the oil companies. We need more oil,
but lets not worry about how we use it?

Mr. President, this is all just smoke
and mirrors. This country needs a long-
term energy policy and this country
needs to have policies and budgets that
are not a mass of contradictions. Our
natural resources are the last thing we
should play with. I will be voting
against this bill.

EXTERNALLY FIRED COMBINED CYCLE FUNDING

Mr. COHEN. Senator SNOWE and I
would like to bring to the attention of
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the chairman an important Fossil En-
ergy Program within the Department
of Energy. The Department has initi-
ated a demonstration project to
repower Pennsylvania Electric's War-
ren Station utilizing externally fired
combined cycle technology. The pur-
pose of this program is to develop a
commercially viable use for this tech-
nology. A 20-member consortium, con-
sisting of utilities, private industry,
State energy organization, foreign or-
ganizations, and the Department’s
Morgantown Energy Technology Cen-
ter, has spent 8 years and $34 million to
develop the EFCC technology.

This technology is based on a ce-
ramic heat exchanger that can dra-
matically increase the amount of elec-
tricity generated from burning coal.
This ceramic technology produces 20
percent more electricity per pound of
coal than conventional steam power
plants and, as a result, it can signifi-
cantly reduce pollution and the cost of
power. It could be used to update aging
power plants across the United States.
According to the Washington Post, this
technology ‘“‘appears to place the Unit-
ed States in the forefront in developing
high-temperature ceramics’ for indus-
trial applications, overtaking inter-
national competitors.

Ms. SNOWE. Earlier this year, the
Department provided funding to begin
testing the technology, which is criti-
cal to demonstrate the commercial via-
bility of the project. However, §4.3 mil-
lion is now needed to complete these
tests, which are currently suspended
until further funding becomes avail-
able. Consortium members expect the
program to be commercially viable
after completion of the testing. I un-
derstand that in addition to coal, the
heat exchange technology could be ap-
plicable to other types of power pro-
duction, such as bioenergy.

While some private money has been
located to continue the tests, funding
from the Department is necessary to
restart the testing. If the testing can-
not be completed, the $26.5 million al-
ready provided by the Federal Govern-
ment and the $7.5 million contributed
by the Consortium will have been wast-
ed.

Senator CoHEN and I understand that
the chairman of the Interior Sub-
committee shares our interest in this
project and believes that the Depart-
ment should make an effort, within its
budget constraints, to try to ensure
that the testing is completed.

GORTON. The Senators from
Maine are correct. This promising
technology could be very beneficial to
improving electricity generation in
this country.

Mr. COHEN. We thank the distin-
guished chairman for his assistance on
this important matter.

TWIN CITIES RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,

thank the managers of the bill for their
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help in providing the Twin Cities Re-
search Center [TCRC] a smooth transi-
tion from Bureau of Mines facility to
non-Federal entity. The Minnesota
congressional delegation and the TCRC
have been working to facilitate this
transition, and would like to ask the
chairman about the following scenario.

The TCRC would be able to continue
operations within the Department of
the Interior until June 30, 1996 or until
such time as a transfer of the facility
to a university or government entity is
completed, whichever is sooner. The re-
sponsibility for identifying funds to
maintain such operations would lie
with the TCRC and/or the partners in-
terested in seeing this facility remain
open. To the extent authorities exist
for the Department of the Interior to
accept donations or contributions that
might be offered to keep the facility
open, they may be used. If the Depart-
ment were to identify other funds that
might be available to assist in this, or
similar efforts, they would be subject
to the normal reprogramming guide-
lines.

I would ask the chairman—if the au-
thorities exist that would allow funds
to be made available for the purposes
described, would the interested parties
be able to consider such a scenario?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator has iden-
tified a possible scenario. The Depart-
ment is able to do whatever it can
within existing authorities, subject to
the availability of funds. However, it
should be understood that any funds to
be provided for this purpose must be
from new agreements. Any funds re-
maining from prior or existing agree-
ments with other parties and the Bu-
reau of Mines are required for shut-
down costs. The Senator should also
understand that to the extent similar
scenarios may apply at other Bureau
facilities, this Senator expects the Sec-
retary to give equal consideration to
the needs of those facilities and the
communities in which they are located.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I strong-
ly oppose this conference report, many
aspects of which I find deeply trou-
bling. I am gratified that the President
has stated that he will veto the con-
ference report. At this time, I would
like to mention just a few of the most
objectionable provisions.

THE MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK PRESERVE

The provisions in this bill on the Mo-
jave National Park Preserve are an af-
front to the people of California and to
the intent of Congress which was clear-
ly stated when we passed the California
Desert Protection Act last year. The
management of this land as a park pre-
serve is supported by 84 percent of Cali-
fornians. Every major newspaper in the

State, including the San Francisco
Chronicle, Los Angeles Times, San
Diego Union Tribune, and San

Bernadino Sun has voiced its support
for the preserve and its strong opposi-
tion to efforts to strangle the preserve
out of existance.
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I find this situation strange, in that
it appears that there was only one
member of the conference who pushed
to defund the preserve. The previous
conference report defunded the pre-
serve and gave the Park Service $1 to
operate it—clearly just a back door at-
tempt to close one of our largest na-
tional parks through the appropria-
tions process. To add injury to insult,
this new conference report has added
additional restrictions on Park Service
management of the new 1.4 million
acre preserve that would prevent the
Park Service from conducting planning
activities. It imposes a cap on Park
Service planning expenditures at a
fraction of typical planning costs for a
new National Park, and imposes an un-
realistic deadline for completion of a
plan which will limit the congression-
ally mandated public involvement in
the planning process.

On these grounds along, Mr. Presi-
dent, this conference report should be
vetoed.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT MORATORIUM

This report prohibits adding new spe-
cies to the endangered species list and
prohibits designation of critical habi-
tat for listed species. It also prohibits
the monitoring of listed species which
is an important part of the recovery
process.

A moratorium will harm our Nation
and my State of California. Of the
more than 100 species currently pro-
posed for listing which would be denied
protection under this moratorium,
more than half are from California.

Mr. President, on average, endan-
gered plant species have fewer than 120
individuals left by the time they are
listed; animal species are reduced to
fewer than 1,200 individuals by the time
of listing—a 6-month moratorium
could see valuable species go extinct
for no reason. I don't see why should
we wait months and months while we
lose flora and fauna that may cure can-
cer and alzheimers. Why should we
wait while species get closer to extinc-
tion, creating more complicated and
expensive problems that will have to be
solved when the moratorium is lifted?
The real agenda here is a piecemeal
dismantling of the act. This is one
more back door move by Republicans
to weaken the Endangered Species Act
in the face of 77 percent of Americans
who support maintaining or strength-
ening the Endangered Species Act.

TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST

The Tongass National Forest is the
last intact rainforest in North Amer-
ica. This conference allows and pro-
motes subsidized logging in extremely
ecologically sensitive areas.

The Tongass provisions in the bill are
unacceptable. They will require that an
outdated and scientifically discredited
timber harvesting can be implemented
in the national forest for the next 2
years. This will result in logging at a a
rate that is 100 million board feet over
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the historical average—that is logging
at a rate of 418 million board feet per
year. The Forest Service has rejected
this plan because it allows logging at
unsustainable and environmentally de-
structive levels.

MINING

We have been trying to reform the
1872 Mining Law for many years and it
is difficult to comprehend how year in
and year out, the U.S. Congress contin-
ues to allow our taxpayers to lose
thousands of acres of Federal lands and
billions of dollars in Federal revenue—
mostly to foreign-owned mining com-
panies. My distinguished colleague
Senator BUMPERS has led the debate in
favor of reform for over 7 years, and
this morning he again laid out his dev-
astatingly effective critique of the
moratorium language in this con-
ference report and the sham reform
that is included in the Republican
budget reconciliation bill.

Since 1872, we have given away more
than 3.2 million acres. For how much?
For the price of $2.50 an acre or at a
maximum $5 dollars an acre, and not a
nickel in royalties. Over $250 billion
worth of minerals have been taken off
that land and the U.S. taxpayer has in
return received a mining site clean up
bill for between $30 and $70 billion. This
conference report will allow it to con-
tinue.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Affairs some funding for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs [BIA] has been re-
stored, the amount still falls short of
the levels needed to maintain these im-
portant programs. Critically important
funding for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs must be restored, and it must
occur without pitting these programs
against other important Department of
Interior programs. Additional BIA
funds are needed to support essential
tribal government activities, law en-
forcement, housing improvement, gen-
eral assistance, Indian child welfare
programs, adult vocation training,
road maintenance, and other basic res-
ervation services. I urge my colleagues
to pay special attention to this issue.

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today I
am voting against the conference re-
port on the Interior appropriations bill
and I would urge the President to veto
this bill should it reach his desk.

This conference agreement is the
third attempt by the conferees who
have been meeting on this bill since
September. Despite their difficult chal-
lenge and tremendous effort, regret-
tably, it is far from an acceptable com-
promise. I have particular problems
with the funding level for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s energy conservation
programs, the National Endowment for
the Arts and the National Endowment
for the Humanities and numerous ob-
jectionable legislative riders.

Energy conservation, like pollution
prevention, makes good business and
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economic sense. It saves production
costs and conserves resources and it is
clearly the best of all energy options.
Unfortunately, the conferees have
funded this important work at a level
well below that which the President
and others have requested, and which
is $187 million below the 1995 enacted
level. The $536 million budget is a 26-
percent reduction from the 1995 en-
acted level and a 38-percent cut from
the President’s request.

The conference committee added nu-
merous legislative riders to the bill
that have serious policy implications,
yet these were added without the bene-
fit of congressional hearings or public
input.

One of the most egregious riders
would set in stone the current Tongass
Forest management plan for an addi-
tional 2 years, thus prohibiting an up-
date to the unsustainable timber sale
levels it mandates. Additional riders
would prove harmful to the environ-
ment by placing a moratorium on fu-
ture listings and critical habitat des-
ignations under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

Another provision would require
wasting energy by preventing the De-
partment of Energy’s implementation
of new energy efficiency standards for
an additional year.

The ideological fervor of the Repub-
licans who now control the Congress
has manifest itself in heavy cuts to the
National Endowment for the Arts and
the National endowment for the Hu-
manities.

It is my hope that the President will
veto this bill so that the conferees can
work toward a package that provides
sufficient funding for environmentally
beneficial programs and strips the en-
vironmentally harmful legislative rid-
ers.

We can and must do better than this.
We must not and the President will not
capitulate to the tactic of the Repub-
licans who now control the Congress to
hold hostage the funding for our na-
tional parks and public lands until
they are permitted to abolish or emas-
culate vital environmental protections
that have withstood previous head-on
challenges.

I hope, after this bill is vetoed, the
Congress will get down to serious, good
faith negotiations to develop a reason-
able interior appropriations bill which
can be passed with broad support and
signed into law.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Acting for the leader,
I ask unanimous consent that the vote
on the adoption of the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 1977, the Inte-
rior appropriations bill, occur at the
hour of 2 p.m. today. I further ask that
at 3 p.m., the Senate turn to S. 908. It
is my understanding this has been
cleared.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I de-
lete the last request with regard to S.
908, and I ask unanimous consent that
it be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The vote on the pending legislation
then is set at 2 p.m. this afternoon.

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. At 2
p.m., we will vote on the pending con-
ference report.

Mr. President, with the consent of
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I yield
myself such time as I need to comment
on this report.

Mr. President, I first want to start
off by commending my good friend
from Washington, my southern neigh-
bor. I think Senator GORTON's task has
been a very difficult one this year. As
he stated, he has had a substantial re-
duction in the amount of money avail-
able to him. He has done a fantastic
job. There are areas here where we
have serious concern. I think anyone in
the Senate has serious concerns over
areas that affect their States directly.
All of the agencies in the Department
of Interior have substantial impact on
Alaska, and we know that funding is
being restrictive. There is a general de-
cline now in the amount of taxpayers’
funds available to run these entities,
and I view that with great regret.

However, I also know that we are
committed to a balanced budget, and
some of these steps have to be taken so
we can eliminate the constant growth
of interest on the national debt. That
interest now, this next year will be
larger than the amount of money that
is available to spend for the national
defense of this country.

I do manage that defense bill, and I
am appalled we are spending more
money next year on interest than we
will spend on the defense of our coun-
try, but there is no alternative but to
pay the interest on the debt that is
due. That is why we are laboring so
hard to try and find a way to reverse
that trend and hopefully reach the day
when the interest starts coming down,
when we can start making funds avail-
able to these very necessary functions
such as those of the Department of In-
terior.

I am particularly concerned right
now about the comments that have
been made by the Senator from Ari-
zona concerning the money that is ear-
marked here for the Bureau of Land
Management to do mineral assess-
ments that were formerly done by the
Bureau of Mines. The situation that we
had, Mr. President, was this: When this
bill was before the Senate, the Senate
did not zero out the Bureau of Mines.

The House bill did mandate the clo-
sure of the Bureau of Mines. When we
got to conference and realized that the
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funding was so limited, we had to take
action suggested by the House—action
I really regret. The Bureau of Mines
has been a very vital function for the
Federal Government, but it has been
agreed now to close that Bureau.

I pointed out to the conferees that
under section 1010 of the Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conservation
Act—we call that ANILCA, an act
passed by the Congress in 1980—over 100
million acres of Alaska lands were set
side. Congress recognized that there
had to be an assessment of lands that
were to be patented to the State and
Federal governments, and an assess-
ment of these lands were set aside to
the extent possible. That is required, as
I said, under section 1010 of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Act.

We have requested that this money
be earmarked so that the people who
formerly worked for the Bureau of
Mines and were performing the assess-
ments required by law that have to be
made prior to the transfer of lands,
that they will be made under the direc-
tion of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, which does in fact have the au-
thority over the lands. This was not be-
hind closed doors. We had a provision
in the Senate bill, had we maintained
it, that all of the people performing
Bureau of Mines functions in Alaska
would remain on the payroll. What we
have done is maintained the funds for
the absolutely essential minimum re-
quirement of the law, which is to do
these mineral assessments formerly
under the Bureau of Mines, which will
be done under the Bureau of Land Man-
agement until the job is completed.

I believe that that is a necessary
function of the conference committee.
Having acceded to the House provision,
the Senate demanded that the mini-
mum function required in my State to
be maintained is earmarked at $2 mil-
lion in this bill to continue that. That
will be a requirement through coming
years that we maintain those funds,
and I intend to do everything I can to
see to it that the Senate will maintain
that constant.

Mr. President, there is another very
vital matter in this bill that pertains
to my State, and that is under the ad-
ministrative provisions for the Forest
Service, this bill retains language per-
taining to the Tongass Forest in south-
eastern Alaska. I regret that it is nec-
essary to continue doing this. I want
the Senate to know that this is not the
provision that the Senate voted on;
this is a provision that has been sub-
stantially modified in conference.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
claim time under the time reserved for
those in opposition to the conference
report.

Mr. President, I listened with great
interest today to the comments by
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Senator McCAIN. I find myself in a
similar circumstance. I commend Sen-
ator GORTON and others who have
worked on this legislation. I do not
come here with ill will toward those
who have tried to put together a com-
promise. But I do feel very strongly
that we find ourselves with respect to
the appropriations available in some
critical areas, dealing with some very
vulnerable people, short of what is
needed. Again, I do not intend to be
critical of those who have worked on
this compromise. I understand the
competing needs involved, and they
reached a different conclusion than I
might have, a different conclusion than
Senator McCaiNn said he would have
reached. For that reason, he intends to
oppose the conference report. I am
going to oppose the conference report
for the same reason.

Let me be more specific. I am very
concerned about an area of spending
dealing with Indian children. That con-
cern stems from a substantial amount
of observation by me of the Indian res-
ervations in North Dakota and else-
where, from hearings that I have held,
from stories and concerns that I have
related to the Senate previously.

I have, Mr. President, seen in offices
folders containing reports of child sex-
ual abuse and physical abuse which
were stacked on the floor and had not
even been investigated because there
was not enough money to investigate
them. We are talking about 3-year-old,
5-year-old, B8-year-old children who
have been victims of alleged physical
or sexual abuse. The cases had not even
been investigated. You may ask why.
Well, because the people in charge of
investigating the reports simply do not
have the resources. They say, ‘‘These
reports are stacked up and we have not
been able to deal with them. We do not
have the capability. We are over-
whelmed.”

There are stories that break your
heart when you hear them. I have told
the Senate the story that got me inter-
ested in this issue. It is a story of a
young girl named Tamara DeMaris. Ta-
mara was 3 years old when she was
placed in a foster home. But the person
who placed Tamara in her foster home
was handling 150 different cases. And
with few resources and one person han-
dling 150 cases, guess what happened? A
3-year-old child gets placed in a foster
home that turns out to be an unsafe
home for a 3-year-old. This is a foster
home where they have a drunken
party, and during this drunken party,
this little 3-year-old child gets beaten
up. Her nose is broken, her arm is bro-
ken, and her hair is pulled out by the
roots. This is a 3-year-old child, who is
our responsibility, who was placed in a
foster home, and the result is that she
is beaten because nobody checked to
see whether this was a foster home
where a young child ought to be placed.

On that reservation, there are more
people now doing the checking to see
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what kind of foster homes are available
and whether they are safe places to put
young people. I am glad that this has
happened. It happened as a result of my
intervention and the intervention of
others to get additional resources.

But the experience of this young Ta-
mara DeMaris is not all that unusual,
regrettably. I will never forget when I
met this little girl. You look into her
eyes and wonder whether the scars
from the beating will ever go away, and
know that the beating occurred be-
cause we did not make sure that we
would have enough resources to pro-
vide for her protection. Three-year-olds
cannot take care of themselves. It is
not their fault if they are born into
poverty. It is not their fault if they are
born into a situation where there is no
family structure. It is not their fault
that they are going to be placed in a
foster home by someone. It is not their
fault that someone commits sexual
abuse or violence against them. But it
is our responsibility to try to protect
those kids.

We are not doing enough about it.
The resources do not exist in this piece
of legislation to deal with it. We have
an Indian boarding school in North Da-
kota. I visited that Indian boarding
school about a month or two ago and
saw the children, many of whom come
from very troubled backgrounds, and I
read some of the letters they had writ-
ten when they came to school. One 13-
year-old girl, her dream was a very
simple thing, that maybe at Christmas,
some Christmas, she would be able to
have a mother and a father and a sister
and a brother together to celebrate. Of
course, in her circumstance, it will not
happen. It has never happened. It will
not happen in the future. That was her
dream. Very simple. A lot of kids
dream for material things, but she
wanted a home where a mother, father,
brother, and sister would be able to
spend Christmas with her.

The point I make is that we suffer
some very serious, troubling problems
on Indian reservations with respect to
child abuse and with respect to pov-
erty, health challenges and other
things. This piece of legislation, Mr.
President, simply does not adequately
address those issues.

Mr. President, I remember touring a
hospital some while ago and holding in
my arms a little baby who had been
born prematurely. A Native American
had come to the hospital to give birth.
Her blood alcohol content when she
checked in was 0.23. The baby, upon
birth, had a blood alcohol content of
0.21. The mother wanted nothing to do
with the baby. She did not want to see
the baby. Think about the con-
sequences of this: Someone showing up
to deliver a baby with a 0.23 blood alco-
hol content and delivering a baby with
0.21 blood alcohol content. It is likely
the baby will suffer from fetal alcohol
syndrome.
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The same hospital showed me just be-
fore I was at the nursery the space
where the carpenters had prepared for
a new device. They were, I believe, get-
ting an MRI, a device that is breath-
taking. It can look through the human
body to see what is inside. Here, 200
feet apart, is an example of the most
breathtaking success in health care
and the most tragic human failure.

How do we respond to all of these
things? How do we deal with them all?
Some say you cannot throw money at
it. I do not disagree with that. On the
other hand, with respect to children,
with respect to babies and 3-year-olds
and 5-year-olds and 13-year-olds, with
respect to those kids who are born of
circumstances that they did not create,
we must, it seems to me, in this legis-
lation give them an opportunity, give
them a fighting chance, deal with their
health care needs, provide protection
to make sure that foster homes are
safe.

We must do that, and I regret to say
this legislation simply falls too short. I
voted for this bill when it left the Sen-
ate, hoping that maybe when we got to
conference we would still have an op-
portunity to work out some approach
that would provide enough resources to
deal with the needs of Indian children.
I conclude, having looked at the con-
ference report, pretty much the same
as the Senator from Arizona, Senator
McCaIn, has concluded. It simply falls
short. We have to do better. I hope
that, although I intend to vote against
this conference report, when we ap-
proach this funding bill again next
spring, working in good faith with good
people, that those who put this kind of
legislation together will understand
that there really is no higher priority
for us than to meet our responsibility
to children. Children cannot take care
of themselves. We have certain trust
responsibilities to meet. In my judg-
ment, we have not met them.

Mr. President, with that I yield the
floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair. I remind the Presi-
dent that it is the holiday season and
as the song goes—tis the season to be
jolly. Unfortunately, my good friend
from Arkansas, as he described the
mining law provisions in the Interior
bill, did not follow the holiday spirit. I
think he may have construed the holi-
day season with the Grinch of Christ-
mas, or something of that nature, but
clearly his description of the legisla-
tion was not in the holiday spirit.

I think it is fair to say that his com-
ments were hardly constructive toward
enacting mining law reform, and might
even be construed to be destructive. As
the President is aware, today’s 6-hour
debate on the fiscal year 1996 DOI con-
ference report is, in the opinion of the
Senator from Alaska, a good deal about
politics and very little about policy.
Many of our friends on the other side of




December 14, 1995

the aisle see the environment as a po-
litical issue and are prepared to do just
about everything to exploit the issue.
Unfortunately, in their effort to win
political points with the media they
are destroying our natural resource in-
dustries. I think we should look at
what has happened. A portion of our re-
source industry and the jobs that go
with it are being destroyed. We are
driving those jobs overseas. We are in-
creasing our balance of payment defi-
cit.

Take for example, the Department of
the Interior's attitude toward resource
development. They oppose it. Mining,
coal, oil and gas, timber, grazing, all of
these resource activities on public
lands are opposed by this administra-
tion. As a result, the administration is
forcing us to import many of these re-
sources from overseas.

The greatest portion of our balance
of payments deficit, Mr. President, is
the cost of imported oil. What is the
administration doing to encourage ex-
ploration in areas such as ANWR? In
my State of Alaska, geologists tell us
ANWR is the most likely prospect for a
major oil discovery. Unfortunately,
this administration opposes any explo-
ration in this area. As many of you
know, my State of Alaska has contrib-
uted 25 percent of the total domestic
crude oil produced in the United States
for the last 18 years.

The arguments prevailing in the
early 1970’s against opening Prudhoe
Bay are the same arguments prevailing
today against opening ANWR. The only
difference is we have learned how to de-
velop the Arctic in the last quarter of
a century, and, as a consequence, we
can apply advance technology to do a
better job, making a smaller footprint.
That is not the policy of this adminis-
tration. The administration’s policy is
to constrict resource development.
Where have all our high-paying blue-
collar jobs gone? They have been ex-
ported overseas.

As 1 mentioned earlier, today’s de-
bate is about politics, not policy. I
hope that my colleagues will see
through this smokescreen.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to consider the DOI conference report
on its merits. An awful lot of effort and
time has gone into the bill. Senator
GORTON put together a good bill. There
were problems with the House, but ul-
timately he put together what I think
is an acceptable compromise.

Earlier today, my friend Senator
BUMPERS talked about the mining law
provisions in the budget reconciliation
package. To hear his view, it is a giant
sellout of American resources to a few
mining companies. I want to clear up a
few misunderstandings, because you
have to recognize that this industry
provides good-paying jobs which pro-
vide a solid tax base.

Looking at the royalty provision
under the proposal sent to the Presi-
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dent, for the first time in history in
this legislation, miners are required to
pay a 5 percent net proceeds royalty.
During good market conditions, if an
operation is making a profit, they pay
a royalty. During bad market condi-
tions, if an operation is losing money,
they do not pay a royalty. The signifi-
cance of the mining industry—it is a
world competitive market out there—
you either compete with South Amer-
ica, Brazil, Australia, on a world mar-
ket price or you do not compete at all.

In other words, Mr. President, we are
trying to provide incentives for opera-
tors to stay in production, to keep our
U.S. jobs, these high-paying union jobs
that keep people working and provide a
local and Federal tax base.

And I would encourage the unions in
this country that are dependent in the
resource industry to look behind this
smokescreen to what this administra-
tion is really attempting to do with re-
source development jobs—mining of
any kind, hard-rock, coal, you name it.
They do not want anything to happen
on public land. This attitude will not
create jobs.

Patents—for the first time in history
miners would be required to pay fair
market value for patented land. There
would be a reverter for the first time in
history—that patented land used for
nonmining purposes reverts back to
the Federal Government. So there is no
speculation. There are no ski resorts
built under the idea that you get a pat-
ent for mining and then use it for
something else.

We protect property rights by allow-
ing the pending patent applications at
Interior to move forward under the ex-
isting law. The remaining 330,000 min-
ing claims holders would have to prove
that they have a ‘‘vested possessory
property right.” If they do not have
that right, they are subject to the new
law.

For the first time in history, we es-
tablish an abandoned mine land fund to
start the process of cleaning up old
abandoned mines. We maintain the ex-
isting $100 per claim holding fee for 3
years and then double the fees to $200
per claim starting in 1999.

Mr. President, the Congressional
Budget Office’s score over 7 years is ap-
proximately $157 milion. As new mines
come into production this figure will
significantly increase.

What is the administration's pro-
posal? Mr. President, they have no pro-
posal. Secretary Babbitt continues to
demand mining law reform, yet he of-
fers no solution. The administration
has failed to submit a proposal to Con-
gress this year.

In fact, instead of supporting mining
law reform legislation, the President’s
budget calls for the elimination of the
percentage depletion allowance for
hard-rock mining—a multi-billion-dol-
lar budget bombshell that will cost sev-
eral billion dollars, and thousands of
jobs.
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According to the administration, this
would save roughly $954 million over 10
years—in effect, place a $1 billion-plus
burden on the Nation’'s miners. Once
again, the White House has singled out
the mining industry for punishment.
Why?

It's the latest assault in Secretary of
Interior Babbitt's and the administra-
tion’s war on the West on hard-working
people and their jobs. Make no mistake
about it, they are singling out the
hard-rock mining industry for termi-
nation.

Qil, gas, and coal jobs are not put in
jeopardy at this time, however, the
camel's nose is under the tent. It is
only a matter of time until the admin-
istration uses the Tax Code to go after
oil, gas, and the coal industry.

Mr. President, the hard-rock mining
industry provides 120,000 direct and in-
direct jobs nationwide. This proposal
could eliminate 60,000 to 70,000 of those
jobs.

The administration is using the envi-
ronment as a political issue. The de-
bate is not about policy. It is about
politics.

I urge my colleagues to see through
this smokescreen and vote on the facts.
If we can send a man to the Moon, we
can surely develop our natural re-
sources and protect our environment.

On the matter of the Tongass, Mr.
President, I commend my good friend
and senior colleague, Senator STEVENS,
and those who have worked so hard to
get approval in the conference.

The conferees have significantly
modified the provision dealing with the
management of the Tongass National
Forest to fully respond to administra-
tion concerns. In the original amend-
ment, the administration objected to:
First, sufficiency language; second, the
dictate to follow a forest plan that the
administration believes is superseded
by more recent information; and third,
imposing a permanent ban on the de-
velopment of wildlife habitat conserva-
tion areas.

The new amendment agreed to by the
conferees contains none of these three
requirements. It allows operations on
the Tongass National Forest to con-
tinue under the current Tongass land
management plan [TLMP]. Further, it
directs that revision and amendment of
the TLMP continue.

The new amendment reaffirms the
compromise embodied in the 1990
Tongass Timber Reform Act [TTRA] by
requiring that for the next 2 years, any
change to the TLMP shall maintain at
least the number of suitable available
and suitable scheduled acres of timber
land and allowable sale gquantity as
that identified in the preferred alter-
native of the October 1992 final TLMP
(alternative P). The regional forester,
at that time, developed alternative P
as the best way to manage the Tongass
National Forest implementing the
compromise of the 1990 legislation.
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Subsequently, litigation from environ-
mental groups has undermined the
compromise.

Unfortunately, the ninth circuit
court has ruled that the 1990 act's re-
quirement to seek to meet market de-
mand for timber is merely hortatory
and not binding on the Forest Service
as are numerous other statutory obli-
gations. More recently, on October 19,
Alaska District Court Judge, James
Singleton, ruled that based upon the
ninth eircuit’s reasoning, the balancing
mechanisms of the 1990 Act are not a
binding duty. Rather they are merely a
Congressional admonition to be
factored into the mix of Forest Service
goals. Judge Singleton then held that
‘‘the absence of any enforceable duty’’
denies plaintiffs (the State of Alaska
and the Alaska Forest Association)
standing to challenge Forest Service
decisions, and that plaintiffs will not
receive relief ‘“‘unless congress inter-
venes in a more forcefully way."”

The amendment meets this challenge
from the courts by imposing a non-
discretionary obligation on the Forest
Service to maintain a land base suit-
able for timber production and result-
ing allowable sale quantity as indi-
cated in alternative P, thus restoring
the 1990 compromise and establishing a
binding duty to maintain the timber
land base. The Forest Service has flexi-
bility to work within a number of ad-
ministrative land use designations to
harmonize this duty with other statu-
tory obligations or agency goals.

The conference agreement makes it
clear that any revision, amendment, or
modification shall be based on the ap-
plication of the scientific method and
sound, verifiable scientific data. Data
is sound, verifiable and scientific only
when it is collected and analyzed using
the scientific method. The scientific
method requires the statement of a hy-
pothesis capable of proof or disproof,
preparation of a study plan designed to
collect accurate data to test the hy-
pothesis; collection and analysis of the
data in conformance with the study
plan; and confirmation, modification
or denial of the hypothesis based upon
peer-reviewed analysis of the collected
data. That the data used shall be from
southeast Alaska ecosystem. The cur-
rent TLMP revision process underway
does not meet these standards and
should be modified in the 2-year time
period provided by this amendment.

The amendment also includes lan-
guage to release timber enjoined by the
ninth circuit court because the Forest
Service had not conducted an environ-
mental analysis when allowing the
transfer of sales from one long-term
timber contract holder (the Alaska
Pulp Corp.) to another (Ketchikan Pulp
Co.). Previously, Congress passed sec-
tion 503 of Public Law 104-14 which said
that the transfer of sales should be au-
thorized, notwithstanding the require-
ments of the National Environmental
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Policy Act [NEPA] and the Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act
[ANILCA].

The ninth circuit subsequently deter-
mined on September 28, that section
508 or the rescissions bill did not alter
the legal basis for the court's original
decision. The court stated that section
503 reflected the ‘‘mistaken view that
the dispute involves the changing of
parties to a contract.” The court said
that, since the alternatives described
in the environmental impact statement
were driven by Alaska Pulp Corpora-
tion's [APC] contract, NEPA and
ANILCA required a new set of alter-
natives in order for the Forest Service
to reoffer the timber to third parties
(because the Forest Service was no
longer under an obligation to sell the
timber to anyone). Accordingly, the
ninth ecircuit held that section 503
failed to address the legal significance
of the termination of APC’s contract
by focusing solely on the fact that the
sales were transferred from one party
to another.

By saying that ‘“‘the change of pur-
chasers for whatever reason shall not
be considered a significant new cir-
cumstance,” the amendment in this
bill makes it clear that, even though
the change of purchasers is due to the
termination of the long term sale, the
transfer to third parties is covered by
the language in the bill. The language
says that it will not be legally signifi-
cant no matter what reason the Forest
Service makes for the transfer.

I urge the administration to recog-
nize the good faith negotiations that
resulted in this compromise, and to
sign the Interior appropriations bill.
To do otherwise would be to destroy
the small kernel of hope that this pro-
vision will bring to the people of south-
east Alaska who live in the forest. Be-
cause there is no State forest, there is
no private land. These people live in
the forest—Ketchikan, Wrangell, Pe-
tersburg, Juneau, Sitka, Skagway. All
of these areas are in the forest, and the
people living in this area have hopes
that this legislation will maintain
their industry at a modest level.

Finally, Mr. President, I urge that
realism dictate the evaluation of these
matters by the Department of Interior.
They suggest that the Queen Charlotte
goshawk and the Alexander Archipel-
ago wolf might be endangered as a con-
sequence of logging. It is absolutely
without any scientific fact of any kind,
and is simply a bogus excuse. They
have already been ruled as not subject
to the Endangered Species Act because
they are not threatened. But they keep
bringing this matter up.

Mr. President, we have a season on
wolves. We allow the taking of wolves.
They are predators. If they were
scarce, obviously, that would be the
first thing to go. But the Secretary of
the Interior puts this smokescreen up
and suggests that the wolves and the
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timber do not mix, and it is absolutely
based on no scientific fact.

Alaskans simply cannot understand
it. And the only effort they are making
in the evaluation of the goshawk is not
to find out how many are in the forest.
They simply look at the next proposed
area to be logged and use the wolf or
the goshawk to block development.
There is no substantiation to suggest
that the goshawk is endangered either.

But it just drives me crazy to see
these false excuses coming out of this
department that knows better, and
they admit they know better. But they
will use any excuse at any time to ad-
dress an emotional argument.

I yield the floor.

1 wish the President a good day.

I see my good friend from West Vir-
ginia seeks recognition. I wish him a
good day as well.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my
friend from Alaska. He is always most
generous in his comments concerning
other Senators. He has always been
very kind, and as is his characteristic
way, he is always cooperative and cour-
teous toward me. I appreciate his
friendship. And I am glad to have him
as my colleague.

Mr. President, today the Senate is fi-
nally able to undertake its consider-
ation of the conference report on H.R.
1977, the FY 1996 Department of the In-
terior and Related Agencies appropria-
tions bill. This bill has been to con-
ference on three occasions, as a result
of two different votes to recommit the
conference report by the House. How-
ever, we now have a product that has
passed the House and I hope that the
Senate will be able to provide its ap-
proval expeditiously. For the informa-
tion of Senators, this conference report
and accompanying statement of the
managers appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on December 12, 1995, on
pages H14288 through H14309.

The agreements before the Senate
today total $12.234 billion in budget au-
thority, and $13.210 billion in outlays,
as scored by the Congressional Budget
Office. The Subcommittee has had its
602(b) allocation increased by the Full
Committee in order to provide an addi-
tional $50 million for Indian programs,
which has been an area of concern to
numerous Senators, as well as to the
administration.

The recommendations of this con-
ference agreement represent a total de-
crease below the amounts provided in
fiscal year 1995 of approximately $1 bil-
lion in budget authority and $822 mil-
lion in outlays. Thus, when all of the
various scorekeeping adjustments are
factored in, this bill is about 8 percent
below current levels.

This conference report reflects the
very difficult choices imposed upon the
Appropriations Committee this year as
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a result of the constrained funding for
domestic discretionary spending pro-
vided in the budget resolution. Nearly
every single agency in this bill is fund-
ed at a level well below the fiscal year
1995 enacted level. Significant person-
nel reductions will result due to var-
ious program terminations or restruc-
turings recommended in the Interior
bill this year. The picture might be
prettier if we had more money, but we
do not have more money. Further cuts
in domestic discretionary spending
contemplated by the President in his
most recent budget proposal make it
likely that additional cuts in the out-
years for the programs in this bill will
be necessary. So next year will be slim-
mer than this year.

Given the constraints within which
conferees had to work, as well as the
prospects for the future, I believe this
conference report reflects a balancing
of the competing interests found in the
Interior bill.

Now, Senator GORTON has already
laid out the details, and laid them out
well. I wish to extend my strongest
commendation to Senator GORTON for
his leadership on the Interior appro-
priations bill this year. This is his first
year as chairman of the subcommittee,
and I am going to say something about
the chairman of the subcommittee that
I have never said before in my almost
40 years in this body and 44 years on
Capitol Hill. I am going to say some-
thing that I have never heard another
Senator say about a subcommittee
chairman; that is that this subcommit-
tee chairman, Senator GORTON, is the
best subcommittee chairman that this
subcommittee has had in at least the
last 8 years.

What am I saying when I say that? I
was chairman of the subcommittee for
6 years. So what I am saying is that
Senator GORTON is a better chairman of
this subcommittee, has mastered its
details more, is better prepared, more
knowledgeable concerning the bill than
I ever was.

This is a Western Senator’s bill, as a
matter of fact. I am not a Western Sen-
ator. Senator GORTON is a Western Sen-
ator. But I salute him, and I daresay
there is not another Senator in this
body that I have ever heard say that
another chairman of the subcommittee
has been a better chairman than he,
the Senator speaking, has been. I say
that ungrudgingly. And, of course, it
has to come from my heart. So I con-
gratulate Senator GORTON. I commend
him,

The Bible says, ‘“Seest thou a man
diligent in his business? He shall stand
before kings."” Senator GORTON is dili-
gent in his business, and we are fortu-
nate to have him as our chairman.

Of course, I hope the day will come
when I will again be chairman of the
subcommittee. I look forward to that
day. I hope it is not too far away. But,
in the meantime, my words stand as
they have been spoken.
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So he has mastered the complexities
of the public lands and other issues
that confound this bill year after year.
He has been most considerate of me
and of other Senators throughout this
appropriations process. He cannot do
everything for everybody. He cannot do
everything for anybody. He cannot do
everything he would like for himself.
But I thank him for his courtesies. He
has been most deferential and generous
to me.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will act to support this conference re-
port. As I have already said, it is the
third conference report on the bill.
While changes have been made from
the earlier conferences, the adminis-
tration continues to wvoice concerns
about some of the provisions, particu-
larly the legislative language in the
bill, and it is possible that the bill will
be vetoed. But I hope that the adminis-
tration will think carefully before
reaching a decision about the fate of
this bill.

The controversial issues will not go
away if the bill is vetoed. They will not
go away. The $50 million increase for
Indian programs might be taken away.
Further restrictions on the Agencies
funded in the bill might be imposed.
So, while the administration may not
like everything about the bill—and I do
not like everything about the bill—
while the administration may not like
everything about the bill, I urge the
administration to think carefully once,
twice, three times, and then think
again. Think again before issuing a
veto. If a veto is issued, I hope the ad-
ministration will be prepared to nego-
tiate constructively. A position that
the bill is signable only if the language
items are removed in their entirety is
not helpful—or realistic.

There are many programs which were
identified as a priority by the adminis-
tration, but our allocation constrained
how far we could go in funding all of
the programs on their list. Given the
environment in which we had to work,
most programs fared relatively well in
this conference agreement. It is un-
clear how some of these activities will
be treated if funding for the Interior
bill agencies is folded into a continuing
resolution. In addition, this bill begins
a responsible downward trend, which is
absolutely necessary given where do-
mestic discretionary spending appears
headed in the coming years.

Mr. President, I would like to high-
light some of the items in the con-
ference agreement.

The subcommittee has attempted to
protect the operational base of the
agencies funded in the bill, while at the
same time these agencies are having to
take their share of administrative and
personnel reductions. In order to pro-
tect the operating accounts, more sig-
nificant reductions were taken in the
land acquisition and construction ac-
counts.
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Funding for Indian programs under
the jurisdiction of the Interior Sub-
committee is reduced by 4 percent
below the FY 1994 level. These reduc-
tions are taken primarily from the dis-
cretionary activities of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, in order to protect edu-
cation and health care for Indians,
which also fall under the jurisdiction of
this subcommittee. The conference
agreement restores $112 million to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs from the Sen-
ate-passed level.

Total funding in the bill for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund is $140
million, a level 40 percent below the FY
1995 amount. No project specific ear-
marks are included for land acquisi-
tion. The conferees direct the adminis-
tration to propose projects for consid-
eration, subject to the committee’s re-
programming guidelines.

Total funding for construction in the
land management agencies is reduced
by nearly 20 percent below last year’s
level.

The National Biological Service is
eliminated as an independent entity,
and the conference agreement folds the
natural resource research responsibil-
ities of the Interior Department into
the jurisdiction of the Geological Sur-
vey. Efforts have been taken to pro-
tect, as much as possible, the existing
research facilities located in various
states.

The Bureau of Mines is terminated,
with its health and safety and mate-
rials partnership functions transferred
to the Department of Energy and its
non-Alaska mineral information re-
sponsibilities assigned to the Geologi-
cal Survey. The Alaska minerals ac-
tivities from the Bureau of Mines are
transferred to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement.

Funding for the National Endowment
for the Arts is reduced by about $63
million, to a level of $99.5 million. The
National Endowment for the Human-
ities is reduced by about $62 million, to
a level of $110 million. The conferees
agreed to disagree regarding future
funding for these two agencies.

As usual, Mr. President, the most
controversial issues in the Interior bill
involve legislative proposals. With re-
spect to the most significant of these
items:

The bill contains language continu-
ing the moratorium on the issuance of
mining patents. Provisions are in-
cluded regarding a schedule for the
processing of those patent applications
in the pipeline, as well as for the use of
third parties in the conduct of mineral
examinations.

Legislative language is included re-
garding the management of the
Tongass National Forest in Alaska.
While management direction is speci-
fied for the next 2 years, the Forest
Service will be able to complete the
current planning process.

A moratorium on implementation of
certain provisions of the Endangered
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Species Act is imposed until reauthor-
ization of this landmark legislation is
enacted.

Language is included which changes
the direction provided by Congress last
fall regarding the management of the
California Desert. The latest con-
ference agreement allows the National
Park Service to engage in a com-
prehensive planning effort during fiscal
year 1996, but management in the Mo-
jave Preserve remains the responsibil-
ity of the Bureau of Land Management.

Legislative language is included
which limits the types of grants that
can be funded using NEA dollars appro-
priated in this act. The language of-
fered to the Senate bill has been modi-
fied to address concerns regarding po-
tential legal challenges.

In summary, Mr. President, this con-
ference report is not perfect. It is ex-
actly what most conference reports
are—a compromise. The House did not
get everything it wanted, and neither
did the Senate. This bill makes a sig-
nificant .downpayment toward deficit
reduction, while trying to balance
many competing needs and interests. I
urge the Senate to adopt this con-
ference report, and I hope the Presi-
dent will give it his approval.

Lastly, I would like to commend the
staff who work on this appropriations
bill. It is not an easy task, in part be-
cause of the variety of issues involved,
and also because of the extreme inter-
est so many Senators place on the pro-
grams and projects under the jurisdic-
tion of the Interior Subcommittee. I
wish to thank Senator GORTON's staff:
Cherie Cooper, Kathleen Wheeler,
Bruce Evans, and Ginny James. On my
staff, Sue Masica handles the Interior
bill, and is assisted by Carole Geagley.
The staff works together as a team,
and I think that is reflected in the
quality of the product presented to the
Senate today.

I thank all Senators and urge adop-
tion of the conference report.

I yield the floor.

INTERIOR PRIORITIES

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to discuss briefly with the chair-
man some of the funding included in
this bill. Together we have made an ef-
fort to eliminate earmarks within the
bill. There is no way to accommodate
the many projects that Senators re-
quested. One way to treat every State
fairly is to provide no earmarks, and
instead set programmatic budget prior-
ities.

I have worked to improve the budget
process by focusing on programs within
the administration’s budget rather
than add-ons and earmarks. We cannot
simultaneously address the deficit pro-
gram and continue to add new pro-
grams. I have worked with the agencies
to craft budgets that make sense to the
State of Vermont and address national
issues that are worthy of Federal sup-
port.
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In that respect, I wish to clarify my
understanding of the budget's treat-
ment of several programs and projects
that are important to the agencies and
important to the State of Vermont. At
the time the budget was presented, the
Interior Department provided informa-
tion to me which indicated that the
Lake Champlain Basin initiative was
continued in the budgets of the Geo-
logical Survey and the National Park
Service at approximately the fiscal
year 1995 levels—$222,000 and $250,000
respectively—and that there was ap-
proximately $600,000 in the Fish and
Wildlife Service Budget for these pur-
poses. In addition, the Connecticut
River Valley ecosystem project was
slated to receive approximately
$1,005,000 in the FWS budget for the
Conte Refuge, and that the Park Serv-
ice intended to allocate $250,000 for this
effort. The Fish and Wildlife Service
would also participate in efforts to pro-
tect the resources of these ecosystems
through investments in endangered
species management and private lands
wetlands restoration.

Mr, President, while no specific ear-
marks restating what was included in
the budget were provided in the com-
mittee report, I hope the chairman
would extend his agreement that the
agencies should follow through on their
commitment to continue these initia-
tives, roughly at the levels assumed in
the budget. The budget levels were es-
sentially a continuation of the prior
year level of effort, and my objective is
to see that the initiatives continue.
Obviously, if there were reductions in
any of the budget line items where
these programs are funded, these ini-
tiatives would have to bear their fair
share of any such reductions. However,
for the most part, under the leadership
of the chairman, the operating ac-
counts of the land management agen-
cies have been pretty well protected,
and the agencies should be able to fol-
low through on the indications pro-
vided by the Department.

Mr. GORTON. I am aware of the Sen-
ator's concern for emphasizing these
initiatives. What he has presented
seems reasonable, and I would expect
the Department to follow through with
roughly the funding levels that have
been identified.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I join my fellow
Senator from Vermont to express my
interest in these important community
efforts in the State of Vermont. I am
glad that the chairman concurs with
our understanding.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senators from
Vermont for highlighting these con-
cerns. I agree with the chairman. Since
the accounts in which these initiatives
are funded are basically level with the
budget request, the Department should
be able to address these programs con-
sistent with the information provided
when the budget was submitted.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the conference agreement
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accompanying H.R. 1977, the fiscal year
1996 Interior and related agencies ap-
propriations bill.

This bill has been a long time coming
to the Senate. I commend the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, Sen-
ator GORTON, for his diligence in com-
pleting this bill.

The final bill provides $12.1 billion in
budget authority and $8.2 billion in
new outlays to finance the operation of
the Department of Interior agencies,
the U.S. Forest Service, the Indian
Health Service, the energy conserva-
tion and fossil energy programs of the
Department of Energy, the Smithso-
nian Institution, and other arts-related
agencies. Most of the funding in this
bill is for nondefense discretionary pro-

grams.

When outlays from prior year budget
authority and other completed actions
are taken into account, the final bill
totals $12.3 billion in budget authority
and $13.3 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 1996. The bill is $0.5 million in
budget authority and $0.25 million in
outlays under the subcommittee's re-
vised 602(b) allocation.

Mr. President, the subcommittee had
difficult decisions to make in setting
priorities for the funding in this bill. In
revisiting the bill for the third time,
the conferees restored important fund-
ing for the native American programs
funded in the bill. I have fought for
this outcome since the bill came before
the Senate. While we have not made up
all the funding I believe is necessary
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs for
tribal priority allocations, the restora-
tion of $25 million for this purpose is
significant. I thank the chairman for
his efforts in this regard.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget
Committee scoring of the conference
agreement be printed in the RECORD,
and I urge the adoption of the con-
ference report.

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

INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE, SPENDING TOTALS—
CONFERENCE REPORT
[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Budget
authorty  Outlars
Mondefense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions
leted 146 5,001
1|.R. !!}'?. i GM 12.089 8,208
Subtotal nondefense discretionary .......... 12234 13210
Mandatory:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions %
HR. 1977, conf report 59 25
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs
with Budge! Resolution assumptions .......... [ 6
Subtotal mandatory 65 55
Adjusted bill total ... 12299 13,265
Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense d
Nondefense discreti 12235 13210

Violent crime reduction trust fund
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INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE, SPENDING TOTALS—
CONFERENCE REPORT—Continued
(Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Outlays

Mentaloy

Total ti
Adjusted bill total compared to Senate Subcommit-
tee 602(b) allocation:
Defense i

65 55
12300 13265

-1 -0

jon trust fund

Violent crime

Total all =] -0

Mote: Details may nol add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with curment scorekeeping conventions.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 additional
minute past the 2 o’clock time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe
the Senator has 2 minutes under his
control, at any rate.

Mr. GORTON. Fine.

Mr. President, one of the finer cus-
toms of the Senate, one of the customs
that makes it work in contentious
times better than might otherwise be
the case, is the custom of Senators to
treat kindly their fellow Members and
to speak well of them. I think that is a
wonderful custom, and I have been its
beneficiary on a number of occasions.
But I must say, I have never been its
beneficiary in such fulsome terms as
were just applied to me by my friend
and colleague, mentor, the senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia. I cannot
claim to deserve all of those com-
pliments, but I may appreciate them
even the more for that.

I learned what I have learned in the
service of the Appropriations Commit-
tee from him during his chairmanship,
and the extent that I have had a suc-
cess this year has been largely due to
the advice and the guidance which the
senior Senator from West Virginia has
provided.

He has stated very well the difficul-
ties under which this bill is presented
to this body, the great contribution it
makes to deficit reduction and the dif-
ficulty that that created in attempting
to properly fund and instruct the agen-
cies under its jurisdiction. I have also
made a statement to that effect.

I will simply solicit the support of
my colleagues for the bill which I be-
lieve reaches its goals well, considering
the challenges with which we are faced,
and I hope that the President will
change his mind and sign it, as it will
be much better than any alternative
that he is likely to receive through a
continuing resolution.

The yeas and nays have not been re-
quested?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
COVERDELL). They have not.

Mr. GORTON. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Tdhere appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

(Mr.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 1977,
the Interior appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 1996. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 604 Leg.]

YEAS—58

Abraham Gorton McConnell
Ashcroft Grams Moynihan
Bennett Grassley Murkowski
Bond Gregyg Nickles
Burns Hatch Pell
Byrd Hatfleld Pressler
Campbell Heflin Reld
Chafee Helms Roth
Coats Hollings Santorum

Hutchison Shelby
Cohen Inhofe Simpson
Coverdell Inouye Smith
Cralg Jeffords Specter
D'Amato Johnston Stevens
DeWine Kassebaum Thomas
Dole Kempthorne Thompson
Domenici Kyl Thurmond
Faircloth Lott Warner
Ford Lugar
Frist Mack

NAYS—40
Akaka Exon McCaln
Baucus Feingold Mikulski
Biden Felinstein Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Glenn Murray
Boxer Graham Nunn
Bradley Harkin Pryor
Breaux Kennedy Robb
Brown Kerrey Rockefeller
Bryan Kerry Sarbanes
Bumpers Kohl Simon
Conrad Lautenberg Snowe
Daschle Leahy Wellstone
Dodd Levin
Dorgan Lieberman
NOT VOTING—1
Gramm

So, the conference report was agreed

to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, before
we move on to the next item, I wish to
add to the list of thanks that I gave
earlier in connection with this bill the
name of Julie Kays from my own per-
sonal staff who has handled every as-
pect of this bill for me in a tremen-
dously successful and skilled fashion.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—CONFERENCE REPORT ON
H.R. 2099

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
disposition of H.R. 1561, the Senate pro-
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ceed to the consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2099,
the VA-HUD appropriations bill, and
that it be considered under the follow-
ing time limitations: 30 minutes equal-
ly divided between the two managers,
10 minutes under the control of Sen-
ator BUMPERS, 10 minutes under the
control of Senator HUTCHISON, 10 min-
utes under the control of Senator LAU-
TENBERG, 10 minutes under the control
of Senator McCAIN, 10 minutes under
the control of Senator BOXER; further,
that following the expiration or yield-
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to
vote on the conference report, and that
following that vote, the Senate imme-
diately concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the
Senate, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
to make the pending business S. 908.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the clerk
will report S. 908, the State Depart-
ment reauthorization and reorganiza-
tion bill.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill to authorize appropriations for the
Department of State for fiscal years 1996
through 1999, and to abolish the United
States Information Agency, the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and the Agency for International
Development, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Dole amendment No. 2025, to withhold cer-
taln funds for international conferences If
funds were expended for U.S. participation in
the United Nations Fourth World Conference
on Women while Harry Wu was being de-
tained in China.

Helms amendment No. 2031, to authorize

reduced levels of appropriations for foreign
asslstance programs for fiscal years 1996 and
1997,
Kerry (for Boxer) amendment No. 2032 (to
Amendment No. 2025), to express the sense of
the Senate regarding the arrest of Harry Wu
by the Government of the People's Republic
of China.

Helms amendment No. 2041, to express the
sense of the Congress regarding the consoll-
dation and reinvention of the forelgn affairs
agencies of the United States.

Helms amendment No. 2042 (to amendment
No. 2041), in the nature of a substitute.
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The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

AMENDMENT NOS. 2025, 2031, 2032, 2041, AND 2042,

WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the pending amend-
ments numbered 2025, 2031, 2032, 2041,
and 2042 are withdrawn.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. The
Chair is absolutely correct. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe there is a time agree-
ment on this of 4 hours equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. There are 4 hours on
the managers’ time and the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Very well. Mr. Presi-
dent, before I begin, I will yield to the
Senator from Montana to speak as in
morning business.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for me to yield to the distin-
guished Senator 6 minutes, not to be
charged to either side, at which time
the time will begin running on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

GO GRIZ

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a critically impor-
tant resolution. It will restore the
honor of our country, and my State of
Montana in particular, in the face of an
impudent affront leveled against us by
the Governor of West Virginia.

Let me begin with a question. What
would possess as many as 5,000 Mon-
tanans to leave our beautiful State and
travel to a small town in West Vir-
ginia—of all places—for the weekend?

There is only one answer—and that is
Grizzly fever.

As I have proudly told many of my
colleagues, the University of Montana
QGrizzlies are traveling to Huntington,
WV, to take on the Thundering Herd of
Marshall University in the NCAA, Divi-
sion I-AA National Championship. And
on Saturday night, they will come
home to Missoula as the national
champions.

It takes a good football team to get
that far. But the Grizzlies are not just
a good football team—they are a great
football team.

How great are the Grizzlies, some
may ask?

Great enough to have trounced their
playoff opponents. During the three
playoff games, the Grizzlies scored a
total of 156 points. Their three oppo-
nents managed to score a paltry 14
points; and two out of the three playoff
games were Grizzly shutouts.

And the Grizzlies are great enough to
have what I believe is the finest quar-
terback in college football today. Dave
Dickenson, from Great Falls, is a
three-time first team academic all-
American, a first team all-American
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quarterback, and Dave will probably
receive the Walter Payton Award next
week as the best Division I-AA player
in America.

Many West Virginians—including my
friends Senator BYRD and ROCKE-
FELLER—may take pride in Marshall’s
winning record up to this point. That is
fine. I see nothing wrong with acknowl-
edging the accomplishment of the sec-
ond-best team. But Governor Caperton
crossed the line when he signed a proc-
lamation naming December 16—the day
of the game—Marshall University Day.

Now, normally, I am a strong sup-
porter of States rights. But Governor
Caperton has gone too far. His procla-
mation is a slap in the face to me and
every other self-respecting Montanan.
And it is an insult to the good sense of
every American who follows college
football.

Mr. President, sometimes State gov-
ernments make mistakes. And on occa-
sions like this one, they are whoppers.
The time has come for Congress to step
in and set things right.

That is why I am introducing my res-
olution today. It would recognize the
Montana Grizzlies as the new national
champions by proclaiming all of next
week Montana Grizzlies Appreciation
Week. It would also declare the unfor-
tunate, unjust, and illegitimate procla-
mation by the Governor of West Vir-
ginia null and void.

If you still doubt the need for this
resolution, tune in on Saturday. The
game starts at 10 Montana time—that’s
noon in Washington on ESPN. It will
be a great game.

Mr. HELMS. I can see why the Sen-
ator was eager to make a speech and
make a reference to Montana. I con-
gratulate him.

————

FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Here we are, Mr. Presi-
dent. As I was saying a few minutes
ago, at long last, S. 908 is the pending
business before the U.S. Senate—S. 908
being the plan to reorganize the State
Department—a plan much maligned by
all the bureaucrats who do not want to
be folded into the State Department.
They do not want to save any money.
To their chagrin, it looks to me like we
are going to save some money, not as
much as we would have liked, but that
is an issue we can work on in con-
ference with the House. S. 908 was re-
ported to the Senate more than 6
months ago, and I have never seen as
many erroneous news reports about a
piece of legislation in all of my 23
years in the Senate. The administra-
tion at every turn has vowed—and I use
the administration’s words—vowed to
‘‘delay, postpone, obfuscate and derail”
S. 908. They made no bones about it.
All of that was ignored by the great
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media of this country. There was just
one Senator who was holding up the
whole works—that fellow from North
Carolina, HELMS—and they went after
HELMS with a feverish attitude.

Our Democratic colleagues signed up
and have refused to allow the Senate to
work its will, but that did not make
any difference to the news media. They
reported that it was HELMS doing the
holding up, when actually it was the
administration and the Democrat
Members of the Senate. Now, there was
one Senator who was willing to nego-
tiate and participate in the process,
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts, to
whom I shall forever be grateful.

It needs to be made clear that the
Senator from North Carolina has
never, never demanded that I get my
way as press report after press report
after press report claimed. I have never
demanded that the Senate accept this
authorization bill or that the adminis-
tration agree to downsize Government
by eliminating a few Federal agencies.
I have never demanded that the Senate
accept this authorization bill or that
the administration agree to downsize
Government and abolish some Federal
agencies. I had hoped all of that would
happen, and the bill was drafted for
that purpose, but I never made any de-
mand for anything—except that the
Senate be allowed to vote on S. 908. 1
said from the very beginning, ‘‘Let me
have a vote and you will have your am-
bassadors.” I have asked only that the
Senate be allowed to conduct its legis-
lative responsibilities and vote. Not
once did I stipulate that S. 908 had to
pass but just that it be voted upon. But
the Democrats were afraid that if it
were put up for a vote, the Senate
would agree to abolish three Federal
agencies—what a tragedy that would
have been.

Since this process began months ago,
the Foreign Relations Committee has
acted on at least 58 of President Clin-
ton’s ambassadorial nominees—most of
them political appointees, I might add.
The committee has acted on six tax
treaties and assorted other inter-
national treaties in that same time pe-
riod. I have asked myself many times,
what have we received in return? Until
this date, nothing; nothing. There goes
that obfuscation, delay, postponement,
derailment.

I take issue with those in the admin-
istration and with my colleagues, espe-
cially the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dopp], who at one
point asserted that it was the “height
of irresponsibility to hold up nearly all
other committee business over one
piece of legislation.” CHRIS DoDD
knows better than that, Mr. President.
He is in charge of the political wing of
the Democratic Party. He is perhaps
experiencing a convenient amnesia,
forgetting that as chairman of the For-
eign Relations Subcommittee on West-
ern Hemisphere in 1992, Senator DoDD
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himself refused to schedule any sub-
committee ambassadorial nomination
hearings for an entire year. So when
Senator DopD made his extravagant
statement, I respond, ‘“‘Look who is
talking.”

I could go on, but suffice it to say
many of my Democrat colleagues have
engaged in a bit of injured innocence
when they weep such copious tears
about the delay in Senate confirmation
of several nominees. Now, were it not
for Senator KERRY's commitment, Sen-
ator KERRY of Massachusetts, his com-
mitment to negotiate common ground,
we would still this very afternoon be at
an impasse. Everybody knows that
there needs to be streamlining and con-
solidation of the whole Federal Govern-
ment. It is one of the big reasons we
have a $5 trillion debt hanging over the
people of this country. Senator KERRY
recognized early on and said, “Yes, one
or more of the three agencies stipu-
lated in this legislation have outlived
their usefulness.”

That is putting it the nice way. The
truth of the matter is that all three of
the agencies, ACDA [U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency], AID [Agen-
cy for International Development], and
the U.S. Information Agency [USIA]
need serious pruning and, in my opin-
ion, should be put on the short list to
be abolished. I note that in reference to
USIA, it was never our intention to un-
dermine our international broadcasting
capability, such as the Voice of Amer-
ica and Radio Free Europe. But I re-
peat, the ancillary agencies that cost
billions of dollars have got to be toned
down. That is what this bill is all
about.

I remind my colleagues that it was
Secretary of State Christopher who
proposed to Vice President GORE's
much-publicized Reinventing Govern-
ment Office that the United States was
obliged to restructure the U.S. foreign
affairs apparatus for the 21st century.
Secretary of State Christopher himself
advocated the elimination of the Agen-
cy for International Development, the
U.S. Information Agency, and the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy. Mr. President, Secretary Chris-
topher went almost hat in hand down
to Vice President GORE’s office to plead
that our foreign affairs apparatus need-
ed a serious rethinking for the post-
cold-war era. I remind my colleagues
that is was Vice President GORE, the
former U.S. Senator, who was chosen
to be the No. 2 officer of this country
and has spent much of his time in of-
fice proclaiming his intent to reinvent
Government, to downsize Government,
and to save the taxpayers money. I
know of very few successful efforts of
the Vice President in that regard, be-
cause somewhere along the line Vice
President GORE, decided all of a sudden
that the status quo was just fine, and
Vice President GORE rejected out of
hand Secretary of State Christopher’s
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proposal. In doing so he became a cap-
tive of the very Federal bureaucracy he
was supposed to reinvent.

By the way, this past January, it was
the Vice President of the United
States, AL GORE, who promised that he
was going to save $5 billion in 5 years
by cutting the U.S. International Af-
fairs budget. S. 908, under the terms of
the manager’s amendment, mandates
$1.7 billion in savings over 5 years. If
$1.7 billion in savings ‘‘jeopardizes the
national interest’, what are we to have
said about $5 billion? The local press
would call such a draconian cut the
policy of an isolationist if it were made
by anybody on this side. They all ap-
planded when the Vice President said
it. But look at the facts. How did Mr.
GORE come up with those figures? He
yanked them out of thin air. Even Sen-
ate Democrats acknowledge that they
cannot figure it out. They have asked
for months—all of us have been asking
for months—for the Vice President’s
proposals for all of these savings.

Finally, some of the more candid
Senators on the other side of the aisle
confessed. They admitted that the Vice
President’s plan had no basis in reality
and it must have been the result of bad
staff work down at the White House. So
the emperor had no clothes.

It is worthy of note that the Vice
President’s book entitled ‘“Common
Sense Government'' asserts that his
recommendations on restructuring the
U.S. foreign affairs agencies would be
announced in the fall of 1995.

Mr. President, it is now the winter of
1995, and we are still waiting.

The fact is, we are never going to
hear from him. We are never going to
hear from his associates. They just do
not have a plan. They do not know how
to produce any savings. They do not
have a clue. All they have are press re-
leases, and those press releases, as it
turns out, are not—and were not—
worth the paper they were printed on
last January.

S. 908, the committee’s plan to abol-
ish three Federal agencies and save $3
billion has been available to the ad-
ministration in writing for more than 6
months.

By the way, I stress that the largest
of these agencies—the Agency for
International Development [AID}—is a
temporary Federal agency, even
though it was established a half cen-
tury ago. Ronald Reagan used to say
that ‘“There is nothing so near to eter-
nal life as a temporary Federal agen-
cy.” I think that is correct. The Clin-
ton administration, the State Depart-
ment, and the Vice President of the
United States have yet to provide an
alternative to S. 908. The administra-
tion has not even bothered to submit
an authorization bill to the Congress
this year.

So here we are. S. 908 is the pending
business in the Senate. What goes
around, comes around. As I indicated
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at the outset, 6 months after commit-
tee consideration of the bill, no thanks
to the administration, the Senate
Democrats have proposed an amend-
ment to our bill.

Senator KERRY has just arrived on
the floor. And I do not know whether
he knows that I paid my respects to
him while he was on the way over here.
But I have, and I meant it. And I am
grateful to the Senator.

The Kerry amendment, as I said ear-
lier, mandates cost savings of $1.7 bil-
lion over 5 years. That is less than one-
third of what Vice President GORE
promised that he would save, and what
S. 908 proposed to save at the outset.
We are not saving enough in my judg-
ment. Senator KERRY knows how I feel
about that. We have been candid to
each other. But I want to get started
on this business of saving the tax-
payers’ money, and I think JOHN
KERRY does as well.

I have had to console myself with the
fact that saving the taxpayers $1.7 bil-
lion is better than saving the taxpayers
nothing. Of course, it would have been
far better if Senator KERRY had been
permitted to fulfill his original offer in
committee to abolish one agency and
save $2 billion over 4 years. In fact, at
the markup of S. 908, the able Senator
from Massachusetts strongly stated
that he was prepared to move forward
on the one agency abolition, and that
he would not back down on that pro-
posal. I thinks it is too bad that he did.

Remember, Mr. President, the origi-
nal intent of the pending bill, S. 908,
was to abolish three agencies. The
Democrat’s compromise proposal was
to maintain status quo—leave all three
agencies fully functioning and just ask
them to save a few billion dollars. The
managers’ amendment requires the
President of the United States within 6
months to send up a plan to downsize,
consolidate, and streamline. And, if the
President fails to do it, three Federal
agencies will be abolished just as we
proposed in the beginning. The ball is
going to be in the President's court.
The clock on that 6 months starts tick-
ing when S. 908 (or H.R. 1561) is en-
acted.

So as I said at the outset, Mr. Presi-
dent, here we are. While the main focus
of this managers' amendment is on re-
authorization, it needs to be borne in
mind that this is a 4-year authoriza-
tion bill for the Department of State.

Also, the managers’ amendment
modifies several other sections of the
bill. For example, we agreed to modify
some provisions relating to the U.S. re-
lationship with the United Nations.
One in particular that has bothered me
is the provision restricting the share of
U.S. intelligence with the United Na-
tions. At the administration’s insist-
ence we have replaced that provision
with a much less stringent one.

1, for one, agree with Senator SNOWE
of Maine. The original provision was
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proposed by Senator SNOWE and it was
much tougher. I agree with her that
the administration should be required
to make the case to Congress as to why
it is crucial for the United States to
share intelligence with the United Na-
tions which includes in its membership
countries such as Iraq and Cuba.

We also agreed to remove section 603
which is a provision dear and near to
my own heart. The provision would
provide asylum for immigrants who are
fleeing the policies of their home coun-
tries that will force them to abort
their unborn children or force them to
be sterilized, as the case may be. The
silver lining in this decision is that
this provision is included in the House
bill and, therefore, I expect to strongly
support the House language in the
House-Senate conference on this bill.

We modified section 604 to authorize
payments from frozen Iraqi assets for
United States claimants. A similar pro-
vision was approved in committee by a
bipartisan vote of 10 to 8.

Section 168 restricting the issuance
of visas to those who traffic in expro-
priated property was deleted at the be-
hest of Senator DobpD of Connecticut
who has stated that he would prefer
that issue be dealt with in the con-
ference on the Cuban Liberty and Soli-
darity Act, H.R. 927.

Mr. President, another important as-
pect of this agreement is that the Sen-
ate will provide for the appointment of
conferees upon final passage of this
measure sending H.R. 1561—the House
companion bill—to the House, and re-
questing a conference.

On Tuesday, the Foreign Relations
Committee reported out—true to my
promise—18 pending nominees, and the
START II treaty.

The previous unanimous consent
agreement provides for en bloc consid-
eration of the nominees upon final pas-
sage of S. 908. The majority and minor-
ity leaders have agreed to make every
effort to finish START II as expedi-
tiously as possible.

A few more thoughts and I will be
through.

Early next year the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee will begin active con-
sideration of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, including additional hear-
ings and additional steps necessary to
full committee consideration of this
treaty by April 30. I feel obliged to as-
sert that I remain opposed to the
Chemical Weapons Convention. Until
this administration comes forward
with a public explanation of precisely
how this treaty can be verified, which
it cannot do and has not done yet, I
cannot imagine that the Senate will be
prepared to take action on the treaty.
But that remains to be seen.

The road to redemption was not trav-
eled in one day. It began with one step
in the right direction, and that is
where we find ourselves today. The
Democrats have taken this step by rec-
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ognizing the necessity of consolidating
the U.S. foreign affairs agencies and
agreeing to mandate cost savings and
by concurring that the Secretary of
State should be the primary foreign
policy adviser to the President of the
United States. Ultimately, the Presi-
dent and our Nation’s foreign policy
will benefit from this reorganization
which has been endorsed by five former
Secretaries of State, who, in the proc-
ess, one after another, conferred with
us and helped us in the drafting of the
bill.

Let me say this, and I shall yield to
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The world has changed dramatically
during the past 10 years. The State De-
partment has not. The issue of consoli-
dation and restructuring is not going
away this year, and it is not going
away next year either. I pledge that.
Brian Atwood, for example, will have
to rethink his jubilant declaration this
past October when he said, “‘AID has
survived a bruising political battle.”
That remains to be seen.

Down on the Archives building, not
far from the Capitol, is a piece of mar-
ble that has the words, “What is past is
prologue.’” Somebody asked a friend of
mine what that means, and he said,
“That means ‘You ain’'t seen nothing
yet.”” So, Mr. Atwood, I would say,
“You ain’t seen nothing yet."”

What has happened here is not the
beginning of the end, it is the end of
the beginning. Eventually—eventu-
ally—the American people are going to
have their say. And to the length of my
cable-tow, they also will have their
way.

I yield the floor, and I assume the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts wishes to make a statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. I was not
here when he made some very generous
comments about my participation in
this, and I am appreciative of what I
have been told that he said.

As I said the other night, for myself
I want to thank the Senator from
North Carolina for his patience and for
his forbearance in this process. It has
been a difficult process, as many have
said, but I will say that in all of the
dealings that he and I have had, there
Wwas never any rancor or any raising of
voices. We argued and debated and
pressed and pushed, both of us, for posi-
tions that we believed in. In the end,
what we have here is a compromise, as
it ought to be, and I think it is a fair
compromise. I think it is a sensible
compromise. It is a compromise that
recognizes the changes that are sweep-
ing over all of Government and Wash-
ington. It recognizes the imperative of
that change, which no agency or entity
of Government ought to be exempt
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from unless they can prove, beyond all
doubt, that they ought to be.

Mr. President, I am pleased that Sen-
ator HELMS and I have reached agree-
ment on a manager’'s amendment and
that the months-long impasse over this
bill and the nominees and other issues
linked to movement on this bill has
come to an end. The process has been
long and at times trying. In the eyes of
many it was about politics, not policy,
but that is not the case. From the very
beginning there have been real sub-
stantive disagreements over the con-
solidation language in this bill and
over many other policy provisions,
such as those mentioned by the distin-
guished ranking minority member,
Senator PELL.

This managers’ amendment is a com-
promise in every sense of the word. On
the key issue of consolidation, Senator
HELMS and his Republican colleagues
on the committee agreed to accept my
proposal which preserves the Presi-
dent’s prerogative to determine how
the foreign affairs agencies—that is the
State Department, AID, USIA, and
ACDA—will be reorganized. This pro-
posal provides the President with flexi-
bility. It does not abolish any agencies,
unless the President fails to send a
plan to Congress, but it does require
the President to save $1.7 billion over 5
years through reorganization and con-
solidation. Recognizing that pro-
grammatic reductions are a byproduct
of consolidation, it allows him to
achieve up to 30 percent of that savings
from programmadtic reductions.

I believe that this proposal will re-
sult in some serious and beneficial
streamlining and consolidation of our
foreign affairs apparatus. In my view
this is necessary in light of the cuts
that are being imposed on the budget
in all areas including foreign affairs. I
share the concern of many of my
Democratic colleagues about these
cuts. The international affairs budget
is only 1 percent of the Federal budget,
and it is 1 percent well spent when one
considers our needs and interests
abroad. But like it or not, funding for
foreign affairs programs has been de-
clining over the last decade and will
continue to decline under whatever
agreement is reached for balancing the
budget in the next 7 years. Against this
reality, we must find a more efficient
and cost-effective way to make and im-
plement policy while still preserving
critical programs. I think the approach
we have in this bill will enable us to do
that.

I recognize that some are concerned
that the Senate position on consolida-
tion, as reflected by this managers’
amendment, will be reversed or
changed in conference. Senator HELMS
and I have agreed that the Senate con-
ferees will operate under consensus
with respect to the main elements of
my consolidation proposal, that is
mandatory cost savings, abolition of
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the agencies and the limitations as to
where cost savings may be achieved. It
is imperative that any changes in the
Senate position on consolidation re-
flect agreement among all the Senate
conferees because this issue is at the
heart of the bill.

Senator HELMS and I have also
agreed that we will work in conference
to increase the authorization levels for
the operating accounts of the agencies
affected by this bill. We must ensure
that the authorizations for these ac-
counts are in concert with the savings
we are seeking through reorganization
and consolidation and that we do not
undermine the President's ability to
reorganize by decimating the oper-
ations of these agencies through the
authorization process.

As we are all aware disagreements
over this bill resulted for many months
in inaction by the committee on 18 am-
bassadorial nominations, 4 FSO pro-
motion lists, and the START II treaty.
On Tuesday the Foreign Relations
Committee favorably reported these
items to the Senate. Once we act upon
this bill, the nominees will be approved
by the Senate en bloc pursuant to a
unanimous-consent agreement reached
last Thursday. When the START II re-
port is filed, the Senate, pursuant to
another unanimous-consent agreed to
last Thursday, will begin consideration
of the treaty. I believe there is over-
whelming support in the Senate for
this treaty and I hope that we will be
able to complete action before the Sen-
ate recesses. If we do not, however, the
majority leader has given his commit-
ment that we will finish action on
START II at the beginning of the next
session. I think these are positive de-
velopments, as is the procedure we
have worked out for committee consid-
eration and action on the Chemical
* Weapons Convention.

I am hopeful that with these positive
steps, we can begin to restore the bi-
partisanship traditionally characteris-
tic of the operations of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. The chairman has
assured us that the committee will re-
sume normal activities including
scheduling of hearings and action on
all currently pending nominees and
other committee business. I believe all
of us on the committee, Democrat and
Republican alike, agree that this is in
our joint interest and that of the coun-
try.

Mr. President, I think most of us ap-
proached the issue of how to deliver
our foreign policy and how to imple-
ment the various missions of the var-
ious agencies that do deliver that for-
eign policy. Most of us approached this
with a sense that we can do it more ef-
ficiently, that we have not patented
perfection with respect to it. There are
areas of waste. There are areas of du-
plication. There are areas where we can
do some consolidating, possibly even
some merging. But we also recognized
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that within that framework it is im-
portant to acknowledge and honor the
prerogatives of a separate branch of
Government, the executive branch.

So, some of us pressed very hard for
the Presidential prerogative of being
able to line up their own ducks, of
being able to make a decision as to
which agencies to conceivably consoli-
date, or what the order ought to be. I
think most people feel, particularly in
the arena of foreign policy, that is the
fair prerogative of the President of the
United States. We have preserved that
prerogative in this compromise. So the
principle of consolidation, the principle
of merger, the principle of efficiency is
embraced in the compromise, but the
principle of the separation of powers
and the Presidential prerogative in for-
eign policy is also embraced in this
compromise.

In addition to that, I believe the level
of savings represents a realistic begin-
ning. I think the Senator is perfectly
correct in saying the ultimate goal
here is for all of us to respect the de-
sires of the American people to have
the most efficient expenditure of their
tax dollar. This is their dollar and this
is their Government, not ours. We rep-
resent them here.

So, there are many in this country
who have second thoughts about some
of those expenditures in the foreign
field, but there are also many people
who have enormous commitment to
much of what we are trying to do
abroad—for very little.

I always ask audiences when I am
asked a gquestion about foreign policy
when I go home and talk to people in
Massachusetts how much money they
think we spend in foreign policy. It is
fascinating to listen to the response.
Many people have a quick response, 20
percent, 20 percent of our budget. More
often than not, it is in the low sort of
double digits: 12 percent, 11 percent, or
the high single digits. Almost invari-
ably, I would say 75 percent and higher
of the number of hands that go up in an
audience, will pick 4 percent, 5 percent,
rarely less than 3.

I was at a teachers convention not
long ago and only one teacher out of
about 200 correctly picked the amount
of money that we put into foreign pol-
icy in this country: 1 percent. Less
than 1 percent of the total budget of
the United States of America leverages
our global interests.

That is not a totally fair assessment
because obviously we invest in the De-
fense Department. That is a very big
investment and that is a serious com-
ponent of our projection of force
abroad and our interests. But in terms
of assistance to other governments, in
terms of population, environment, the
kinds of things we try to do with re-
spect to international narcotics
through the State Department and a
host of those efforts, we are talking
about 1 percent and less of the entire
Federal budget.

37049

Many of us on our side of the aisle
are deeply concerned that in a world
that is more global, in a world that is
less centralized in its conflicts, where
we no longer have the kind of bipolar,
easily definable East-West tension that
defined most of the history of this
country since 1945, in that world there
may well be more need to think about
increasing things like the Foreign
Commercial Service officers in various
developing countries.

When I was in Hong Kong over a year
ago, I was struck by the fact that in
the Foreign Commercial Service in
Hong Kong, the several people that we
have there said to me, ‘““‘Senator, we are
missing billions of dollars of contracts
for our companies in America.” Those
billions of dollars of contracts trans-
late into thousands of jobs. For every
$1 billion of exports, there are 20,000
jobs created in the United States of
America. They said to me, ‘‘Because we
only have,” I think—I cannot remem-
ber the exact number, it was in the sin-
gle digits—‘‘Because we only have this
few number of people here in Hong
Kong, we cannot keep up with the re-
quests for proposals. We cannot keep
up with the meetings that we could be
putting together for people to be able
to be married to a deal.”

“If you people’’—meaning us—he
said, ‘““were to have enough foresight to
just give us 10 more people, we would
pay their salaries within 1 month.”
That seems to me to be a reasonable
return on investment.

That seems to make sense, but that
is not necessarily—and I underscore
necessarily—what will happen with
this budget. Could it happen? The an-
swer is yes.

Under the consolidation, if the Sec-
retary of State and the President were
to decide that is an imperative and we
ought to put more people into that
than have some people on some other
desk, we can make that happen. But I
think most people feel many of those
other desks are also competing with
things ranging from international envi-
ronmental accords to international
questions of refugees to international
questions of immigration to inter-
national questions of crime to inter-
national gquestions of terrorism, all of
which in this less bipolar world present
us with a whole different set of choices.

Mr. President, I do not want to go on
at great length. I think our effort is to
try to expedite this this afternoon.
There is no reason at this point to
speak at great length, but I do want to
simply say, many people on our side of
the aisle were deeply concerned about
the level of reductions, and that is why
we are starting out at the $1.7 billion.
It may well prove that in the consoli-
dation program that, hopefully, we will
set up within the timeframe within
this bill—I am confident that we may
find there is rationale for doing more.
And we may also find there is a clash
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of reality that is impossible and that
this is, in fact, too significant.

Let me say also that Senator HELMS
and I have agreed that we will work in
the conference committee to increase
the authorized levels for the operating
accounts of the agencies that are af-
fected by this bill. We have to ensure
that the authorizations for these ac-
counts are in concert with the savings
that we are seeking through the reor-
ganization and consolidation, and we
do not want to undermine the Presi-
dent's ability to reorganize by decimat-
ing the operations of these agencies
through the authorization process it-
self.

We are also gratified that part of this
agreement now sees the ambassadors
about to be eminently improved and
the START II treaty to come to the
floor, hopefully, within the next day or
80, certainly within the next days.

I am particularly grateful for the
commitment of the chairman to guar-
antee that the committee will act on
the Chemical Weapons Convention, and
it is obviously our hope that we will be
able to either improve it or change it,
if it needs improvement, but ulti-
mately the full Senate will be able to

act.

I share with my colleague from North
Carolina concerns about it in its cur-
rent form. There are issues of verifica-
tion. There are legitimate reasons for
the committee to want to do its busi-
ness over the course of the next
months.

Moving at this point in time, Mr.
President, to a consideration of the
START II agreement, for which I think
there is extraordinarily small opposi-
tion within the Senate, if any, is very,
very important in the context of events
in Russia, the elections, and also our
own interests in reducing some 4,000
strategic nuclear weapons from the ar-
senals of both ourselves and the former
Soviet Union, including the SS5-18,
which was always the most imposing
weapon that was pointed at the United
States of America.

I think that moving forward on that
treaty is enormously important, and it
is one of the reasons why this com-
promise is so welcome.

I want to say, finally, that I think all
of these steps are important, positive
steps, which I believe, in the spirit that
the chairman has described, can help to
bring us back to a bipartisan, joint ef-
fort to try to utilize this committee to
help address the major questions that
we have in the country with respect to
foreign policy, and I am confident that
with all of our good efforts it can, in
fact, do that.

Mr. President, it is my pleasure to
yield to the distinguished former chair-
man, the ranking member of the com-
mittee, for his comments at this time.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator very
much indeed.

Mr. President, I support the Man-
agers Amendment to S. 908 negotiated
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by Senators KERRY and HELMS. I was
opposed to S. 908 as reported by the
Foreign Relations Committee, and re-
gretted at the time it was reported
that the committee appeared to have
abandoned a long tradition of biparti-
sanship in crafting the State Depart-
ment authorization bill.

Consequently, I am pleased with the
results of the negotiations that are re-
flected in this managers amendment. I
congratulate Senator KERRY, who so
ably managed this bill on behalf of the
Democrats. He did this in a skilled,
professional and brilliant way. I also
congratulate Senator HELMS for his
willingness to work with Senator
KERRY and Democratic members of the
committee to achieve this constructive
resolution to many of the serious dis-
agreements related to S. 908.

The managers’ amendment makes
significant improvements in the bill
with respect to two critical areas: the
reorganization of the foreign affairs
agencies and those provisions related
to the United Nations and its special-
ized agencies.

As we all know, much of the opposi-
tion to this bill focused on the manda-
tory abolition of AID, USIA, and ACDA
and the transfer of some of their func-
tions and personnel to the Department
of State. I was particularly concerned
that ACDA would be abolished because
I feared that it would eliminate the
independent voice on arms control is-
sues that every President should have,
and a concept which every President
since President Kennedy has supported.

I am pleased that the compromise
takes a different approach. No agencies
are abolished, except in the event that
the President fails to send a reorga-
nization plan to the Congress. The
driving force of reorganization is the
requirement that the plan save $1.7 bil-
lion over 5 years. In my view this is the
correct approach as it encourages the
President to reorganize while at the
same time preserving his prerogative
to determine how that reorganization
is done.

As reported by the committee, S. 908
also contained a number of troubling
provisions designed to restrict U.S.
participation in the U.N. system. For
example, some placed conditions on the
payment of our assessed contributions
to the United Nations for membership
and peacekeeping. The managers'
amendment which Senators HELMS and
KERRY are offering improves a number
of these provisions and deletes others. 1
applaud these changes because we can-
not exert leverage at the United Na-
tions if we cannot fulfill our financial
and other obligations in full.

Finally, with the adoption of this
managers’' amendment and the passage
of S. 908, the Senate will proceed to the
confirmation of a large number of am-
bassadors and the consideration of
Start II. I have previously expressed
my deep concern and regret over the
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holding up of the important business of
the Foreign Relations Committee and
the nation because of significant dif-
ferences of opinion over just one piece
of legislation, particularly if that one
piece is unrelated to the main body of
the legislation and other matters that
are being held up.

In my 30 years of service on the com-
mittee and 8 years as chairman, this
was unprecedented. With this action
today, however, I am very optimistic
that the new year will bring a return to
the committee’s traditional bipartisan
approach to addressing the foreign pol-
icy issues before the Senate. We clearly
will not agree on all these issues, but I
hope we will agree to disagree and
work where feasible to reflect the con-
cerns of all members in the commit-
tee’'s deliberations. This managers’
amendment, and the committee’s 18 to
0 vote on Tuesday, December 12, to re-
port the Start II treaty to the Senate,
are examples of our potential for the
new year. As ranking minority member
of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, I pledge to work with our chair-
man to address the issues before our
committee in the new year in a biparti-
san and constructive manner. Although
we have agreed to disagree on many
policy issues, we are friends and col-
leagues with a long-standing mutual
respect for each other.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to register my opposition to S.
908, the State Department authoriza-
tion and reorganization bill. Before I
begin briefly to state my reasons, let
me compliment both the Senator from
Massachusetts, Senator KERRY, and the
chairman of the full committee. I com-
pliment the chairman, my friend from
North Carolina, for being a consum-
mate legislative craftsman. He held us
hostage very effectively for a long
time. I do not think we would even be
talking about this compromise bill
were it not for the fact that the
START Treaty was held up, that all
the ambassadorial nominations were
held up, and that we asked Senator
KERRY on our behalf to see if he could
free them up. It reminds me of those
buttons we used to have around here
when we would have long sessions,
‘“‘Free The 89th Congress’ or free this
or free that.

Well, this was ‘/free the Ambas-
sadors’” and ‘‘free our national secu-
rity"” so we could have the ability to
continue to destroy Soviet nuclear
weapons and continue the rational
arms control regime that was begun
with President Nixon and went
straight through the administration of
President Reagan.

This is not a backhanded com-
pliment. I think one of the most fierce
and effective legislative foes one could
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have in this body is the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina. I do
think, however, that the way my friend
from North Carolina went about this
one was unprecedented, and I hope it is
not repeated.

On that score, I wish to make it clear
to my friend from Massachusetts, Sen-
ator KERRY, why, after all his hard
work, I am still opposed to this bill. He
did a great job. We are going to have a
START II Treaty, God willing and the
creek not rising, and we are actually
going to put ambassadors out there
after the rest of the world wondered
where the devil they were.

Let me say at the outset that I ad-
mire the skill of both the gentlemen
who have brought us this agreement. 1
do not, however, admire the product
that has been brought.

No one disputes the need to con-
stantly scrutinize our Federal bureauc-
racy to look for overlaps and
redundancies and opportunities for
streamlining.

In this case, though, the three agen-
cies that I will now mention will, in
my view, be emasculated by this bill.
The Agency for International Develop-
ment and the United States Informa-
tion Agency effectively are mandated
for closing. Most important in my view
is the supreme irony that just as we fi-
nally are allowed by the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee to
free up the START II Treaty, this bill
would severely cut the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

All of the three agencies I have just
mentioned have been streamlining
themselves and cutting overlapping
functions. All three of them have al-
ready been taking a good, hard look at
their missions and have been respond-
ing to changing circumstances.

The Agency for International Devel-
opment, for example, has pioneered en-
terprise funds, which have created
partnerships between the private sec-
tor and the Government.

USIA has attempted to utilize mod-
ern information technologies to spread
the message of the United States to the
rest of the world. It has also entered
into local partnerships whenever pos-
sible to conserve funds.

Perhaps the biggest mystery to me is
why the advocates of this bill think
that the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency has outlived its use-
fulness. In the confusion of the current
post-cold-war era, the danger of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons has

dramatically increased, not de-
creased—I repeat, dramatically in-
creased.

Now more than ever, the critical
independence of ACDA is needed to
counter the natural tendency of the
State Department to defer to bilateral
relationships in sticky situations.

Another irony is that those proposing
the cuts are the very ones who have
been most critical of the State Depart-
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ment for allegedly having an instinct
to become captives of the countries
with which we deal.

ACDA has a proven track record of
nonpolitical expertise, which we can
ill-afford to lose at this time.

The situation at the State Depart-
ment, which would absorb the agencies
whose independence is to be sacrificed,
is hardly any better. Mr. President, the
Department of State, the principal ve-
hicle for carrying out American foreign
policy, has already been forced into de-
bilitating reductions.

The international affairs budget is
now 45 percent lower in real terms than
it was in 1984. Altogether it represents
only 1.3 percent of Federal spending.
Over the past 3 years alone, the State
Department’'s budget has been de-
creased in real terms by 15 percent at
the same time the Department’s re-
sponsibilities have increased with the
emergence of new countries in the
wake of the breakup of the former So-
viet Union. Moreover, since 1993 there
has been a 30-percent increase in pass-
port issuances to U.S. citizens to travel
abroad.

What has the result been? The State
Department has taken the following
actions to reduce the cost of conduct-
ing U.S. diplomatic and consular rela-
tions.

First, it has cut its total work force
by 1,700 persons.

It has downsized the Senior Foreign
Service by 19 percent.- And here, Mr.
President, I submit that we are wast-
ing a precious national resource, the
kind of expertise built up over the dec-
ades that in the short term simply can-
not be replicated.

It has also reduced overseas allow-
ances.

It has cut its administrative expenses
by almost $100 million.

It has reduced expenditures on diplo-
matic security by 15 percent. And, Mr.
President, I doubt anyone would claim
that we live in a safer international en-
vironment.

It has had to cancel, which I find as-
tounding, the 1995 Foreign Service ex-
aminations—I repeat, has had to cancel
the 1995 Foreign Service examinations.
That means, of course, that our coun-
try is cutting off any chance of attract-
ing the best and the brightest of our
college and university graduates into
the diplomatic service this year. Talk
about being penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish. My goodness.

The State Department has been
forced to slate 19 overseas posts for clo-
sure in fiscal year 1996. The list of
these posts makes the hair of any
internationally minded American
stand on end. Permit me to elaborate a
bit on this point, using Zurich, Swit-
zerland, as an illustrative example of
the folly that congressionally induced
budget slashing has wrought. Zurich is,
of course, Switzerland's largest city
and its economic and financial center.
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In fact, it ranks as the world's fourth
largest financial center. Many Amer-
ican multinational corporations have
their regional headquarters there, in-
cluding Dow, Kraft, General Motors,
and many others. In the other direc-
tion, Switzerland was the second larg-
est foreign direct investor in the Unit-
ed States in 1994.

So, Mr. President, what do we do? We
close the consulate in Zurich, Switzer-
land, which does not make a lot of
sense. I do not think it is a stretch to
say that Zurich is a rather important
city to American business. Apparently
other countries also perceive Zurich’s
central position in international fi-
nance and trade; 59 other countries
have consulates there. As one might
expect, all of the other leading powers
in the world have representation in Zu-
rich, but smaller nations also consider
it in their interest to be represented in
Zurich—The Gambia, Lesotho, Mongo-
lia, Nepal, Rwanda, the Republic of the
Seychelles, Swaziland, Vanuatu. The
list goes on.

Mr. President, with all due respect to
our friends in The Gambia, Lesotho,
Mongolia, Nepal, Rwanda, and so on, I
find it rather incredible to believe that
their governments can somehow find
the funding that they need to keep con-
sulates open in Zurich, and the United
States of America, the world’s only su-
perpower and largest economic engine
in the world, cannot. We cannot find
the money to keep a consulate open in
the vitally important city of Zurich, a
consulate, I might add, that I have
never visited.

But let me not be too Eurocentric,
Mr. President. Another post slated for
closing, thanks to congressional budg-
etary wisdom, is Medan, Indonesia. As
you know, Indonesia, with a population
of over 200 million people, is the fourth
largest country in the world.

It is also the largest Moslem-major-
ity nation on Earth. Its economy offers
numerous opportunities for foreign in-
vestment. And Medan, after the capital
Jakarta, is Indonesia’s most important
commercial center.

Other countries with consular offices
in Medan include Belgium, Germany,
Great Britain, India, Japan, Malaysia,
the Netherlands, Norway, the Russia
Federation, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Swe-
den, and Thailand. Why are they there?
To do business.

So, Mr. President, after we take
down the Stars and Stripes and close
our consulate in Medan, what will hap-
pen when an American corporation
eager to break into the Indonesian
market goes to Medan? Our American
corporate representative can walk
down to the the Japanese consulate
where the nice Japanese attache will
undoubtedly be happy to help out with
business contacts and other valuable
information that the American cor-
poration needs.

Although this bill is largely a cre-
ation of the majority party, there is



37052

plenty of blame to spread around. I re-
gret to say that the administration, in
its zeal to reinvent Government, has
alded and abetted the feeding frenzy of
the small Government ideologues.

To be fair, this bill can be viewed as
but the logical culmination of a decade
of denigrating the nonmilitary compo-
nent of American foreign policy. Most
of us, this Senator included, have voted
for reductions in one area of foreign
policy or another to spare what we
deem to be more important programs.

But, Mr. President, this goes over-
board. This bill goes far beyond what
we have seen before. Previous cuts in
the budget for carrying out our foreign
policy, whether they were proven cor-
rect or not, were at least undertaken
with a view toward strengthening the
international role of the United States
of America.

As I have demonstrated earlier, the
agencies charged with executing our
foreign policy have not been ‘‘fat cats"
of the Federal budget, unwilling to
change. On the contrary, Mr. Presi-
dent, they have absorbed massive cuts
up to this point. I repeat, the inter-
national affairs budget is already, be-
fore we pass this bill, 45 percent in real
terms below what it was in 1984. And as
I have said, the State Department,
USIA, ACDA, and AID have already im-
plemented severe staff reductions.
Moreover, we are talking about only 1.3
percent of Federal spending here.

So, Mr. President, I think it is to-
tally false to assert either that our for-
eign policy agencies have not reformed
themselves or that the very carrying
out of our foreign policy is a ‘‘big tick-
et’” item in the Federal budget.

No, Mr. President, the impetus for
this proposed legislation is not rooted
in demonstrated need. On the contrary,
I am sorry to say, the bill has its gen-
esis in a strain of isolationist thought
that harkens back to the 1920’s and
1930's, which many of us thought was
but an unpleasant memory.

By imposing crippling budget cuts on
three foreign affairs agencies that have
served this country well for decades:
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Agency for International
Development, and the U.S. Information
Agency, I think this bill wvirtually
assures their demise. That is part of
the bill's purpose.

Moreover, Mr. President, the State
Department, which would inherit the
remains of those agencies, would itself
be forced into yet another round of
devastating cuts. Some of those con-
sequences, as I have earlier indicated,
would be absurdly funny were they not
so tragic.

Mr. President, this bill represents
backdoor isolationism pure and simple.
At a time when international affairs
has become more complex, its passage
would signal to the world an American
desire to simplify what cannot be sim-
plified.
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Combined with Republican-mandated
cuts in the already meager foreign as-
sistance budget, this bill would lead in-
eluctably in a few years to a situation
in which the American President would
have little choice in an international
crisis between doing nothing and send-
ing in the military. This bill, I believe,
is the worst kind of ideologically-driv-
en false economy. It is a dressed-up iso-
lationist exercise. It is not worthy of a
country that claims the mantle of
world leadership.

I know that many of my colleagues
share my deep misgivings about this
Congress’ evident desire to shrink
America's international role. Opposi-
tion to this bill offers an opportunity
to reassert the centrality of America's
involvement in the world. I urge my
colleagues to join me in voting against
S. 908.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am not
going to debate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware. I will say, he has
a very selective memory. And like all
of us, I suppose he remembers things
that have not happened. But that is all
right. The Senator forgot, for example,
to mention the continuous efforts on
our part to persuade the administra-
tion to engage in negotiations.

On August 11 of this year I had per-
suaded, through a friend in the White
House, the White House to have the
President invite me and our staff to
the White House to brief the President
on our legislative proposal. What it in
fact proposed and what the critics of it
said it would propose were two dif-
ferent things.

President Clinton was entirely gra-
cious when we arrived. We did not meet
him on the first floor. He took us up to
the family quarters. And we spent 1
hour and 20 minutes demonstrating the
details of the proposal. Vice President
GORE was there, as was the Secretary
of State, the White House Chief of
Staff, and the Deputy National Secu-
rity Adviser. I sat between the Presi-
dent and the Vice President, as a mat-
ter of fact. Several times during the
briefing the President leaned over to
me and said, “Who could be against
that? Who could be against that?" dis-
closing clearly that he had not been in-
formed about what the bill in fact pro-
posed and now proposes.

Acting in his name had been a con-
cert of the bureaucrats heading the
three agencies, the three agencies that
five Secretaries of State, plus Warren
Christopher, the President's Secretary
of State, had stipulated ought to be
abolished and folded into the State De-
partment because they had become
anachronisms of a bygone era.

Senator BIDEN is also wrong about
this bill having anything to do with
the cancellation of the Foreign Service
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examination. The closing of diplomatic
missions was not only a recommenda-
tion of the last two administrations, as
I said in my opening remarks, but also
of the President of the United States.

So it is unfair—and I know that the
Senator from Delaware does not intend
to be unfair—but he is following the
same line that the news media have
followed from the very beginning.

Why did five former Secretaries of
State help us draft this bill and pub-
licly endorse it? Why did the present
Secretary of State go down to the
White House and propose, in large
measure or in some measure, what we
are proposing with this S. 908? Those
are things that the Senator from Dela-
ware just smooths over. And I know he
does not intend to be unfair because he
is a fair individual. He and I came to
the Senate the same day.

This bill is intended to strengthen
the Secretary of State organizationally
speaking. Warren Christopher wanted
it done but he was rebuffed. Now, if you
disagree with Mr. Christopher, that is
your business, I will say to the able
Senator from Delaware. But the fact is,
there have been changes in this world,
as I tried to emphasize in my own re-
marks. And the U.S. foreign policy ap-
paratus must change with the times.

Let me address a statement that is so
often made by the State Department
and various others and political
operatives who support the status quo.
Senator KERRY said over and over
again in his remarks that spending on
the U.S. foreign affairs budget takes up
only 1 percent of the Federal budget, I
believe he said 1 percent. Well, the 1.3
is correct, but it is not incorrect to say
that that is what is spent on operating
the foreign policy apparatus because
the foreign policy apparatus reaches
out and utilizes the rest of Govern-
ment, and the cost of what they reach
out and get greatly increases that fig-
ure because the 1.3 does not include
spending on foreign policy objectives
from our domestic accounts. That fig-
ure does not include the money
usurped from the Department of De-
fense. I mentioned the $2 billion spent
on Somalia. I mentioned the nearly $2
billion that has been spent on Haiti,
thus far, and much more is going to be
spent in Haiti before we are through.

The Lord only knows how much is
going to be spent in and on Bosnia; $2
or $3 billion has been mentioned. It is
going to be at least that much, and
probably substantially more. Thirty-
two Federal agencies run almost $2 bil-
lion in international exchanges every
year. The point is, the American people
must not be deceived or misled into be-
lieving that we only spend 1.3 percent,
or 1 percent, of the Federal budget on
our foreign policy. It simply is not so,
and that deception ought to be brought
to an end.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I do not
want to get into a debate with my
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friend, and there is nothing personal
about what I said. Let me reiterate
what I actually said. My criticism and
compliment to my friend from North
Carolina was not that he was original
in what he has done, in the sense that
he had support from like-minded
former Secretaries, or even, at one
time, from the present Secretary, or
perhaps even from the President. My
comments related not to him—it is not
what he proposed but the fact that he
denied us our ability to dispose of am-
bassadorial nominations and the
START II Treaty.

My disagreement is not only with
him on this legislation. I also men-
tioned the Secretary of State when we
were referring to the State Department
and the President of the United States.
I think, with all due respect, all the
supporters of this effort are being
shortsighted. So the chairman is not
alone in what I characterize as ‘‘short-
sightedness’ as it relates to what our
policy should be. My reference to him
was explicitly for his unique ability to
fashion a way to get his point across in
this case, which was by denying us the
ability to dispose of the START II T
treaty and dispose of ambassadorial
nominations, all of which were ready
to go. I complimented him on his inge-
nuity.

I have tried to learn from him. We
have been here together since January
1973, and I have watched him, and
Democratic predecessors, like the de-
ceased Senator Jim Allen, and others,
use their great skills to be able to get
the results that they sought. I com-
pliment him on it, but I think it is the
wrong way to do it. I think it was a
high price to be paid in order to get
agreement.

So I want to be clear. He was not
original in his notion that we should
cut these consulates. He joined other, I
think, wrong-headed proposals to close
them. My reference to him was explic-
itly that I hope we do not have a rep-
etition of shutting down the business
of the committee while we arrive at a
conclusion that is satisfactory to who-
ever the chairman is then.

The distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island has announced his retire-
ment. The Senator from North Caro-
lina and the Senator from Delaware are
seeking reelection. The Lord only
knows, and our constituents know,
whether both of us will be back, and
the odds are that he may be back as
chairman. But it is also possible that
the Senator from Delaware may be
back as chairman of the committee.
That is the only reference that I was
making. It seems to me that what he
did was legal use, in a senatorial sense,
of the power of chairmanship, but I
think unprecedented and, I hope, not to
be repeated.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS. It is not a violation of
the rules, and it is not undesirable un-
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less the other guy is doing it to you. I
remember when the other side was in
the majority, with a different chair-
manship. I must say that Senator PELL
has always been a thoroughbred gentle-
men. I have said that in many public
forums, and I think he knows I mean
it. I hope that some may later on think
that I am a gentleman, too.

But I am interested in getting the job
done. I reiterate, as I said at the very
outset this afternoon, that this could
have been handled months ago if the
other side had been willing only to let
the Senate speak on the bill. But, no,
no, the first day when it came up, they
brought out Mr. KENNEDY from Massa-
chusetts to speak for 1 hour and 20
minutes on the minimum wage. Some
things are hard to understand. But I
figured out, after a while, that they
were filibustering, that they did not
want the Senate to speak its mind on
this bill. It began there. But if we had
had a vote, no Ambassador would have
been held up. And if we let the Senate
function as it is intended to function
from now on, no Ambassador will be
held up in the future.

I am going to use every technique
that comes to my mind to try to do the
best I can for my country. Now, if the
Senator wants to talk about what it
costs to operate the foreign policy es-
tablishment, we can get into details
like, why did the United States State
Department, or the foreign aid appara-
tus, have 600 people stationed in Cairo,
Egypt, alone to give away money?
Since I brought it up, they have re-
duced, somewhat, the number of people
in AID, the Agency for International
Development, stationed in Cairo. It is
something over 400 now. But they did
not do a cotton-picking thing about it
until I began talking about it in this
bill. I am going to do the best I can for
what I believe in, and I know the Sen-
ator from Delaware feels the same way
about it. We will do the best we can to-
gether.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, let
me say that the way this situation de-
veloped is, the Senmator from North
Carolina, the chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, reported
from the committee a reorganization
bill on a 10-8 vote, a straight party-line
vote. There was no bipartisanship on
that issue. He then sought to bring
that bill up on the floor and was not
able to get 60 votes in order to invoke
cloture. Now, pushing the other side to
invoke cloture is not a tactic strange
or unfamiliar to the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina. He is one of
its more avid practitioners here in the
Senate.

So I am not moved by the fact that
his measure, in effect, was blocked be-
cause they were unable to produce the
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60-vote margin. They tried to do it and
fell short on two occasions. Not having
been able to get his way on this impor-
tant substantive matter about which
there were great divisions, a lot of
strong feelings, and a lot of differing
views about what was appropriate, the
Senator from North Carolina proceeded
to take the ambassadorial nominees
hostage. He shut down the work of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
of which he is the chairman, holding up
such important matters as the START
II treaty and the Chemical Weapons
Convention.

In other words, because he could not
get his way on a substantive matter, he
then refused for 4 months to allow the
committee to carry out its functions
and responsibilities. We were not able
to do any business—no legislation, no
nominations, no treaties. This is hos-
tage-taking par excellence.

Then we are being told, you have to
negotiate. The United States says to
the world, if you take our people hos-
tage we will not negotiate under those
circumstances. We will not be coerced
that way.

Now, I have never, in the time I have
served here, encountered anything
comparable to what has occurred in
this instance, in terms of grinding the
whole range of work to a halt—particu-
larly by the chairman of a committee,
which, after all, carries with it certain
important responsibilities.

I remember the former chairman of
the committee was on the floor when
the Middle East Peace Facilitation Act
was being subjected to this very tactic
to which I made reference. It was like
a rolling snowball. Anything that came
along, the Senator from North Carolina
encompassed within his rolling snow-
ball and sought to hold hostage in
order to increase his leverage to get his
way on the reorganization measure.

So we encountered this with respect
to the Middle East Peace Facilitation
Act, in addition to holding the ambas-
sadors hostage, in addition to these
treaties that were left to languish, in
addition to whatever legislation was in
the committee. In fact, at that time
the former chairman of the committee,
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island, said, ‘‘I absolutely agree it is
inappropriate to link MEPFA to the
State Department legislation. I do not
recall in the years I have been in the
Senate, 35, or as chairman of the com-
mittee, any similar action being
taken."”

I then said, *“Will the chairman yield
on that point? When did the former
chairman, if I may say, the very distin-
guished former chairman, go on the
Foreign Relations Committee?”’ Mr.
PELL said, *‘I think it was 1964.” And I
asked, '‘So the Senator has been on it
more than three decades?” And Sen-
ator PELL said, ‘‘Correct.” And I in-
quired, ‘*Has my colleague ever seen
anything comparable to what is now
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taking place?" Senator PELL said, “No,
and that is the point that bothers me.”
I said, *‘I thank the Senator,” and Sen-
ator PELL went on to say:

I think we should deal with the question of
extension of MEPFA on its merits and the
merits clearly lle with the quick passage of
the short-term extension. We should not, as
Senator Kerry noted, trifle with the peace
process for the sake of reorganizing our bu-
reaucracy. We should pass the MEPFA now
with no linkage. In this regard, I am particu-
larly struck by the words of the Senator
from Maryland. I know I am correct in say-
ing I am the only former Forelgn Service of-
ficer in the Senate. Because the Foreign
Service was only created in 1926 under the
Rogers Act, I think I am the only Forelgn
Service officer ever to have served in the
Senate. I would also point out this linkage
that is being created by the chalrman of the
committee not only sets a bad precedent but
is a linkage that should never have been
made in the first instance. It has not been
done in the past, and it would be a great sin
to move this way now.

Now, I agree completely with those
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island. The Senator from
North Carolina, unable to get the votes
to invoke cloture—a process, as I indi-
cated earlier, he has used himself re-
peatedly on the floor of the Senate—
then decided to use that bill as lever-
age. He was saying, in effect, ‘I will
take every other aspect of business of
the committee hostage. No ambas-
sadors, no treaties, no legislation, no
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act.
You will have to come to terms with
me on this reorganization.”

Now, looking at the national inter-
ests of the United States, the fact of
the matter is that ambassadors and
treaties, which are important to our
Nation's interests and upon which we
should have been acting, were delayed
over the controversy with respect to
this legislation.

Now, I understand the Senator wants
his reorganization bill. A number of us
disagree with that. Fine, I am ready to
fight out that issue on that legislation.
But, to change the pressures, to in-
crease the leverage, he decided instead
to do a hostage-taking action, which is
exactly what occurred here.

Over the past 6 months there has
been a long and growing list of ambas-
sadorial nominees—currently 19—who
had their hearings and were ready to be
reported. Many of them had their hear-
ings in July and have been waiting
since then—it is now December—to be
approved by the Senate. Meanwhile,
the countries to which they would go
have no American ambassadors on the
scene, no heads of mission, no one co-
ordinating the American presence in
that country. Now, most of these am-
bassadors were career members of the
Foreign Service, people who have com-
mitted themselves to serving our Na-
tion in these very important ways. Mr.
President, 15 of the 19 are career offi-
cers. They included nominees for a
number of major posts, including Ma-
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laysia, Cambodia, Thailand, Indonesia,
Pakistan, Oman, Lebanon, and South
Africa. Our former distinguished col-
league, Jim Sasser, was nominated to
go to China. Our relationships with all
these countries have been suffering be-
cause we have no U.S. ambassadors
there.

Why are the ambassadors not there?
Not because questions are being raised
about a particular ambassador and his
or her qualifications, which of course is
a legitimate reason. If someone is hold-
ing up an ambassador on the floor of
the Senate because they do not think
that person is qualified, or because of
some other difficulty directly related
to the nominee, that is a fight that
ought to be fought with respect to that
ambassador. None of that has happened
here. No one was asserting that any of
these ambassadors had any deficiency.
They were all being held as a pressure
tactic on the reorganization bill.

Hundreds of Foreign Service officers
recommended for promotion were also
being held up. These are career people.
They have committed themselves to
the Foreign Service. There is an estab-
lished process by which they move for-
ward within the Foreign Service. The
promotion list comes to the Senate and
we act on it. Yet all of them were being
held up.

Obviously, this is an unfair situation
to the individual nominees, who have
absolutely nothing to do with the reor-
ganization proposal by the Senator
from North Carolina. In addition to
being unfair to the nominees and their
families, it is contrary to the interests
of the United States.

We need to have our ambassadors out
there in the field promoting U.S. inter-
ests such as human rights, conflict res-
olution, antiterrorism,
counternarcotics cooperation, and in-
creasing U.S. exports. We need them
there to respond to incidents before
they become crises, to assist U.S. tour-
ists and business people, to promote
U.S. goodwill, and to spread American
values and ideals. The fact that they
are not there and have not been there
for a number of months causes friction
in our diplomatic relations and erodes
and undercuts the ability of the United
States to influence developments
around the world.

Mr. President, I am further con-
cerned because I think that taking peo-
ple hostage this way is yet another at-
tack on the career Foreign Service,
which 1is extremely unfortunate. In
fact, we received a letter back in Au-
gust from the American Academy of
Diplomacy with respect to the ambas-
sadors that were being held up. Let me
just quote that letter, which was writ-
ten to Chairman HELMS of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Academy has
noted, according to press reports of August 2,
that following a deadlock in the Senate on
the State Department authorization bill, a
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hold would be placed on 17 ambassadorial
nominations and that committee action was
being canceled or postponed on 22 other
nominations subject to Senate confirmation.

The Academy has taken no position on the
authorization bill which is currently in con-
tention. But it does not belleve the country’s
larger interests are served by linking action
on that bill to the ambassadorial nomination
process. Doing so would have the United
States without appropriate representation in
these countries at a time of dramatic, his-
toric global change.

We believe that decisions on America’s dip-
lomatic representation abroad, Including
both the timing of such action and the quali-
flcations of those nominated, should be made
strictly on the basis of our interests in the
country involved.

Frankly, I think this willingness to
make pawns out of ambassadorial
nominees, most of whom, as I indi-
cated, are career people, is a denigra-
tion of the career service.

I am increasingly concerned about
the extent to which that is taking
place and is engaged in by some of my
colleagues.

At an earlier time, the Senator from
Texas asserted that he favored deep
cuts in spending for diplomatic activi-
ties to curb the department’s alleged
penchant for “building marble palaces
and renting long coats and high hats.”

Such an attack on our professionals
is extremely unfair. They in fact are
risking their lives. Some are losing
their lives. Yet, we have Members of
this body who attack them for sup-
posedly wearing long coats and high
hats and living in marble houses.

Ambassador Robert Frasure, who had
so0 much to do with moving the efforts
toward peace forward in the Balkans,
lost his life in Bosnia. As the State De-
partment spokesman put it, when Am-
bassador Frasure was killed ‘‘he was
riding in an armored personnel carrier
and wearing a flak jacket, not striped
pants.”

Ambassador Frasure's widow wrote a
very moving letter to the Washington
Post, in the course of which she said, in
defense of her husband—it should have
never been necessary for her to have to
defend him—but in the course of which
she said:

Our diplomats are some of the finest, brav-
est, most courageous people I have ever met.
In the past 10 years alone, my husband and I
mourned the death of seven of our friends
and Embassy colleagues.

She then listed them, and went on to
comment about the remarks about
long coats and high hats and marble
palaces:

I am outraged also because I remember the
dangers as well as the many hardships our
family endured in Bob’s 20-year career.

That is from a very moving letter by
Katharina Frasure, the widow of am-
bassador Robert Frasure who came to
his untimely and much-grieved death
in Bosnia.

In fact, over the past 25 years more
American ambassadors than generals
have been killed in the line of duty.
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So I think we ought to treat the For-
eign Service with a greater measure of
respect. Holding up ambassadors for
reasons unrelated to their qualifica-
tions or their mission is not the way
we ought to be doing business here.
And I regret that these able men and
women were held hostage in order to
increase the pressure and the leverage
with respect to an unrelated piece of
legislation.

In addition to the ambassadors, he
also held hostage some very important
treaties—the START II treaty and the
Chemical Weapons Convention. We
passed amendments and resolutions
right here on the Senate floor express-
ing our desire to see these treaties rati-
fied and implemented at the earliest
possible date.

As Spurgeon Keeney, the head of the
Arms Control Association, recently
wrote:

Falilure to complete Senate action prompt-
ly could delay for years the entry into force
of these agreements with great disadvantage
to U.S. security.

U.S. security is being disadvantaged
by this holdup. The START II treaty,
from all testimony and from all analy-
sis, clearly serves our national inter-
est. It is a very important measure in
terms of reducing the nuclear arsenal,
and bringing the nuclear danger under
greater control. Yet, that treaty has
been held up over this reorganization
issue.

Let me turn to the substance of this
bill. I understand that the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts,
Senator KERRY, labored under a very
difficult assignment and under very
trying circumstances. He has received
a lot of unfair criticism, much of it
from the other side. He was praised
today, but along the way he was sharp-
ly criticized, which I think was very
unfair to him.

The authorization levels in this legis-
lation, -in my judgment, impose such
deep cuts in administrative expenses
that we run the risk of having, as the
American Foreign Service Association
said, *“hollowed-out agencies’’. They ar-
gued in a letter to the members of the
committee that actually what was hap-
pening was a shift from streamlining
agencies to hollowing-out agencies.
And they then make the point, and I
quote:

It makes little sense to AFSA that at a
time when American leadership and ldeas
are needed and welcomed throughout the
world, we would undercut our ability to op-
erate abroad. Lack of adequate funds and
staff to actively represent its national inter-
ests abroad send the wrong message. The
costs of fighting totalitarlanism during
World War II and the Cold War were ex-
tremely high. Having won those wars, we
cannot now afford to turn our back on the
world or sacrifice our hard-fought victories
by failing to adequately fund diplomacy—our
country’s first, most cost effective, and least
risky line of defense in these dangerous
times.

The amount authorized here for dip-
lomatic and consular programs at the
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State Department is $30 million below
the level in the Commerce-Justice-
State appropriations conference report,
$60 million below the administration’s
request. These are funds needed to as-
sist American travelers abroad, to
process visas, to keep open consulates,
conduct diplomatic affairs.

Funding for salaries and expenses at
USIA is also cut drastically. The same
is true at the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency and at the Agency for
International Development.

In my view, the cuts being proposed
here are excessive and will result in
impeding our ability to carry out U.S.
foreign policy effectively overseas. I
agree with the American Foreign Serv-
ice Association’s assessment that these
cuts will lead to hollowed out agencies
at the very time, with the end of the
cold war, that there is an opportunity
for the skillful and effective use of di-
plomacy. At the very time when Amer-
ican leadership and ideas are needed
and welcomed throughout the world,
we would undercut our ability to oper-
ate abroad.

I think this is an important issue.
People get up on the floor and they
make speeches about America’s leader-
ship in the world. Then they fail to
provide the wherewithal, or the re-
sources with which to exercise that
leadership. Many seem to think that
leadership only exists in the military
sphere, not recognizing the important
accomplishments that can be done in
the political and diplomatic sphere,
and the interaction between the politi-
cal and diplomatic sphere and the mili-
tary sphere.

In addition to these funding levels,
which I think are a very basic failing
with this legislation, there are other
substantive provisions that remain
deeply troubling. One section requires
massive RIF's by USIA and AID in 1996
and 1997; in one instance by more than
50 percent. That, in effect, would finish
the Agency. There has been no study of
consequence to support the effort to
abolish these agencies that is at all
comparable with the studies that were
made in establishing the agencies to
begin with. If one goes back and looks
at the process of analysis that was
made when the decision was made to
establish these agencies, and the ra-
tionale that was given—much of which
I think remains valid, but if you want
to argue that, fine—but there is no
comparable counterpresentation to
support eliminating the agencies.

Actually, there was a commission
that recommended AID be eliminated,
and now the head of that commission is
in favor of keeping it, particularly on
the basis of the very significant re-
forms that have been made at AID
under its present administrator, Brian
Atwood.

This legislation places onerous new
conditions on our participation in the
United Nations. It requires the with-
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holding of 20 percent of our contribu-
tions to the United Nations, 50 percent
of our contributions for assessed peace-
keeping, and 100 percent of our con-
tributions for voluntary peacekeeping,
until an extensive list of certifications
is made. The United States, unfortu-
nately—I regret to say this—is now the
largest deadbeat at the United Nations
in terms of meeting its obligations. Yet
we repeatedly turn to the United Na-
tions in order to accomplish important
objectives, in Cambodia, Angola, El
Salvador, and on and on around the
world. We should not forget that the
United Nations cannot take any sig-
nificant action if the United States
does not concur with it because we can
simply veto it in the Security Council.

There is a also very troubling provi-
sion in section 604 relating to Iraqi
claims. This is a complicated issue. It
has been the source of intensive nego-
tiations, but it has very serious na-
tional implications.

Briefly, the situation is as follows.
When Iraq invaded Kuwait, the United
States froze all Iraq's assets in United
States banks. The number of claims on
those assets from U.S. veterans and
business people far exceeds the amount
of the frozen funds. Yet there is a pro-
vision in this legislation to allow a
small group of claimants to come in
and get 100 percent of their money,
leaving less available for the veterans
and other businesses who have equally
valid claims. There will not be enough
money left to go around for the rest of
these people.

The Bankers Association for Foreign
Trade wrote, calling the amended lan-
guage “‘bad public policy.”” They oppose
it “not only because it would give pref-
erence to a small, select group of unse-
cured creditors as against others simi-
larly situated. More importantly, it
would inevitably increase the cost of
trade finance for U.S. exporters rel-
ative to their foreign competitors.”

I close by again expressing my re-
spects to the Senator from Massachu-
setts for his hard work. I think the
managers' amendment is an improve-
ment to the bill itself. I do not for a
moment contest that. But I still think
that overall, this legislation is heading
in the wrong direction. It may be less
bad, and a lot of very skillful work was
done by the Senator from Massachu-
setts to bring that about. It was an as-
signment, in effect, handed to him, to
which I think he responded with great
skill. But I do not think that this legis-
lation warrants our support.

There is every expectation when it
goes to conference it will only get
worse. The House bill with which it
will be conferenced includes a whole
host of objectionable provisions.

So, in closing, I have a number of let-
ters, some of which I will have printed
in the RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent to have
them printed in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SARBANES. The various private
voluntary organizations that are en-
gaged in overseas development, Bread
for the World, Oxfam, InterAction, and
other similar groups, all indicate their
opposition to this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to oppose it. I
yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
OXFAM AMERICA URGES REJECTION OF S. 908

As a privately funded development agency,
Oxfam America supports self-help projects to
combat hunger and poverty in 31 countries of
Asla, Africa, Latin America and the Carlb-
bean. At the same time we belleve 1t is very
important that the US Agency for Inter-
national Development maintain its ability
to offer significant support for poverty alle-
viation, basic Infrastructure, demining and
health programs which are,beyond the finan-
cial capacity of non-governmental organiza-
tions and which can determine the long-term
success of smaller NGO efforts like those of
our local partner organizations.

For these reasons Oxfam America is seri-
ously concerned that under S, 908, the State
Department authorization bill, USAID will
share a flve-year budget cut of $935 million
with the State Department’s other two inde-
pendent agencles. Although we understand
that this budget formula was devised as an
alternative to a mandated merging of the
three independent agencies, we fear that
such cuts, on top of current year reductions,
will destroy the US commitment to offer a
meaningful level of fundamental develop-
ment assistance to the poorest countries.

Further, we are aware that passage of S.
908 will result in conference with H.R. 1561—
a bill which Incorporates a forelgn ald aun-
thorization for the first time since 1985. We
understand that in addition to a 30 percent
across-the-board cut in development assist-
ance, H.R. 1561 includes many regressive for-
elgn ald authorization measures. With pas-
sage of 8. 908, the Senate would therefore
face compromise with such provisions with-
out ever having debated and passed its own
foreign aid authorization legislation.

From Oxfam America’s perspective, S. 908
poses an unacceptable threat to the United
States' ability to significantly reduce hun-
ger, misery and human underdevelopment as
the 21st century dawns.

Oxfam America urges senators to vote
agalnst the passage of S, 908.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Washington, DC, December 11, 1995.
VOTE NoO TO S. 908, THE FOREIGN RELATIONS
REVITALIZATION ACT

National Wildlife Federation opposes S.
908, The Foreigns Revitalization Act be-
cause:

The US cannot continue to call itself a
world leader if it passes this Blll, Humani-
tarian and environmental assistance are In-
vestments in the future. They have consist-
ently paid off for the US in the past, and
have been vital to maintaining the US as the
leader of the free world. As the US with-
draws from development assistance, its
standing in the international community, its
influence in multilateral organizations, its
voice and vote will be worth less and less.
For altruistic and for self-interested reasons,
we need to stay engaged in the world. For-
elgn ald is a cruclal part of this engagement.

It would cripple the US Agency for Inter-
national Development. The latest com-
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promise offered by Senator Helms would ne-
cessitate such heavy cuts to programs and
operating expenses at the US Agency for
International Development that even if it
continues In existence it will be unable to
carry out its mission. This will signal to the
international community that the US shrugs
off its commitments to poverty alleviation
around the world, to building democracy and
to conserving natural resourcesa. The US will
be diminished by this withdrawal from the
developing world, and our long-term inter-
ests will suffer.

The bill micro-manages US foreign policy.
Although the compromise version would not
mandate a reorganization of USAID, the sav-
ings goal of $1.7 billion in flve years with
only 15% coming from State Department
means that USAID will have to be sacrificed.
This sort of reorganization Is the prerogative
of the Executive branch.

The House companion Bill, HR 1561 {s un-
acceptable for many reasons, including dra-
conian cuts to sustainable development pro-
grams, the inclusion of the Mexico City Pol-
icy, and elimination of funds for the Inter-
American and African Development Founda-
tions. The passage of S. 908 Increases the
likellhood that provisions of HR 1561 would
become law.

Vote '‘No” on S. 908, the Forelgn Relations
Revitalization Act,

BREAD FOR THE WORLD,
Silver Spring, MD, November 21, 1995,
Senator PAUL SARBANES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC,

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: As the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee proceeds in ne-
gotiations over a manager's amendment to S
908, the Foreign Relations Revitalization Act
of 1995, Bread for the World urges you not to
make any deal that would force the merger
of the U.S8. Agency for International Devel-
opment into the State Department or other-
wise severely weaken its capacity to carry
out long-term development.

We are concerned that the committee has
agreed to terms which, even without directly
eliminating USAID, might Indirectly accom-
plish this end by requiring a $1.7 billion cut
to administrative costs over five years. Be-
cause cuts to the State Department would be
limited to 15 percent, or $255 million, the
burden of the budget cuts will fall heavily on
USAID, the agency with the largest operat-
ing and program budget among the three
agencies In question. Such deep cuts could
cripple USAID's ability to manage programs,
maintain an overseas field presence, and ex-
ercise leadership In the donor community.
They would alse yleld greater authority on
ald decisions to the State Department, thus
subordinating long-term efforts to reduce
hunger and poverty to short-term political
pressures. Furthermore, the agreement en-
courages Senator Helms in his strategy to
hold foreign policy matters, however urgent,
hostage to his demands.

We ask you to ralse these concerns with
Senator Kerry and to vote against S 908
when it comes before the full Senate. It is
important to have a strong show of opposi-
tion to the bill, even If it passes, since a
large margin of victory would eliminate the
possibility of a Presidential veto.

Although Bread for the World adamantly
opposes reorganization proposals that com-
promise USAID's independence, we have long
supported reform that would improve the
quality and efficiency of U.S. development
ald in reducing poverty and promoting falr,
democratic development. The agency has

December 14, 1995

made significant progress toward this goal
under current Administrator Brian Atwood.
Yet the task is far from complete. Thus, we
urge the committee to exercise greater over-
sight over USAID's internal reform initia-
tives.

Finally, we encourage the committee to re-
turn to the critical task of redefining the
broad purposes of U.S. foreign aid for the
post-Cold War world, rather than to focus
simply on slashing foreign ald budgets and
elilminating ald agencles. Last year, the
committee, under your able leadership, made
significant headway In rewriting the 1961
Forelgn Assistance Act. Regrettably, the
process was never concluded. But far-reach-
ing global economic and political changes
and recurring crises demand that it not be
further delayed.

Sincerely,
DAVID BECKMANN,
President,

BANKERS' ASSOCIATION FOR
FOREIGN TRADE,
Washington, DC, December 13, 1995.
POSITION PAPER ON SECTION 604 OF S. 908

The Committee's final proposed version of
Section 604 of S. 908 does not mitigate the
threat to U.S. exports implicit in this special
interest legislation.

The current version of Section 604 contin-
ues to change established letter of credit law
and practice by proposing to grant holders of
advised letters of credit the status of secured
creditors, which under present letter of cred-
it law inures only to holders of confirmed
letters of credit.

This outcome is bad public policy not only
because it would give preference to a small,
select group of unsecured creditors as
agalnst others similarly situated. More im-
portantly, it would inevitably increase the
cost of trade finance for U.S. exporters rel-
ative to their foreign competitors.

This unfortunate result flows from the fact
that even in its final form, Section 604 sets
the damaging precedent of giving advised
letters of credit holders the same security
status as holders of confirmed letters of
credit.

If banks are forced by Section 604 to face
unanticipated risks by issuing advised let-
ters of credit, they will have to charge more
for this method of trade finance to guard
against similar loss in the future. The in-
crease in cost will be substantial and would
be an added burden for U.S, exporters that
their overseas competitors will not have to

pay.

This is why the Treasury Department con-
tinues to oppose Section 604 and has stated
so for the record. It is also why OMB has in-
dicated its opposition on behalf of the Ad-
ministration.

Trying to find a compromise version on
Section 604 is like trying to compromise the
difference between certified checks and ord!-
nary checks. The only solution is to delete
the provision from the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I know
the Senator from Wyoming is waiting,
and I will just take a couple of quick
moments, if I may.

Mr. SIMPSON. Please.

Mr. KERRY. First of all, I thank the
Senator from Maryland for his kind
comments about the difficult task with
respect to this. He has been there be-
fore many times on a number of pieces
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of legislation. There is nobody more
skilled than the Senator from Mary-
land at dealing with that.

I think the comments from the Sen-
ator from Maryland and the Senator
from Delaware are extremely impor-
tant. As manager for this side, I in no
way dismiss or diminish the concerns
that they have expressed. Those con-
cerns underscore the difficulties that
not only we faced in getting here, but
they also make very, very clear the
limitations on where we can travel in
the course of the conference. I want to
underscore that to my colleagues.

If this legislation moves in any way
in the direction that the Senator from
Maryland and Delaware have described,
then this Senator is going to be dis-
posed to find great difficulty in not
only passing a conference report but, if
a conference report comes to the Sen-
ate, in seeing this legislation pass the
Senate. That is a very large hurdle in-
deed which it yet faces.

So it is my hope we will work to con-
tinue the process of improving it. I
have that assurance from the Senator
from North Carolina. It is with that
understanding and hope—‘‘hope springs
eternal,” for at least this Senator—it
is my hope we will be able to continue
improving this legislation as we go for-
ward from here, and I look forward to
doing that.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The Senator from Wyoming.

Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina yield time to the Senator from
Wyoming?

Mr. HELMS.
President.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from North Carolina. I
will not transgress greatly on the time
remaining to him.

Let me speak clearly, I hope, on an
issue which is, I think, very critical,
and it comes up in the House version of
this legislation and at this level with
regard to the present legislation.

I call to my colleagues’ attention a
front-page article in the November 4
issue of the Washington Times, a piece
by Michael Hedges describing a pattern
of the most serious abuse in the admis-
sion of refugees under the so-called
Lautenberg amendment.

First, let me say my friend, Senator
FRANK LAUTENBERG, is a very able leg-
islator, a friend, a person I very much
enjoy working with. I have tried to re-
sist this legislation from its inception.
But, nevertheless, the Senate felt we
should go forward. And now it has been
for more than 6 years since the so-
called Lautenberg amendment first
provided a very dramatic exception to
the definition of a refugee in the Refu-
gee Act of 1980.

The Refugee Act of 1980 was spon-
sored by Senator TED KENNEDY of Mas-
sachusetts. I was rather new on the
scene in those years and found it to be

I certainly do, Mr.
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a great learning experience to watch it
crafted, to see what occurred as it was
put on the statute books.

The provision of the law, the Lauten-
berg amendment, created a presump-
tion—now, this may be inside baseball
and I know how that works in this
place, but this is big-time understand-
ing. If we cannot get this understood
by the American people, we will not
get it unraveled.

The provision provided a presump-
tion of refugee status for certain
groups in the Soviet Union—this is the
former Soviet Union—who ‘‘assert’ a
claim of persecution or discrimination
and that would make them a ‘‘refu-
gee.”” That has been now extended
three times since 1989 and is due to
sunset at the end of this fiscal year,
September 30, 1996.

In the House-passed State Depart-
ment reauthorization, there is yet a
further 2-year extension of the so-
called Lautenberg amendment. When I
speak of the amendment, I do not
speak of its sponsor, I speak of its in-
tent and what has happened with it.

What we have now is the fact there is
no longer any Soviet Union. They are
our finest friends, the former Soviet
Union. So we are going to continue
now, according to the House version,
this rather embarrassing mockery of
our refugee laws until the end of fiscal
year 1998.

The Soviet immigration program has
become terribly distorted. There is
even evidence that Russian mafia
members and other criminals are now
beginning to use this system, and why
would they not? It is in disarray. But,
most importantly, Mr. President, how
in the world can we explain our postur-
ing around the world about our rare
and wonderful friendship and alliance
with the present Russian Government
and the present independent states and
the Commonwealth and the present af-
fection between President Yeltsin and
President Clinton—and we do that ev-
eryday—while pretending in some cruel
way that somehow people coming out
of there are still refugees? That cannot
fit. It simply makes absolutely no
sense. But, of course, it would not be
the first time in this remarkable city.

I would not suggest in any possible
way that we are forgetting the lessons
of the past or the persecution of Jews
in the former Soviet Union and
throughout the world or the lessons of
the Holocaust, but please know—and if
we cannot understand this, we are all
in trouble—please know that each and
every one of those people will be proc-
essed on a case-by-case basis in an or-
derly way, all in accordance with the
1980 Refugee Act, the creation of Sen-
ator KENNEDY and other innovative leg-
islators, and a piece of very humane
and responsible legislation.

What does it do? It provides that if
one is a refugee—that is a person flee-
ing persecution or having a well-found-
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ed fear of persecution based on race, re-
ligion, national origin, membership in
a political organization or social
group—a very clear description; it is
the U.S. description; it is the U.N. de-
scription. Such a person would then be
designated as a refugee and that would
be done on a case-by-case basis.

All of those in the former Soviet
Union, whether they be Jews or
Pentecostals, Christians, Evangelicals,
or persons persecuted for their political
views, will have the same opportunity
as all other true refugees around this
world to enter the United States as a
refugee. But the Lautenberg amend-
ment and that program must end.

With absurdities like this being ex-
tended year after year, it is no wonder
that people scoff at our immigration
and refugee laws. Let us end it now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article I referred to be
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 4, 1995]
VAST SOVIET REFUGEE FRAUD DETAILED—INS

MEMOS CATALOG MISUSE OF LAUTENBERG

AMENDMENT

(By Michael Hedges)

A U.S. policy of granting refugee status to
Jews, Pentecostals and other religious mi-
norities in the Soviet Union and its succes-
sor states has been widely abused, according
to confidential government documents.

Internal Immigration and Naturalization
Service memos Indicate that by 1993 only
about 0.5 percent of those entering the Unit-
ed States as refugees under the Lautenberg
Amendment met the classic persecution re-
quirements.

As early as 1991, INS officials in Moscow
detailed serious problems with the amend-
ment, which gave religious minorities refu-
gee status, putting them ahead of the mil-
lions seeking to immigrate to the United
States.

A “cottage Industry” developed to defraud
the United States under the relaxed refugee
standard, according to memos obtained by
Scripps Howard News Service. One says that
by 1993 “astronomical fraud' was occurring.

About 300,000 refugees have entered the
United States under the amendment since
1989.

Law enforcement experts say they fear the
lenient standards have contributed to a bur-
geoning criminality in the United States on
the part of the immigrants.

A high-ranking INS official wrote in March
1992, “There is a tremendous sense of injus-
tice adjudicating clalms under the Lauten-
berg amendment.""

Some standard Iimmigration applicants
have been walting more than 15 years, ac-
cording to Richard Day, chief Republican
counsel for the Senate Judiclary Commit-
tee’'s subcommittee on immigration and ref-
ugee affairs. For example, there are Filipinos
with family in the United States who were
granted immigrant visas in 1977 who are still
walting to enter the country.

To be declared a refugee i3 to jump to the
head of the line and have taxpayers pay your
alr fare and resettlement costs—an average
of $7,000 per refugee.

The standard procedure for being declared
a refugee requires a well-documented fear of
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persecution—torture, death or jail. Rel-
atively few who met those requirements
made it into the United States after 1980 be-
cause a celling limited the number each year
to around 100,000.

In 1989, as the Soviet Union began to crum-
ble, Sen. Frank Lautenberg, New Jersey
Democrat, proposed a change to protect
Jews, Pentecostals and other religious mi-
norities by denoting them refugees from reli-
glous persecution.

One high-ranking federal official involved
says it was a good policy in the beginning be-
cause there were deserving refugees. That
former administrator grew disillusioned.

“Clearly, by 1991, fraud and abuse was rife,
and our policy had become a rubber stamp,"”
he said.

Critics of the law say one clear sign that
many recelving such status are not genuine
refugees fleeing Imminent persecution is
that 27,000 given visas as ‘‘persecuted refu-
gees" haven't bothered to leave for the Unit-
ed States.

INS memos say the policy has blocked the
escape of many who are truly persecuted.

“The irony is that there are plenty of cases
from the former Soviet Union which could
qualify [as persecuted refugees],’’ noted a top
INS official in Moscow in December 1993.

‘‘However, these cases stand little chance

. . a8 they do not fit into one of the Lau-
tenberg categories.”

The INS declined to discuss the memos.
Requests for additional information were re-
ferred to the agency's Freedom of Informa-
tlon Act office. An FOIA request filed in Au-
gust is pending.

At one polnt in 1992, INS officials in Mos-
cow tried to toughen the standards.

““The reality . . . was there were some cat-
egory applicants who were not able to assert
a fear of persecution or a credible basis for
such fear,” an INS official from Moscow ca-
bled Washington on March 31, 1992,

But, the memo noted, ‘‘certain Iinterest
groups were not able to tolerate even a small
percentage of denials and eventually INS
succumbed to thelr demands.”

The standards were further relaxed, offi-
clals sald.

Arnold Liebowitz, lobbyist for the Hebrew
Immigration Ald Soclety, sald he belleved
the INS and Jewish lobby groups just had an
“honest disagreement” about the degree of
threat facing Jews in the Soviet Union.

“I think there has always been in the INS
a feeling that the Jews in the Soviet Union
really didn't have much of a problem."” he
said.

Mr. Liebowitz denied his group or others
pushed to have the standards relaxed to
guarantee that no Jews would be denied refu-
gee status, He sald his group believes there is
still a need for the Lautenberg Amendment.

Roy Godson, a counterterrorism expert,
sald, “‘There were criminals entering the
country and no one was doing anything
about it. Some of the gangsters were Jewish,
and they took advantage of [the amend-
ment]."”

Efforts to defraud the INS were wide-
spread, officials said in internal memos.

“‘Category fraud is relatively easy to per-
petrate,” wrote Leonard Kovensky, INS di-
rector in Moscow, in a memo sent through
Rome to Washington.

He sald people showed up at INS offices
with passports clearly indicating their fam-
ily ties were all ethnic Russian, but by
claiming “one maternal grandmother was
Jewish," they had to be offered visas.

““The leader of a Pentecostal group has in-
formed INS that many of those scheduled as
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Pentecostals are not Pentecostals at all,”
Mr. Kovensky sald. “"Many reliable sources
have told us of a cottage industry which has
sprung up which gives applicants classes on
how to successfully pass their INS inter-
view."”

A 1991 INS study showed “‘a continued de-
cline, indeed drastic decline, in the quality
of refugee claims,” according to an agency
memo sent to Washington. Another study, in
1993, found that of 624 applying as refugees,
“‘only three cases would have qualified under
worldwide standards, an approval rate of one
half of one percent.”

Under the Lautenberg standards, ‘‘ninety-
one percent were approved, 4 percent were
placed on hold and only 5 percent were de-
nied.”

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this
confirms the very serious concerns I
have always had about the program.
According to the article, INS memo-
randums and other communications de-
scribe the fraud and abuse in the pro-
gram which, after only 2 years, became
a rubber stamp for admission to the
United States as a refugee of almost
any person in the former Soviet Union
who ‘“‘claimed’ or asserted to be a Jew
or Pentecostal or persecuted Evan-
gelical, Christian or other category.

The startling part of it is, the article
notes, by 1993 only about one-half of 1
percent of those entering the United
States as refugees under the Lauten-
berg amendment actually have a well-
founded fear of persecution on account
of their religion.

The problem is if the INS had the au-
dacity, or perhaps the gumption, to
deny even a small percentage of the ap-
plicants, the ‘‘groups,”” the interest
groups would continue to demand an
ever more lenient consideration of
these so-called refugee claims. The re-
sult of these demands is that we see a
lower standard being applied to appli-
cants for this very special program.

Mr. President, many of the persons
being admitted under this amendment
are excellent immigrants. They bring
diversity to our immigrant flow, many
are well educated, and will be produc-
tive members of our society. We all
like to hear that. I do, too.

However, many others will require
public assistance, some for the rest of
their lives. We now know of situations
where people will bring aged parents
here and immediately place them on
the public support system.

Still others, according to Hedges' ar-
ticle, are frauds, complete frauds who
should not be here at all, or criminals.
But the important point I want to
make for my colleagues is that all of
these persons enter as refugees. This
means, and there is a tremendous dif-
ference between a refugee and an immi-
grant, this means they can receive not
only Federal assistance with the costs
of their airline tickets to come here,
they will also receive special refugee
cash and medical assistance after they
arrive.

Further, there are private agencies
that receive them at the airport and
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are paid 3670 per person for each of
these 40,000 to 50,000 so-called refugees
who arrive every year under this pro-
gram. Those are called R&P grants. I
do not think the people of America
even understand that there is $670 per
person from the taxpayers to receive
and place these people. R&P: reception
and placement. They do not understand
at all.

Occasionaly it was not even all ex-
pended—take in the refugees, place
them, spend $150, $200 or $300, put the
rest of the money in the account of
their group. Congressman MAZZOLI and
I broke up that playhouse some years
ago, and I would like to think that
does not occur anymore. But they
would stockpile refugee funds because
they did not need all that money.

People do not understand that part of
it. This is, as I say, inside baseball. But
I would trust my colleagues, particu-
larly those who are conferees on the
State Department reauthorization and
reorganization bill, will insist on the
Senate position and strike any provi-
sions which would further extend this
now thoroughly discredited program.
Its original intent may have been met.
It surely does not serve us well now.

And if you still do not believe it,
then here is a figure for you. There are
40,000 people in the former Soviet
Union who have been designated as ref-
ugees, presumed to be so under the
Lautenberg amendment, who have not
come yet. They are still there. They
are ‘“‘arranging things.” They have
been there for 6 months or a year or
longer because they are still searching
for the best deal for themselves to
stay, or to come as a refugee. How do
you come in a way where the Federal
Government of the United States pays
you the most money to get you here.

But, ladies and gentlemen, you can-
not be a refugee and then hang around
in your country. A refugee is a refugee
is a refugee. It means a person fleeing
persecution, and it means immediate
fear. It does not mean you wait around
to decide whether to go to southern
California at your pleasure. That is not
a refugee. And if Americans cannot un-
derstand that, we will have more such
Proposition 187's and all that goes with
it.

Mr. President, I would certainly call
upon the Attorney General to take a
very hard, close look at this program.
I would like to have a report from
them, from the Attorney General, from
the Justice Department, from the INS
and from the State Department. And I
know what it will likely be. Hopefully,
we will be able to get some breath of
reality into the situation. To ensure
that, there is a very simple thing, and
the simple thing is a screening pro-
gram, a case-by-case screening, just ex-
actly what was called for in the 1980
Refugee Act, and put it in Moscow or
elsewhere to ensure that persons with
criminal records are not entering our
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country as refugees under this discred-
ited program because if this article is
at all accurate, it is well apparent that
this program requires the most careful
scrutiny.

I will be speaking on it from time to
time. It will rise apparently like a
Phoenix, as it does, and then you are
not supposed to come and say anything
against it because then you are against
refugees, and you are really quite a
foul fellow, and that is not who I am.
But we are going to deal with that. We
are going to deal with it realistically
because you either are a refugee or you
are an immigrant. And if you are a ref-
ugee, it will be a case-by-case deter-
mination under the Refugee Act of
1980. And if you are really a refugee,
can you really be one from the present
Commonwealth of the Newly Independ-
ent States, the former Soviet Union,
because these are our finest allies, our
friends.

It is like someone said to me the
other day: What are we going to do
with refugees from Mexico? I said if
that is where the debate has gone, then
everybody has rocks in their head or
wax in their ears. There are no refugees
from Mexico. How can one be a refugee
from Mexico, a democracy, our re-
markable neighbor to our south.

So those are the twisted terms we get
to play with in this particular arena,
and I hope that we can at least for the
American public's edification and clar-
ity try to describe what those terms
are and what a refugee really is. And it
certainly cannot be presumed that
there are 40,000 of them coming per
year from the former Soviet Union.
That makes no sense whatsoever.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to yield myself 6 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the legislation before us. I
have listened with some interest to the
latest discussion here, particularly to
the Senator from Maryland decrying
the decision of the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee to with-
hold action on several items prior to
this, that have been before this com-
mittee.

I am fairly new at this thing, my
first year on this committee. I have,
however, paid some attention to it,
with years in the House watching. And
I guess I am a little surprised at the
conversation. I recall others talking
about this idea of holding hostages. It
seems to me that the other side of the
aisle, apparently at the insistence of
the President, has made a conscious ef-
fort to avoid moving forward with this
State Department authorization bill
that they promised to filibuster to
death.
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Time and time again we have read in-
ternal memos from the administration
declaring their intent to stall the bill
at any cost. I think my colleagues will
recall the phrases they have used—ob-
fuscate, derail, delay. I certainly would
have liked to have seen some of the
Ambassadors in their posts. We have
them before my subcommittee. I was
anxious that they go forward, partly
because 1 thought they were very ex-
cellent candidates, partly because I
think we ought to have someone there.

Of the 18 nominations, the majority
were designated to serve in countries
within the jurisdiction of my sub-
committee, Eastern Asia and Pacific
Affairs. Indonesia, the People's Repub-
lic of China, and APEC were without
representation. But as important as
these posts are, Mr. President, passing
a State Department authorization was
and is more important. Yet, the Senate
was denied the opportunity to vote one
way or another on the issue because it
was held hostage by the Democrats.

I guess I was a little surprised at this
last discussion that has been going on.
Hostage takers, Mr. President? What
about the senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts who took over 2 hours to
speak about the minimum wage debate
during the course of considering this
bill in an effort to stall it. What about
the White House that refused to meet
with the chairman to discuss a com-
promise position? What about the offi-
cials at AID who, rather than ration-
ally discussing the bill and offering
their alternatives, instead waged guer-
rilla warfare against any compromise?

These are the hostage takers, Mr.
President, not the senior Senator from
North Carolina. The American people,
who deserve a bureaucracy that is cost
conscious and responsive to the times
and streamlined, were held hostage.

I remind my Democrat friends that it
is probably not useful to cast blame on
who is holding whom hostage. As I
mentioned, I am fairly new to this
thing, but I have to observe that it ap-
pears many who are not new are very,
very resistant to change, to even con-
sidering change in the way we have
been doing things.

When you take a look at the results
of some of the things we have done in
terms of reorganization of the State
Department, in terms of the operation
of some of these units, we obviously
need to make some changes. If you do
not make some changes, there is no
reason to expect different results.

So, Mr. President, I am very much in
favor of this bill. I am very much in
favor of the efforts that are being made
here to assign some responsibility, to
assign more accountability, to make
this State Department just like the
rest of the departments —more respon-
sive, more efficient, more effective.

For the first time in almost every-
thing we do here in the Federal Gov-
ernment, we are having an opportunity
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to analyze what they are doing and
make some evaluations in terms of how
these things are working in terms of
some oversight. That is part of the job
of this Congress.

But too often we get built in to what
happened because it is what happened
10 or 15 years ago; it has always been
that way, so we cannot change it. You
know we cannot change it; just put
some more money in, that probably
will do it. That has been the notion.

That is what is unique and exciting
and different about this Congress. We
are having an opportunity to do some
evaluating, to set some priorities, to
make some changes, to cause things to
be changed, to expect different results
from what is happening.

So, Mr. President, I strongly support
this bill. I hope Members of this Senate
will vote affirmatively and we can
move out of this hostage-taking mode
that we have been in. You can assign
the hostages to whomever you choose.
1 assign mine to the other side of the
aisle in holding this bill hostage.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

Mr. HELMS. I yield such time as the
Senator may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from North Carolina, and I
congratulate him on obtaining floor
time for this bill and finally getting it
to a point where it is going to pass. It
really is an excellent initiative that
deserves the support of the Senate and
the House, and hopefully will end up
being signed by the President. It has
been a long time coming, as has been
mentioned by a number of speakers,
and it is long overdue.

We are, after all, almost 4 years into
the post-cold-war period, and yet we
still function with a State Department,
an AID and ACDA organization, not to
say anything of USAI and Voice of
America, that are clearly creatures
created and designed for responding to
a worldwide ideological confrontation
with the Soviet Union. As has been
mentioned many times in this debate,
that is no longer the case; and yet the
momentum of those departments go
forward as if it were the case, in many
instances.

I come to this debate because I have
the great good fortune to be, through
no cause of my own, but luck basically,
chairman of the Commerce-State-Jus-
tice Appropriations Committee, which
basically must fund the ideas which
come from the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, which is so ably chaired by the
Senator from North Carolina and so
ably by such an able ranking member
as the Senator from Rhode Island.

Therefore, as the person responsible
for the appropriations activities rel-
ative to the State Department, I take
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seriously the proposals of the Foreign
Relations Committee because they are
obviously going to guide the actions of
the appropriating committee. It is our
intention and has been our intention as
the Appropriations Committee to es-
sentially support and work with the
Foreign Relations Committee as they
pursue and reform and reorganize the
State Department.

I strongly support the basic concept
which was created by, initiated by, and
now has been instituted by the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee in his proposal as presented in this
bill, which is essentially that the State
Department, ACDA, and AID must
rethink their roles, so that, hopefully,
we will see a bringing together of these
various agencies in a manner which
will lead to a more efficient, focused,
and effective delivery of their mission.

I happen to strongly be of the view,
as I know the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee is—really I am of
this view in large measure because of
the education which I received while
being on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, at the feet of the chairman and
the ranking member—I am of the view
that we need to give the Secretary of
State more control over these various
agencies so that we have a more co-
ordinated policy.

It is not a unique view, actually, held
by Republicans only. It happens to be a
view that at least initially was held by,
I believe, the Secretary of State, and, I
suspect, in the quiet of his office when
he is not being confronted by the re-
quirement of public policy positions
pressed upon him by other members of
the administration, he still agrees with
that view and agrees with it strongly.

It was a view which, initially at
least, was supported by the Vice Presi-
dent in his proposals for reinventing
government; that is, that we should
give the Secretary of State, the person
who logically is the prime spokesman
and policymaker on behalf of the Presi-
dent of the United States, the author-
ity to manage the foreign policy of the
country. That means the authority to
manage two major agencies which now
function as independent satellites of
the Department and, in some cases, ex-
traordinary satellites.

But this bill does not go so far as to
direct how it is done precisely. Rather,
I believe this bill takes the very logical
approach of allowing the Department
to report back and design a program
which accomplishes the goals which I
think are well set out, which is that
more focus be given through the Sec-
retary of State in controlling and man-
aging the various functions of our
international policy. Also, it proposes
that in this exercise of reorganization
we save some money, not a request
which is illogical.

There is no question but that there is
a great deal of overlap, there is a great
deal of duplication, there is a great
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deal of atrophied agencies within these
various departments which were pro-
duced and created for the purposes of
addressing issues of the cold war and
which are no longer serving a viable
function and which, in many instances,
could easily be reduced or at least con-
solidated in a manner which would de-
liver more efficiency and refocus them
more effectively and which would save
dollars.

The proposal which has come forward
is to save, I think, $1.7 billion over, I
believe, 7 years, if I am correct. And if
I am not, I will be happy to stand cor-
rected. I guess it is 5 years. I would
note that this is not a reach. In fact, in
the appropriations bill which was just
recently passed by this Senate, we
saved $500 million just in the year 1996;
$66 million through rescissions, $435
million by reducing spending activities
within these various departments.

So we are clearly on the path to this
level of savings. In fact, when it was re-
ported at the initial proposal, which
the Vice President’s group, I believe,
was dealing with and which had been
put forward by various members of the
administration, it would save, I think,
approximately $5 billion during this
same timeframe. I was supportive of
that number and happened to believe
that number is an attainable number,
$5 billion rather than the $1.7 billion
which is in this authorization bill.

I hope as we move down the road to-
ward this reorganization, that should
this $1.7 billion become the number
that is focused on or settled on, that
the Department might even, in a ges-
ture of good will, try to exceed that
number and go closer to the $5 billion
which was originally thought of.

I can tell you right now, at least at
the appropriating level, we are going to
be looking for numbers at a little high-
er level because we think it is certainly
doable. But I strongly congratulate the
chairman of the committee for having
gotten us on the road to what I think
is a long overdue, but very effective as
presently proposed, attempt to reorga-
nize departments which were designed
to address one issue, the cold war, and
which now are not functioning effec-
tively addressing a new issue, which is
the world as we know it today.

Today when we think of the threats
that confront this Nation and the is-
sues of international policy, we should
be thinking about things like popu-
lation excesses and thinking about
things like environmental concerns.
We should be thinking about things
like availability of food. We have to
worry about ethnic conflicts, and we
have to worry about religious con-
flicts—totally different issues of phi-
losophy, totally different issues of real
threat to our country or real threat to
stability around the world than what
we confronted under the regime of the
cold war. Thus, we need to reinvent the
agencies which address that, and in
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this bill the chairman and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations has taken a
major stride toward doing just that.

So I congratulate the committee. I
look forward to continuing to follow
the guidance of the committee as we
move forward in the appropriations
process.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I am
grateful to the chairman of the Sub-
committee on State-Commerce-Justice
appropriations, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, for his kind
remarks. And I am very grateful to the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. President, I had to take a tele-
phone call on a very important matter
involving North Carolina. But while I
was talking, I heard Senator SARBANES.
I like Senator SARBANES. I do not like
everything he says. Sometimes he re-
minds me of a pregnant cobra, but I
know he feels deeply what he has said,
and I know he thinks it is correct. But
the trouble is that it is not correct. 1
think Senator SARBANES, if he will for-
give me, forgets that at the close of the
Bush administration, the Democrats
held up 12 ambassadors that President
Bush had sent to the Senate. They were
not given hearings. They were given no
consideration for 6 months—6 months.
They, frankly, said, “We do not want
any ambassadors appointed by a Re-
publican President.”

So it is not exactly a novelty to hold
up an ambassadorial nomination, or a
group of them. But I know that Sen-
ator SARBANES did the best he could
with his argument. But this business of
fairness is in the eye of the beholder.
You do the best you can in the Senate
when you have a strong and effective
opposition, such as Senator SARBANES.
And, of course, it was Senator SAR-
BANES who was micromanaging, to a
certain extent, I believe, the negotia-
tions between Senator KERRY and me.
That is all right. I have no objection to
that. Senator SARBANES has been
around this Senate for a while, and he
is entitled to be recognized for his se-
niority.

Now, President Clinton, let me re-
mind anybody who heard Senator SAR-
BANES' criticism that, just last week,
after Senator KERRY and I reached our
final agreement—and we reached a
“final’ agreement a number of times
during these negotiations, but last
week, when it was the final-final agree-
ment, there came the White House say-
ing, “We have one little thing more we
want to do.” It was the White House,
do you not see, Mr. President, that
held the ambassadors hostage because
they delayed any action on negotia-
tions because they wanted to include a
guarantee that a nominee to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency be con-
firmed by the Senate in order for this



December 14, 1995

agreement between Senator KERRY and
me to occur. Well, I said, ‘I have noth-
ing to do with that nomination, and I
will defer to the majority leader.” I
think they worked it out with Mr.
DASCHLE and others.

Now, let me say again that I was
ready at any time—and I said so re-
peatedly—to have a vote. I did not ask
to be assured of this or that; just let
the Senate vote. Senator SARBANES was
unyielding on that. He did not do so
publicly, but he was unyielding that I
was not going to get a vote because, as
he has said, he does not like this bill.
He thinks we are not spending enough
money on the foreign policy apparatus
as it is. He is in contradiction of the
opinion of the American people, who
pay the taxes. Senator SARBANES and I
only pay a small part. But the people
who pay the bulk of it do not agree
with him, and maybe they do not agree
with me. I do not have any pull one
way or another.

I suppose it ought to be said, in all
fairness, that there are good ambas-
sadors and there are some who are not
s0 good. Various Senators have had
various experiences with how embas-
sies are not run by the ambassadors
but are run by the ambassador’s assist-
ant. I have about reached the point
that I wonder if having an Ambassador
in Paris is essential, because is it not
an anachronism in a day when we have
such instant communication. When we
sent Benjamin Franklin and Thomas
Jefferson over to Paris, they had to go
over on a ship, and they had to under-
stand the administration’s policy on
this, that, and the other. But I do not
think that the relations with China
went to pot because Jim Sasser was
held up. Somebody said that Jim Sas-
ser is a nice guy and he was a good
Senator. I like him and all that. But
U.S. relations with Beijing did not go
to pot because Jim Sasser was not over
there. As a matter of fact, somebody
commented that China was making a
number of concessions while we had no
Ambassador.

So it is OK to take a hit at HELMS. I
am used to it, but those taking the hit
better look at the history of what both
parties have done when they have been
in the majority.

Now, I confess that I may be the first
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee who does not really care
what the editors of the New York
Times feels about foreign policy. I do
not run to the Washington Post to say,
‘‘Please, is this all right?” I try to use
my own instincts and try to base my
judgments on what I think the Amer-
ican people want in terms of decisions.

If Senator SARBANES does not like
that, that is fine. The Council on For-
eign Relations is not going to run the
Foreign Relations Committee as long
as I am chairman of it. I say that with
all due respect to the organization.

As far as letters inserted in the
RECORD, I could put 50 pages of letters
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into the RECORD right now, Mr. Presi-
dent, from people all over the country,
who have written to me and said,
““Jesse, hang in there."” So we can all
play that game and insert letters from
lots of organizations. I can insert let-
ters from businessmen, who say, ‘“You
are doing the right thing.” So it is a
matter of opinion. Some of it may be
partisan, some of it may not be.

I do not know that it is entirely use-
ful to excoriate another Senator with
whom you disagree. I say again, I like
PAUL SARBANES, and I thought our re-
lationship was better than it appar-
ently is. Foreign Service officers and
ambassadors are expressing strong, un-
equivocal support for this bill.

So I do not want to hear all this
‘“‘moaning and puking,’” as Shakespeare
put it, about how we are tromping on
the Foreign Service. I have not done it,
and I am not going to do it. They have
been some of the loudest advocates of
the reorganization of the State Depart-
ment. Five former Secretaries of State
have said this is a great piece of legis-
lation. They helped us with various
points on it. Warren Christopher went
down and tried to sell it to AL GORE,
who was busily announcing in press re-
lease after press release that he was
going to “reinvent’” Government.

So it is time we stopped talking and
start doing something. I am not going
to go any further. I think enough has
been said on that.

END STRENGTHS

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, section
141 of the bill deals with end strengths
for the Foreign Service and the Senior
Foreign Service in the State Depart-
ment, USIA, and AID. We had similar
language in the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1994-95.
However, the end strengths in section
141 of this bill are based on the original
consolidation language which would
have abolished AID, USIA, and ACDA,
rather than the new language we have
agreed upon. We addressed this prob-
lem in part in the managers amend-
ment by deleting subsections (¢) and
(d) of section 141. However, to be con-
sistent with the new consolidation ap-
proach, we need to revise the end
strengths in subsections (a) and (b).

Mr. President, I would ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee if he is willing to
work with me to correct this problem
in conference?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to do that. So the numbers re-
flect the intent of the conference re-

port.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that a colloguy was entered
into earlier, which I believe misstates
the legal status of a provision in this
bill. May I inquire of the Democratic
manager, who determines the validity
of a claim submitted under section
604(a) relating to Iraq claims?

37061

Mr. KERRY. It is my understanding
that the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission determines the validity of
all claims submitted to it regardless of
past litigation.

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I will be
happy to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, under sec-
tion 604(b), I understand that the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission is
authorized to receive and determine
the validity of claims of United States
persons against the Government of Iraq
and its instrumentalities. May I as-
sume that claims which have been re-
duced to judgment in Federal district
court are valid?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, yes. A
judgment obtained in Federal district
court will be considered a valid claim.
Clearly there could be no more valid
claim than a judgment received
through the adjudication process.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, may I fur-
ther assume that such judgments and
their amounts, having been certified as
valid, will receive expedited processing
for payment?

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, yes. It is
our expectation that the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission will es-
tablish an expedited procedure to pay
such claims, given that their validity
is not in question.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from North Carolina and ap-
preciate his management of this bill.

EXPROPRIATION IN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wish to discuss with the distinguished
manager, the senior Senator from
North Carolina, section 168 of S. 908.
First, I want to commend the Senator
for his leadership on behalf of all U.S.
citizens who have suffered expropria-
tions throughout the world. The Sen-
ator has been a great champion for
these Americans whose rights have
been trampled by foreign governments.

Mr. MS. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Texas
for her kind words, and I am happy to
discuss section 168 of S. 908 with her.
Section 168 would exclude from the
United States aliens who have expro-
priated U.S. property or who traffick in
such property. As the Senator knows,
this provision has been deleted from
the pending bill at Senator DoDD'S re-
quest because it is included in the
House-passed version of H.R. 927, and
he would prefer that it be addressed in
that bill. Senate conferees will be
named for H.R. 927 immediately upon
Senate passage of S. 908.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
have been trying to help resolve an
egregious expropriation executed by
the Dominican Republic's military
against Western Energy, Inc. Western
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Energy is headquartered in my State
and operated an important liquid pe-
troleum gas facility in the Dominican
Republic until the military took over
in April 1994.

Our Ambassador to the Dominican
Republic should be commended for her
efforts to resolve the expropriation suf-
fered by Western Energy. The names of
the persons involved are well known
because the case is prominent and, I
am told, has caused great outrage and
shame over the Government’'s action.
Would my distinguished colleague join
me in encouraging the U.S. Ambas-
‘sador to inform the affected persons
that promptly upon enactment of sec-
tion 168 in H.R. 927 they will be ex-
cluded from the United States until the
Western Energy case is satisfactorily
resolved? }

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, section
168 reflects the frustration with the
lack of progress in resolving property
claims, especially in the Western
Hemisphere. The Dominican Republic
is among the worst offenders, and the
distinguished Senator from Texas can
count on my support.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I intend
to vote against the State Department
authorization bill and I want to briefly
explain why. But before I do, I want to
commend the Senator from Massachu-
setts, Senator KERRY, for the herculean
efforts he made to resolve an impasse
that has prevented confirmation of
over a dozen American ambassadors as
well as Senate ratification of the Start
II treaty.

Senator KERRY believes, as I do, that
the foreign policy apparatus of this
country needs reform. There is duplica-
tion, lack of coordination, and money
has been wasted. I know the com-
promise we are voting on today reflects
his best effort to address these prob-
lems, without doing grievous damage
to the agencies that administer foreign
policy.

But while I commend Senator KERRY
for the thankless job of bringing to clo-
sure the tedious and often acrimonious
negotiations over this legislation, I
will vote against this bill because I do
not believe that blackmail should be
rewarded in the U.S. Senate. I will also
vote no because although this man-
agers’' amendment is a significant im-
provement over the bill as reported by
the Foreign Relations Committee, I be-
lieve it will weaken U.S. diplomacy,
not strengthen it.

Senator SARBANES has spoken elo-
quently on this and I want to associate
myself with his remarks. What we have
seen is the immobilization of the For-
eign Relations Committee for the bet-
ter part of this year. The fact that
there has not been a foreign aid au-
thorization bill since the mid-1980’s has
not made any difference. But the com-
mittee does have certain important re-
sponsibilities, including ambassadorial
nominations and reporting treaties for
ratification.
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I could list any number of Foreign
Service officers who serve this country
every day with incredible professional-
ism and bravery. Yet because the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee could not force the Senate
to support his effort to eviscerate por-
tions of the foreign policy apparatus of
the U.S. Government, he refused to
permit the committee to carry out
functions that are crucial to this coun-
try. It has caused countless problems
for both American foreign policy, and
American citizens who have needed as-
sistance overseas.

There are other problems with this
bill which do not merit our support. It
contains authorization levels that will
cause grave problems for U.S. leader-
ship and U.S. representation overseas.
It requires deep cuts in the operating
expenses of the foreign policy agencies,
including U.S. AID, in our contribu-
tions to the United Nations, and in our
foreign exchange programs.

In conference, it is a virtual cer-
tainty that the bill will get worse, not
better. Senator SARBANES has already
pointed out that the same people who
favor slashing resources for diplomacy
voted to add $7 billion to the defense
budget, over and above the quarter of a
trillion dollars requested. This entire
bill authorizes less than that increase
to the defense bill.

Senator KERRY'S efforts resulted in
significant improvements in the bill
that was originally reported by the
committee. I also want to say that I do
not question the motives of the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. I agree with his goal to cut the
cost of these agencies, and to reduce
unnecessary bureaucracy. They need
streamlining. But I cannot agree with
these methods.

I vote to reject them, not reward
them.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as chair
of the International Operations Sub-
committee, which has jurisdiction over
the issues contained in the legislation,
I rise in support of this bill.

It is regrettable that this bill is com-
ing up today with a managers’ amend-
ment drafted by Senate Democrats
that will have the effect of undoing the
Foreign Relations Committee’s main
work on this legislation. Lacking a
sufficent level of support to actually
make these changes by a majority
vote, the Senate minority has insisted
in changes in this bill that could not
pass under normal legislative proce-
dures.

Although a freshman Senator, I have
more than a decade of experience with
these issues. I have worked on the
State Department authorization bill
since 1985, when I became ranking
member of the House International Op-
erations Subcommittee. Continuing
this role in the Senate, this is the sixth
State Department authorization proc-
ess in which I have served as a Repub-
lican manager of the legislation.
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I would like to thank the chairman
of the full committee, Senator HELMS,
for his perseverance with this legisla-
tion. That we have this bill back before
the Senate today is in large part due to
his stalwart support of the legislative

process.

I would like to also thank the rank-
ing member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, Senator PELL, for his gra-
ciousness, comity, and belief in the leg-
islative process. I would note that Sen-
ator PELL—the former chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee—was the
only member of the other party to sup-
port cloture when this bill was last be-
fore the Senate on August 1. This kind
of steadfast support for the role of the
authorizing committees will be sorely
missed in the Senate after his retire-
ment next year.

I would also like to thank the major-
ity leader for his strong support for
this bill, and the other Republican
members of the Foreign Relations
Committee for their votes and their
support when it was most critically
needed.

Finally, I would like to acknowledge
the work of the staff, particularly the
committee’'s staff director, Adm. Bud
Nance. He has brought dedication and
integrity to every aspect of his efforts,
and he has greatly assisted the work of
the committee.

The bill before us today authorizes
the budget and operations of the for-
eign affairs agencies, establishes poli-
cies for our participation in inter-
national organizations, and strength-
ens U.S. standards for our participa-
tion in U.N. peacekeeping operations.

As reported out of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, this bill would have
implemented an innovative restructur-
ing plan first proposed at the beginning
of this year by Secretary of State War-
ren Christopher. I note with regret
that this is no longer the case. The
original version of this bill would have
terminated three independent foreign
affairs agencies, and achieved $3 billion
in savings over four years by consoli-
dating the functions carried out by
those agencies into the Department of
State. The three independent foreign
affairs agencies are: the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency, which deals with the pub-
lic relations aspects of our foreign pol-
icy; the Agency for International De-
velopment, which runs our foreign as-
sistance programs; and the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, which
conducts diplomatic activities related
to arms control and nonproliferation.

This bill no longer explicitly requires
bringing under the direct control of the
Secretary of State the activities of
these three existing independent agen-
cies. The bill, however, does mandate
to the President that he achieve over
five years $1.7 billion in savings at
least T0% of which must come from the
elimination of duplication and bureau-
cratic downsizing.
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This is less than half of the savings
contained in the committee bill, and
about $500 million less in savings from
Senator KERRY's own amendment that
failed to pass during committee mark-
up. I would also note that at commit-
tee Senator KERRY proposed the man-
datory elimination of at least one
agency, at the President’s discretion.
As I mentioned, this bill, with passage
of the Kerry managers’ amendment, no
longer requires the consolidation of
any agencies into the Department of
State.

To any who believe that the bill’s
original $3 billion in savings over four
years is excessive, or even the current
$1.7 billion in savings over five years, I
would to point out that on January 26
Vice President Gore issued a press re-
lease announcing the second phase of
the ‘‘National Performance Review."
That press release announced, and I
quote:

It is anticipated that the overall review of
international affairs programs and agencies
will result in savings of at least $5 billion
over 5 years and a substantially enhanced ca-
pacity to deliver more effective programs
overseas and provide value to the American
taxpayer.

The problem is that now, 11 months
later, the Vice President still has not
presented his plan for saving $5 billion
over 5 years through restructuring and
consolidation of our foreign affairs
agencies. In fact, the Administration
has refused to even present to Congress
its normal legislative request for the
foreign affairs agencies. And that is the
first time this has happened in the 10
years I have worked on this legislation.

So in the absence of any positive Ad-
ministration proposal, all we are man-
dating in this bill is that the Adminis-
tration develop and implement a pro-
posal for saving $1.7 billion over 5
years, not the $5 billion over 5 years
that the Vice President promised at
the beginning of this year. Frankly, I
believe that we can do more, and the
original bill did do more. But at least
this is a first step toward that goal.

I hope that once the President is
forced to begin looking at even this
modest level of bureaucratic
downsizing, even this Administration
will recognize the wisdom of Secretary
Christopher's original plan for consoli-
dating the functions of all three inde-
pendent foreign affairs agencies into
the Department of State. Let me just
give a small example of the reasons
why the original consolidation would
improve the formulation and conduct
of American foreign policy.

On October 12 my office received a
State Department inspector general re-
port that reviewed the activities of the
Bureau of Political-Military Affairs.
That report discusses efforts to iden-
tify and eliminate redundancies be-
tween this State Department bureau
and ACDA.

This is an effort that we should cer-
tainly all applaud, but without a for-
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mal consolidation between the two en-
tities, a total elimination of duplica-
tion would either deprive the Secretary
of State of any expertise over arms
control issues, or rob ACDA of any dip-
lomatic capabilities to conduct sen-
sitive arms control negotiations. It
would further isolate important arms
control and nonproliferation consider-
ations from the formulation of Amer-
ican foreign policy. Or, in the words of
the State Department inspector gen-
eral:

If [the State Department] were to relin-
quish a significant portion of its non-
proliferation functions, the overall effects
could be counterproductive.

This is a perfect illustration why
merging the functions of these three
independent agencies into the Depart-
ment of State is needed not just to
save money, but to improve the flexi-
bility and coordination of American
foreign policy in the post-cold-war era.

And this is not just my own opinion,
the opinion of Chairman HELMS, or the
collective opinion of the other body,
which has included Christopher’s con-
solidation plan in its own State De-
partment authorization bill. This con-
solidation proposal is also supported by
five former Secretaries of State and
two former National Security Advisers.

Mr. President, I would like to now
discuss the reason for their support.

The world has changed dramatically
in the last decade, and with it the de-
mands on our foreign policy structure.
Gone is the cold war—and the cer-
tainty of a single opposing force in our
foreign relations. Gone, too, is the
highly focused foreign policy we once
waged against an expansionist and au-
thoritarian Soviet Union and its sat-
ellites.

We face a new imperative: to main-
tain a strong and aggressive foreign
policy, while streamlining our oper-
ations, achieving cost savings, and
meeting the new criteria of a changing
world. Consolidation among our foreign
affairs agencies is an idea whose time
has come.

In the aftermath of the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the reigniting of
ethnic strife that had been kept bottled
up by the cold war, we live in a new
world. But it is not necessarily a safer
world. The reason five former Secretar-
ies of State support this concept is the
need to integrate the important public
diplomacy, arms control, and foreign
assistance aspects of American foreign
policy into our basic policy formula-
tion process.

For example, currently the independ-
ent Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is primarily responsible for
nonproliferation policy. But concerns
about nuclear proliferation frame our
relations with a range of countries
around the world, from North Korea, to
Pakistan, to Iran. It would enhance,
not detract, from this important goal
of American foreign policy for it to be
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integrated into the policy formulation
process at State. It is far too impor-
tant to be an afterthought considered
only later in the interagency process.

And by better coordinating public di-
plomacy with policy, we can directly
benefit the conduct of our Nation’s for-
eign relations. Public relations play an
increasingly important role in a world
that is increasingly democratic. But
currently, our public diplomacy exper-
tise rests in the independent U.S. Infor-
mation Agency. Does it enhance the
formulation of American foreign policy
to consider its impact on world public
opinion only after the fact?

Similarly, there is a great need to
more closely tie our foreign assistance
programs to policy goals intended to
directly advance our national inter-
ests. And there is a desperate need to
cut back on AID's huge administrative
structure that today consumes vast
amounts of our humanitarian and de-
velopmental aid funds.

Out of a $2.3 billion developmental
aid account, AID spends $600 million on
its formal operating expenses account.
This is 25 cents for every developmen-
tal dollar. But in reality, AID's admin-
istrative costs are much higher because
AID's formal operating expenses only
count 5,000 out of its 9,000 employees
worldwide. The missing 4,000 are AID
contract employees who are paid out of
program funds, not operating expenses.

There are other important aspects to
this legislation. The bill contains many
management improvements sought by
the administration. I regret that what
State Department initiatives are in-
cluded in this bill had to come to us in-
formally, as the administration even to
this day has refused to submit a formal
legislative request.

The bill also puts into permanent law
many of the international peacekeep-
ing reforms that were first enacted in
our last bill.

Let me also briefly mention a few of
the initiatives I have included in this
bill.

I have included the text of the Ter-
rorist Exclusion Act, which I first in-
troduced in the House 2 years ago, and
which I have reintroduced this year
with Senator BROWN as my original co-
sponsor. This provision will restore the
pre-1990 standard allowing denial of a
U.S. visa for membership in a terrorist
group.

Another provision would codify exist-
ing embassy visa terrorist lookout
committees. These committees were
established by the State Department in
1993 under the Visas Viper Program.
However, recent GAO and IG reports
indicate that these committees have
become moribund. My provision would
require the terrorist lookout commit-
tees to meet regularly and become
more active.

I have also included the requirement
for two GAO studies. One would look at
the extent to which the activities of
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four long-standing grantees duplicate
activities carried out by the U.S. Gov-
ernment. These groups are the Asia
Foundation, the East-West Center, the
North-South Center, and the National
Endowment for Democracy.

A second study would look at the
question of whether the North-South
Center used U.S. funds to engage in im-
proper lobbying effort in support of the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. I am particularly concerned
about a publication the Center sent to
Members of Congress during the
NAFTA debate, entitled ‘‘Assessment
of the North American Free Trade
Agreement.”

Mr. President, as I have expressed in
the past, I know that there has been a
great deal of anxiety among the dedi-
cated, hard-working employees of our
foreign affairs agencies. That concern
comes not just over this bill, but over
the generally recognized need to
downsize our Federal work force as we
move to a balanced budget. I believe
that all of us need to do everything we
can to remember the human dimension
of what we are trying to achieve.

This bill contains broad early retire-
ment and buyout authorities, and we
have taken every step we know how to
take to make the transition as easy as
possible to a streamlined foreign policy
structure. This bill also gives the
President extraordinary authority to
formulate his own transition plan, lim-
ited only by the bill’'s mandated sav-
ings target.

Mr. President, the bill before us is an
important bill, and I hope that in con-
ference it will become even better. The
Foreign Relations Revitalization Act
gives credit to our Chairman, to our
committee, and to all of the Senators
who have supported it since its incep-
tion.

I urge its adoption, and I yield the
fl

oor.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
want to lend my support to the com-
promise version of S. 908, the State De-
partment Authorization bill.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank the distinguished Chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, Sen-
ator HELMS, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, Senator
KERRY, and their staffs, for the many
hours they devoted to the long, hard
negotiations that were necessary to
reach this compromise.

In particular, I want to recognize the
efforts of the Senator from Massachu-
setts. He inherited a difficult, perhaps
even thankless, task, and pursued it
with his usual diligence, dedication,
and wisdom. He had to balance the con-
cerns of many of his colleagues, and of
the Administration, while negotiating
a very controversial bill. I believe the
consolidation compromise he has
struck with the Chairman is a good
one, a workable one, and a fair one. I
want to thank him for his efforts and
commend him for his work.
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The plan that emerged from the ne-
gotiations is a reasonable one. It re-
quires the Administration to submit a
plan to consolidate the foreign affairs
agencies, but it gives them flexibility
to decide how to do so effectively and
responsibly.

They are tough standards that the
Administration must meet. Within six
months they must submit a reorganiza-
tion plan to the Congress which
achieves $1.7 billion in savings over
five years. If Congress deems the plan
to be unsatisfactory, we can pass a res-
olution of disapproval and force the
Administration to submit a more ac-
ceptable plan.

But most importantly, the com-
promise does not require the Adminis-
tration to eliminate USAID, USIA, or
ACDA. They may decide to do so. But
this bill gives the Administration an
opportunity to figure out a way to
achieve real savings and reform, with-
out necessarily abolishing three valu-
able agencies that do important work:
development and disaster assistance,
negotiating and monitoring of arms
control agreements, and international
broadcasting and exchanges. This flexi-
bility is the key..

The passage of this bill today will
produce some other positive develop-
ments, many of them long overdue.
With the disposition of S. 908, the Sen-
ate will be able to confirm 18 ambassa-
dorial nominations and hundreds of
foreign service officer promotions. We
will also be able to consider the
START II treaty before the end of this
session, and the Chemical Weapons
Convention in the spring.

Of all embassies that are waiting for
ambassadors, I think none is more im-
portant than the one in Beijing, China,
where our former colleague, James
Sasser, will become United States Am-
bassador. I am confident that our coun-
try will be well served by the job that
he, and the other nominees, will do in
their new posts.

Finally, I do want to note that even
with the consolidation compromise,
there remain a number of provisions in
S. 908 that I find deeply troubling. Sev-
eral of them have to do with China.

Section 606 declares that the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act should supersede the three U.S.-
China joint communiques as the basis of U.S.
policy toward China and Taiwan.

Section 608 calls Tibet an “‘occupled sov-
erelgn country, and Section 609 requires that
the President appoint a Special Envoy for
Tibet.

Section 415 requires USIA to submit a plan
to create a Radio Free Asia.

Section 611 erects an unnecessarily lab-
yrinthine procedure for screening products
that may have been produced by forced labor
in China.

These provisions and others combine
to create an unnecessary provocation
in our relationship with China, at a
time when the relationship is still re-
covering from a recent crisis. They
threaten to undermine our One China
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Policy, which is the basis of the rela-
tionship, and to exacerbate tensions
when we should be trying to ease ten-
sions.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues who will serve on the House-
Senate conference on this bill, with the
goal of removing or rewriting these
provisions. I consider the successful
resolution of these matters to be criti-
cal to my consideration of whether or
not to support the conference report on
this bill.

I am also hopeful that the consolida-
tion plan will not be modified in con-
ference. I am aware that the plan in
the House bill does require the elimi-
nation of USAID, USIA, and ACDA. If
the Senate compromise agreement is
substantially altered in conference to
reflect the more draconian House plan,
it will be difficult, if not impossible for
me to support the conference report.

Having said that, I believe it is im-
portant to get the State Department
Authorization bill to conference, and I
intend to support the bill today.

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll,

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have
just been informed that the Acting
Secretary of State has taken an action
that seemed to me to be a direct af-
front to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and to the future of relations
between the United States and Taiwan,
the Republic of China. The Acting Sec-
retary has just named three men to sit
on the board of the American Institute
in Taiwan, under a procedure that is
not normal. Under a longstanding
agreement between the Department of
State and the committee, specifically
between the then-chairman of the com-
mittee, Mr. Church, and then-Sec-
retary of State Cyrus Vance, the De-
partment of State is to notify the com-
mittee of appointments to the board.
Under the terms of the agreement, the
committee is to be able to voice its
concerns about any of these appoint-
ments and these concerns are to be sat-
isfied before the Department proceeds
with the appointments. Today, the
Acting Secretary of State abrogated
that agreement, in my judgment. Now,
since 1979, the committee’s role in the
appointment process was that the com-
mittee could have an opportunity to
voice its concerns about any individ-
uals appointed to the board of the
American Institute in Taiwan, our de
facto embassy. We do not recognize
Taiwan as a nation. I think we should,
speaking as one Senator, but we do
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not. The American Institute in Taiwan
is our de facto embassy.

These concerns were to have been
worked out through the department be-
fore the appointees are identified. I
have just been informed that the de-
partment has proceeded with three ap-
pointments the day before the commit-
tee was scheduled to meet these gentle-
men, for the first time. Mr. President,
this action, I believe, is an especially
strong affront in light of the fact that
this very week the Department of
State is receiving confirmation of 18 of
its ambassadorial appointees and four
Foreign Service officer promotion lists.

I am astounded by this decision and
have determined that the committee
will hold a hearing on the role of the
American Institute in Taiwan at which
we will compare its role today to the
role agreed to previously when it was
established in the late 1970's or early
1980’s, whenever it was.

AMENDMENT NO. 3100
(Purpose: To authorize the transmittal of a
reorganization plan or plans streamlining
and consolidating the Department of State
and the Independent forelgn affairs agen-
cles, to make technical amendments to the
bill, and for other purposes)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HeLMs) for himself and Mr. KERRY, proposes
an amendment numbered 3100.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. (The text of
the amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Submit-
ted.”)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this
amendment has been agreed to on both
sides.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
just clarify with the Senator, it is my
understanding the amendment is pend-
ing.

Mr. HELMS. Yes.

Mr. KERRY. With the amendment
pending, once accepted, the order of
business will be to pass the bill and im-
mediately subsequent to the bill being
passed we will proceed to the Ambas-
sadors, is that correct?

Mr. HELMS. That is correct.

Mr. KERRY. How much time remains
on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 54 min-
utes and 45 seconds, and the Senator
from North Carolina has 39 minutes
and 44 seconds.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I see two
Senators on my side who are on their
feet. We would like to yield back some
time.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator to yield 2 minutes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. SARBANES. I ask that 5 minutes
be yielded to me.

Mr. KERRY. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I listened
with interest in the Cloakroom to my
friend from North Carolina and what
he had to say in response to the Sen-
ator from Maryland. The Senator from
Maryland can surely take care of him-
self and respond in any way he thinks
is appropriate, but at one point we all
say things that we sort of slip and say
and do not mean.

He made reference to our nominee to
China, former Senator SASSER as
“needing a job.” I inform the Senator
that not only does Senator SASSER not
need a job, he is doing financially much
better now than he did when he was
here. He needs no job. This is a public
service to which he has agreed to re-
turn, and I am sure the Senator did not
mean to imply anything by what he
said, but I want the RECORD to make it
clear. Senator SASSER does not need a
job—it is for those of us, including the
President, who think we need Senator
SASSER to come back to public service.
I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. 1 listened with a
great deal of interest to the Senator
from North Carolina.

First of all, let me say that in the
last 6 months of the Bush administra-
tion we confirmed 63 ambassadorial
nominees. The Senator said there were
12 that were not confirmed. So that
would be 63 out of 75, which is 84 per-
cent.

The Senator has allowed no ambas-
sadors to be confirmed—not 10 percent,
not 20 percent, not 40 percent, not 60
percent, not 80 percent, not 84 percent.
None. None at all.

Some of the nominees that were not
confirmed at the end of the Bush ad-
ministration were not ambassadorial
nominees, but nominees to commis-
sions and boards. In any event, the
Senator said there were 12 that were
not confirmed. Sixty-three were con-
firmed over the last 6 months of the
Bush administration, 84 percent.

The Senator from North Carolina has
held everyone hostage. He will not
allow any of them to go through, even
though we have very important na-
tional interests with respect thereto.

The Senator was given two votes in
the Senate in trying to get to his reor-
ganization bill—votes of 54 to 45. The
Senate refused to invoke cloture and to
go to that legislation. Having been
thwarted in that sense, the Senator
then set out on his hostage strategy
and held up the ambassadors and held
up the treaties, in my view putting at
risk very important national security
interests.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
column from the Arms Control Asso-
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ciation newsletter following my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, in
that newsletter it says:

Prompt Senate approval of START II—the
treaty that would reduce the Russian strate-
glc threat to the United States from some
8,000 to 3,600 nuclear warheads—is becoming
increasingly doubtful despite overwhelming
bipartisan congressional support. Senator
JESSE HELMS (R-NC), asserting his power as
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, is holding this important treaty,
as well as the Chemical Weapons Convention,
hostage to passage of unrelated legislation.
Failure to complete Senate action promptly
could delay for years the entry into force of
these agreements with great disadvantage to
U.S. security.

And I underscore that concluding
phrase ‘“‘with great disadvantage to
U.S. security.”

Finally, I say to my colleague from
North Carolina that, as chairman of
the committee, it seems to me, the
Senator has certain responsibilities. To
hold the balance of the work of a com-
mittee hostage because the Senator
has not been able to get his way on a
particular piece of legislation is not a
very efficient way to carry out the
work of the committee.

Obviously, it was a tactic used to
heighten pressure, in a sense, a coer-
cive tactic. And I very much regret
that it occurred.

I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
[From Arms Control Today, Oct. 1995]
HOLDING U.S. SECURITY HOSTAGE
(By Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr.)

Prompt Senate approval of START II—the
treaty that would reduce the Russian strate-
glc threat to the United States from some
8,000 to 3,500 nuclear warheads—Iis becoming
increasingly doubtful despite overwhelming
bipartisan congressional support. Senator
Jesse Helms (R-NC), asserting his power as
chalrman of the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee, is holding this important treaty,
as well as the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC), hostage to passage of unrelated legis-
lation. Failure to complete Senate action
promptly could delay for years the entry
into force of these agreements with great
disadvantage to U.S. security.

By refusing to schedule any meetings,
Helms has stopped all action before his com-
mittee in an effort to force the administra-
tion to accept his plan to integrate into the
State Department three independent agen-
cles, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA), the Agency for Inter-
national Development and the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency. Senate approval of START II,
which Helms has not opposed, could be ob-
tained with little or no opposition as soon as
a formal committee markup of the resolu-
tion of approval can be scheduled. But until
Helms relents, the United States cannot
demonstrate to Russia and the world 1ts sup-
port for reductions in strategic nuclear
forces.

The multilateral CWC, which will ban de-
velopment, production and stockpiling of
chemical warfare agents as well as their use,
may require a final hearing to resolve some
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questions. But, under the able leadership of
Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), the necessary
resolution of approval should be easily ob-
tained. Because many countries are awalting
U.8. ratification, Senate Inaction prevents
the early entry into force of this agreement,
which universally bans possession and use of
the “‘poor man'’s nuclear weapon.”

Senator Helms s reportedly willing to re-
duce the ransom to only two of the three
threatened agencies with the choice left to
the administration. The White House has
properly declined to bargain with hostage-
takers and vowed not to yield on this issue.
However, the longer this standoff lasts, the
less likely any action will occur in time to
influence favorable Russian action on either
treaty.

The prospects for START I ratification in
the Russian Parllament are much more pre-
carious than in the U.S. Senate, notwith-
standing Helms' maneuvering. A narrow win-
dow of opportunity for action appears to
exist for the next month or two before the
Russian Parliament adjourns to prepare for
mid-December elections. While the makeup
of the next Parliament cannot be predicted,
it may well be even more nationalistic and
more hostile than the present body to pro-
posed NATO expansion, military action
against the Bosnian Serbs and reduced U.S.
economic support.

President Boris Yeltsin has strongly en-
dorsed START II, subject only to the condi-
tion that the ABM Treaty remaln in force.
Although members of the Russian Par-
liament have attacked the agreement as bi-
ased against Russia, support for the agree-
ment from the Russian military has helped
counter much of the criticism. The military
recognizes that it does not need and cannot
afford its current strateglc force structure
and appreciates the value of maintaining
strategic parity with the United States.
Faced with a more nationalistic Parllament
and U.S. endorsement of a national ABM sys-
tem, the Russian military cannot be ex-
pected to carry the torch for START II into
the post-Yeltsin era.

Delay invites unanticipated, disruptive
events to intervene. Progress on a com-
prehensive test ban was interrupted by ex-
ternal events in the Eisenhower, Kennedy
and Carter administrations. START I was
signed by President George Bush In July
1991, but entry into force was delayed until
December 1994. START II, signed by Bush in
January 1993, has been delayed first by the
problem of resolving the nuclear status of
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine, and now
by the actions of a single cantankerous sen-
ator. A future Russian Parliament may be
the next barrier. But Russia’s uncertain fu-
ture is all the more reason to move promptly
to pin down these gains for U.S. and Inter-
national security before unanticipated
events make START II's entry into force im-
possible.

These truly bipartisan treaties, which were
negotiated and signed by former President
Bush and nurtured by the Clinton adminis-
tration, must not be casually sacrificed as
hostages in guerilla political warfare. The
Senate Republican leadership has & clear ob-
ligation to persuade Helms to release them
without further delay so the Senate can per-
form its constitutional role in foreign policy.
If the Republican leadership acquiesces in
this exhibition of irresponsible personal poli-
tics, it will not only have relinquished its de-
served share of credit for the treatles, but it
will have to accept responsibility for this
blow to U.S. security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to yield back my time if Senator
KERRY could yield back his.

This back and forth like two sore-
tailed cats in a room full of rocking
chairs is not serving the Senate well,
and I do not intend to participate in it
any further. And I am a little bit sorry
that I did at all.

But I accept the Senator’s criticism.
I know how he feels, and he knows how
I feel, too.

So, tentatively, I yield the remainder
of my time pending whether Senator
KERRY yields his back.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that Senator HELMS
yielded back his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has indicated that he is prepared
to yield back the remainder of his time
pending the decision on the part of the
Senator from Massachusetts to do so as
well.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I believe
the business before the Senate is the
amendment. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HELMS. I believe it is under-
stood between us that this will be ap-
proved on a voice vote. Is that correct?

Mr. KERRY. Yes.

Mr. HELMS. I ask the Chair to put
the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Caro-
lina.

The amendment (No. 3100) was agreed
to.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I yield
the remainder of my time.

Mr. HELMS. I thought I had yielded
mine back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is now yielded back.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is discharged from
the consideration of the House compan-
ion bill, H.R. 1561.

The clerk will report.
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The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1561) to consolidate the forelgn
affairs agencies of the United States; to au-
thorize appropriations for the Department of
State and related agencles for fiscal years
1996 and 1997; to responsibly reduce author-
ization for appropriations for United States
forelgn assistance programs for fiscal years
1996 and 1997, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all after the enact-
ing clause is stricken, the text of S.
908, as amended, is inserted in lieu
thereof, and the bill is considered read
a third time.

The question now occurs on passage
of H.R. 1561, as amended.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 82,
nays 16, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 605 Leg.]

YEAS—82
Abraham Exon Lugar
Akaka Faircloth Mack
Asheroft Feingold McCaln
Baucus Felnstein McConnell
Bennett Ford Mikulski
Bingaman Frist Murkowsk!
Bond Glenn Nickles
Boxer Gorton Nunn
Bradley Graham Pell
Breaux Grams Pressler
Brown Grassley Pryor
Bryan Gregg Robb
Burns Hatch Rockefeller
Byrd Hatfield Roth
Campbell Heflin Santorum
Chafee Helms Shelby
Coats Hollings Simpson
Cochran Hutchison Smith
Cohen Inhofe Snowe
Conrad Inouye Specter
Coverdell Jeffords Stevens
Cralg Kassebaum Thomas
D'Amato Kempthorne Thompson
Daschle Kerrey Thurmond
DeWine Kerry Warner
Dole Kohl Wellstone
Domenict Kyl
Dorgan Lott

NAYS—16
Biden Lautenberg Murray
Bumpers Leahy Reld
Dodd Levin Sarbanes
Harkin Lieberman Simon
Johnston Moseley-Braun
Kennedy Moynihan

NOT VOTING—1
Gramm

So the bill (H.R. 1561), as amended,
was agreed to.
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(The text of the bill will be printed in
a future edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, S. 908 is indefinitely
postponed.

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I do not
see the distinguished Senator from
Maine [Ms. SNOWE] in the Chamber, but
I wish to thank her for her unwavering
commitment to seeing this reorganiza-
tion bill through to this point.

In fact, all of the Republican mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee have stood in unison throughout,
from the very beginning, in support of
this bill.

I wish to pay my respects to Admiral
Nance, the chief of staff of the Foreign
Relations Committee; Steve Berry and
Elizabeth Lambird, Chris Walker, and
Kristin Peck and, as always, the able
floor staff for their help, Elizabeth
Greene and the rest.

I thank Senator KERRY for his co-
operation in these difficult times the
past few weeks, and I especially thank
his staff person, Nancy Stetson, for her
continued work on this bill.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the other
day when we completed the unani-
mous-consent agreements, I took the
time to thank each of the staff. I would
simply thank the distinguished chair-
man for his comments right now and
for his expression of gratitude to my
staff, and he knows I have recip-
rocated, joined with him in thanking
all of them for a job well done.

I thank the Chair.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to executive session to con-
sider en bloc the nominations listed in
the order of December 7, 1995; that the
nominations be confirmed, the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate's action, and that the
Senate return to legislative session.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

A. Peter Burleigh, of California, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Democratic So-
cialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and to serve
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concurrently and without additional com-
pensation as Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Republic of Maldives.

Sandra J. Kristoff, of Virginia, for the
rank of Ambassador during her tenure of
service as U.S8. Coordinator for Asla Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC).

John Raymond Malott, of Virginla, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senlor Foreign Service,
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to Malaysia.

Kenneth Michael Quinn, of Iowa, a Career
Member of the Senior Forelgn Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Kingdom of
Cambodlia.

William H. Itoh, of New Mexico, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the Kingdom of Thal-
land.

Frances D. Cook, of Florida, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Sultanate of
Oman.

J. Stapleton Roy, of Pennsylvania, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Career Minister, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Indonesia.

Thomas W. Simons, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, a Career Member of the Senior
Forelgn Service, Class of Career Minister, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Islamic Republic of Pakistan.

Richard Henry Jones, of Nebraska, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Republic of Leb-
anon.

James Franklin Collins, of Illinois, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Forelgn Service,
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas-
sador at Large and Special Advisor to the
Secretary of State for the New Independent
States.

Charles H. Twining, of Maryland, a Career
Member of the Senior Forelgn Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Republic of Cam-
eroon.

Charles H. Twining, of Maryland, a Career
Member of the Senlor Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to serve concurrently
and without additional compensation as Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Re-
public of Equatorial Guinea.

James A. Joseph, of Virginia, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Republic
of South Africa.

Don Lee Gevirtz, of Callfornia, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Re-
public of Fiji, and to serve concurrently and
without additional compensation as Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Republic
of Nauru, Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Kingdom of Tonga, and Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Tuvalu.
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Joan M. Plaisted, of California, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the Republic of the
Marshall Islands, and to serve concurrently
and without additional compensation as Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Re-
public of Kiribati.

Jim Sasser, of Tennessee, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the People's
Republic of China.

David P. Rawson, of Michigan, a Career
Member of the Senior Forelgn Service, Class
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the Republic of Mall.

Gerald Wesley Scott, of Oklahoma, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit-
ed States of America to the Republic of The
Gambia.

Robert E. Gribbin II, of Alabama, a Career
Member of the Senlor Foreign Service, Class
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the Republic Rwanda.

Forelgn Service nominations beginning
Robert 8. Gelbard, and ending Sandra L. Wil-
liams, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of September 5, 1995.

Forelgn Service nominations beginning
Paula O. Goddard, and ending Michael
Ranneberger, which nominations were re-
celved by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of September 5, 1995.

Forelgn Service nominations beginning
Carol A. Peasely, and ending Sarah S. Olds,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of September 22, 1995.

Forelgn Service nominations beginning
Henry Lee Barrett and ending Harry L.
Tyner, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of October 31, 1995.
NOMINATION OF JAMES R. SASSER TO BE AMBAS-

SADOR TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the confirmation of
Senator James R. Sasser to be the next
United States Ambassador to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. In my opinion
President Clinton could not have made
a better choice.

During the last few months, relations
between the United States and China
have stumbled along a very rocky road.
With increased tensions and frustra-
tions between our two governments, we
have sorely missed the presence of a
U.S. Ambassador in Beijing to rep-
resent our policy and to facilitate
much-needed communications. Unfor-
tunately, the nominations process was
held up here in our own Chambers.
However, recent developments have en-
couraged me to believe that Senator
Sasser will soon be able to take his
post in Beijing.

I am anxious to reassure the Chinese
Government that the delay here in the
Senate is in no respect reflective of the
sentiment of the Senate about the ca-
pabilities of Jim Sasser. In fact, I could
not speak more highly of this nominee
and his outstanding capacity to serve
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both of our countries well. The Chinese
are very fortunate to receive a rep-
resentative of the United States who is
close to the President and can commu-
nicate directly with him on important
issues. In addition to his valuable ties
to the White House, Senator Sasser is a
highly educated, articulate, and
thoughtful man. He has approached
this position with enthusiasm and a
dedication to learning about his new
host country. I have known Jim Sasser
since I first arrived in this Senate body
15 years ago. Over the years, I have ad-
mired his outstanding commitment to
public service and appreciate the ef-
forts he has made to improve the lives
of his constituents and the citizens of
this country. I know that, in his new
capacity as Ambassador to China, Jim
Sasser will once again display this
commitment with dignity and
strength.

The Clinton administration has cho-
sen wisely by nominating Senator Sas-
ser to the important post of Ambas-
sador to China. The People's Republic
of China is an increasingly significant
player in the international arena and
in United States foreign policy. While
our economic, political, and security
ties with China have multiplied over
the last decade, we are still facing
many areas of disagreement. We should
move quickly to install our Ambas-
sador in Beijing, to demonstrate our
good intentions to the Chinese. Swift
Senate approval of Jim Sasser will
offer new opportunities for commu-
nication and cooperation between our
two countries.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the
Senate has just acquitted itself very
well by approving a list of ambas-
sadors, particularly that of our former
colleague, Jim Sasser.

Jim Sasser came to the U.S. Senate
in 1978. He acquitted himself imme-
diately with his colleagues in a most
admirable manner. We all knew shortly
that Jim Sasser had a very keen mind
and quick wit. He ingratiated himself
very well with his colleagues and al-
most instantly became one of the most
popular Senators; by the time he left
here, in my opinion, he was the very
best Senator in the U.S. Senate.

His tenure as chairman of the Budget
Committee was exemplary. Hour after
hour after hour he sat there in the
manager’s chair, dealing with the most
complex and difficult legislation of the
year, and that was the budget.

It is a real travesty that the con-
firmation of a man of his talents has
been held up for so very long, at a time
when American-Chinese relations need
a good, strong Ambassador more than
ever. I promise my colleagues—and of
course most of you know this—that
Jim Sasser will represent this country
with great distinction. He will do it
with dignity and with integrity.

The Chinese will find very quickly
what all of us found very quickly, that
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he is a quick learner. His integrity is
absolutely unimpeachable.

This is a great day for him and his
family. His lovely wife Mary and their
beautiful daughter Elizabeth will be
accompanying him to China. They have
waited a long time. They have been
hanging by their thumbs, wondering
whether they would be able to go to
Beijing, for almost a year now.

So this is a great day for the Sasser
family. It is a great day for the Chi-
nese. Above all, it is a great day for
America, that we can appoint some-
body of his talent and his skills.

Finally, I want to personally, and I
know I speak for almost all of my col-
leagues, wish him Godspeed and much
luck. I yield the floor.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the Senator for yielding me
this time, because a few moments ago
the Senate voted to confirm 19 ambas-
sadorial nominees. I am very pleased,
as I know my colleagues are, that these
nominations are finally moving for-
ward. I am especially happy to note
that my friend, and I should certainly
say our friend and former colleague,
Jim Sasser, will soon be allowed to
take his post as United States Ambas-
sador to the People’s Republic of
China.

As we enter a new century, it is my
belief no other international relation-
ship is filled with more potential, or
fraught with more dangers than the
United States relationship with China.
In recent years, China has become one
of the world's fastest-growing eco-
nomic and military powers. China is al-
ready a major player in Asia, and in
the coming years we will likely see it
assert itself as a full-fledged inter-
national power.

The Clinton administration has
rightly concluded that it is in Ameri-
ca’s best interest to stay actively en-
gaged with the Chinese. Although our
two countries often have sharp dif-
ferences on both economic and human
rights issues, it is very important to
maintain a constant dialogue between
Beijing and Washington. Put simply,
the future stability and prosperity of
the Pacific rim are largely dependent
on a cooperative U.S. relationship.

Mr. President, this administration
has also rightly concluded that the
best person, the very best person, to
represent America in China at this mo-
ment, the right person to guide our for-
eign policy in China during this criti-
cal time, is our good friend and former
colleague, James R. Sasser of Ten-
nessee.

I want to congratulate Jim Sasser
today. I recognize how fortunate our
country is that he has agreed to accept
this enormous challenge.

I also want to commend President
Clinton for choosing such an outstand-
ing person to represent our interests in
Beijing. Like many of my colleagues, I
had the pleasure of working with him
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during a large portion of his 18 years of
service to the people of Tennessee and
America.

During his time in this body, Jim
Sasser earned a reputation as one of
the Senate’s most thoughtful and skill-
ful Members. As my colleagues know,
the dynamics of the Senate require
that Members often put partisanship
aside in order to get things done. Jim
Sasser was someone whom Senators on
both sides of the aisle could count on
to roll up his sleeves and do the job
right.

Mr. President, a prominent example
of Senator Sasser’'s skill and dedication
can be found in his work as chairman
of the Budget Committee. As my friend
from New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI,
will tell you, leadership of the Budget
Committee can be one of the Senate’s
most thankless tasks. It is a difficult
job, requiring an ability to balance the
priorities of colleagues from both par-
ties. I think all of my colleagues will
agree that Senator Sasser’s chairman-
ship was notable for its honesty, pa-
tience, and above all, fairness. It is the
characteristic of that fairness that is
the hallmark in Jim Sasser’s life.

In the coming days, Senator Sasser
will begin to put his considerable tal-
ents to work as Ambassador to China.
As he no doubt realizes, there is much
work to be done. During the past year,
United States-Chinese relations have
been strained by continuing trade dis-
putes and the Taiwan issue. The United
States needs someone who can improve
the dialog with China while at the
same time holding firm to American
principles. Jim Sasser is more than up
to this challenge.

.Mr. President, I want to close by
wishing our firend Jim Sasser and his
family the best of luck as he continues
to serve his Nation as Ambassador to
China. I have every confidence that his
tenure will be marked by distinction
and success. I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
wanted to join both Senators from Ar-
kansas in stating what an excellent
choice Jim Sasser is for Ambassador to
China.

I had the good fortune to be in
Beijing this summer and to see first-
hand the importance of that post which
the President has chosen Senator Sas-
ser to fill. I had the good fortune to
serve here in the Senate for 12 years
with Jim Sasser. I know of his great
negotiating skills, his great leadership
ability, and I believe his great advo-
cacy skills, which will serve him well
and serve this country well in this new
position which he is about to take on.

So I think the Senate has acted very
appropriately, the President has acted
appropriately, and I look forward to
the day when Jim Sasser is our rep-
resentative, very soon, in Beijing. I
again commend all Senators for voting
for his nomination.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES—
H.R. 1561

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment to H.R. 1561 and re-
quests a conference with the House.

The Chair appointed Mr. HELMS, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. BROWN, Mr. COVERDELL,
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. PELL, Mr. KERRY,
Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. DopD conferees
on the part of the Senate.

CUBAN LIBERTY AND DEMOCRATIC
SOLIDARITY [LIBERTAD]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Chair lays be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives on
H.R. 927, Cuban Liberty and Solidarity
Act:

Resolved, That the House disagree to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill to seek
international sanctions against the Castro
government in Cuba, to plan for support of a
transition government leading to a demo-
cratically elected government in Cuba, and
for other purposes”, and ask a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon.

Ordered, That Mr. Gilman, Mr. Burton of
Indiana, Ms. Ros-Lehtinen, Mr. King, Mr.
Diaz-Balart, Mr. Hamilton, Mr. Gejdenson,
Mr. Torricelll, and Mr. Menendez be the
managers of the conference on the part of
the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment and agrees to the re-
quest by the House for a conference.

The Chair appointed Mr. HELMS, Mr.
COVERDELL, Mr. THOMPSON, Ms. SNOWE,
Mr. PELL, Mr. DoDD, and Mr. ROBB con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 2099, the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for fiscal year ending
September 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
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ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
November 17, 1995.)

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
Chair and my distinguished ranking
member. We have before us the VA-
HUD appropriations conference report.
As I understand it, there is to be 30
minutes equally divided between the
two managers, 10 minutes under the
control of Senator BUMPERS, 10 min-
utes under the control of Senator
BoXER, 10 minutes under the control of
Senator HUTCHISON, 10 minutes under
the control of Senator LAUTENBERG,
and 10 minutes under the control of
Senator MCCAIN.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, the
Senate is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate will come
to order. The Senator from Missouri
has the floor.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, it is with some pride,
some relief, and some frustration, I
now present to the Senate the con-
ference report on the appropriations
bill for the Departments of Veterans
Affairs, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and independent agencies for
fiscal year 1996. Consideration of this
bill has been a long, difficult process.
While we should have been able to com-
plete our work long before now, I do be-
lieve we have wasted little of this time
in producing the best possible measure
for consideration by the Senate.

Work on this measure began over a
year ago, beginning with analyses of
budgetary trends and programmatic
needs for activities under the sub-
committee’s jurisdiction. It was obvi-
ous at that time, that our Federal low-
income housing programs were out of
budgetary control. Concerted policy re-
form was critical to avoid a disaster of
unprecedented magnitude.

In January of this year, as the newly
selected chairman of this subcommit-
tee, I convened a series of special hear-
ings on the budgetary and management
crisis at HUD. We detailed the mag-
nitude of our budgetary shortfall to
maintain the existing multifamily sub-
sidized housing inventory of the De-
partment. We explored urgently needed
reforms in the housing preservation
program to reduce cost, avoid windfall
payments, and reduce long-term rental
subsidies. We also delineated policy
changes in public housing to reduce bu-
reaucratic overregulation and micro-
management, to increase local flexibil-
ity, decisionmaking, and efficiencies.

From these hearings we developed a
strategy to begin these comprehensive
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changes in Federal housing programs.
First, in the Disaster Supplemental
and Rescission Act we initiated the
first round of deregulation, and re-
scinded $6.5 billion of previously appro-
priated HUD funds to turn-off the spig-
ot of unsustainable housing subsidy
commitments. At that time we noted
the urgency of comprehensive housing
authorization legislation to complete
this reform effort during fiscal year
1996.

Unfortunately, this legislation has
been delayed, although we remain
hopeful that early next year the meas-
ures reported by both the House and
Senate authorizing committees will
pass the Congress. In the absence of
such legislation, however, we have used
the appropriations process to establish
a strong foundation in beginning the
major reform and overhaul of HUD.
The measure before us today reflects
almost all of the reform proposals
which passed the Senate in September.
They include public housing and as-
sisted housing rent reforms, including
a minimum rent, repeal for onerous
Federal resident selection criteria,
free-market decontrol of section 8 lease
terms, and flexibility in resident in-
come mix and funds utilization.

This measure maintains the Senate-
passed public housing demonstration
initiative which will allow up to 30
public housing authorities to combine
public housing and section 8 subsidies
into a locally determined low-income
housing assistance block grant. In ad-
dition, the bill also includes the Senate
proposed multifamily mark-to-market
demonstration, which is discretionary
authority for the Department, and
willing apartment development own-
ers, the opportunity to explore work-
out strategies which reduce dependence
on rental subsidies while preserving af-
fordable housing. Coupled with the one-
time, 1-year extension of expiring
project-based subsidy contracts, the
multifamily housing demonstration au-
thority sets the stage for consideration
and enactment of needed comprehen-
sive reform legislation next year.

Mr. President, the measure before us
also maintains the effort recommended
by the Senate to fund a reformed hous-
ing preservation program. As I noted
earlier, the committee identified a
number of very troubling defects and
problems in the previously enacted
Low Income Housing Preservation and
Resident Homeownership Act
[LIHPRHA]. In fact, the HUD inspector
general labeled this program as a “‘rip-
off”’ and urged reform or termination.
But with as many as 150,000 affordable
housing units at risk, the committee
chose the more difficult task of identi-
fying less costly and more efficient
means of preserving this valuable hous-
ing resource. Working with residents,
owners, nonprofit organizations, and
the Department, a strategy to
prioritize sales to non-profits and ten-
ant-sponsored organizations utilizing
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capital grants was developed and is
provided for in this conference agree-
ment. This provides the best means of
assuring long-term preservation of this
housing without encumbering the gov-
ernment with expensive and continuing
rental subsidy obligations.

It was our intent that the Depart-
ment cut off any further use of section
8 assistance to finance these preserva-
tion arrangements. The Department
has already initiated the use of capital
grants to finance sales of these devel-
opments, and we expect that similar
authority will be identified or enacted
to utilize similar capital loans for refi-
nancing preservation agreements when
such projects become eligible for fund-
ing in July.

Because of technical budgetary rules,
the committee was not able to delin-
eate fully these program changes with-
in the conference agreement. More-
over, in connection with the larger
issue of maintaining the inventory of
the newer-assisted section 8 new con-
struction-substantial rehabilitation
multifamily projects, Congress will be
required to address these complex and
difficult housing finance issues in a
comprehensive authorization measure
next year. At that time, we hope to
enact a carefully targeted and efficient
housing preservation program. Pending
that action, the conference agreement
provides the Department the authority
and resources to minimize potential
displacement of low-income families.

Mr. President, the housing preserva-
tion program included in this con-
ference agreement also recognizes that
the severe budgetary constraints on
these housing activities will not permit
preservation of all units under all cir-
cumstances. This measure will permit
owners to prepay their existing mort-
gages, as was provided for in their
original subsidy contracts, because we
cannot afford to compensate every
owner to maintain these developments
as low-income housing. In those cases,
however, existing law, and the con-
ference agreement does provide for sec-
tion 8 assistance to avoid involuntary
displacement of families due to in-
creased rent burdens, and moving ex-
penses if these developments are con-
verted to other uses.

Mr. President, the conference agree-
ment affords the highest priority to
veterans programs. The largest in-
crease in the conference agreement—
$400 million—goes to veterans medical
care, for a total of $16.564 billion. The
amount provided ensures that all vet-
erans currently receiving care in VA
medical facilities will continue to re-
ceive high-quality medical care. The
conference agreement makes no reduc-
tions to patient care at the VA. It re-
quires administrative improvements—
which have been recommended by VA's
own inspector general and the General
Accounting Office—to make budgetary
savings so that VA's medical dollars
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are spent on veterans, not on bureauc-
racy and administrative waste.

The conference agreement provides
the full budget request for VA’s re-
search program, a program critical to
ensuring VA recruits and retains top
quality medical personnel. In addition
the bill also provides full funding for
the staff needed to process compensa-
tion and pensions claims, so that VA's
claims backlog can be eliminated and
veterans won't have to wait 6 months
or longer to receive an answer on their
claim. It provides funding for a study
of VA’s claims processing system by
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration, which we expect will pro-
vide specific recommendations for im-
proving and expediting VA’'s anti-
quated system.

The conference agreement provides
$136,155,000 for VA major construction,
an increase of approximately $100 mil-
lion over the Senate-passed level. The
agreement provides funding for author-
ized construction projects only. No new
hospital construction is funded, follow-
ing the recommendations of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, and in view of
the need to curtail future budgetary
commitments.

Mr. President, the conference agree-
ment provides $9 million for the Court
of Veterans Appeals, the same amount
recommended by both the House and
Senate for fiscal year 1996. As with all
agencies and activities under this sub-
committee’s jurisdiction, the court is
being required to absorb a reduction in
funding in fiscal year 1996 in an effort
to reach a balanced budget. While less
than the amount requested, the
amount provided should be adequate
for the court’s operations in fiscal year
1996.

Despite the fact that the court’s
budget has been reduced, I believe that
the pro bono representation program
should receive full funding in fiscal
year 1996. This program has proven
very successful in helping the court to
address adequately the very large num-
ber of pro se cases.

I am troubled by reports that the
chief judge does not intend to provide
any funds for the pro bono program
this year in view of budgetary reduc-
tions. I wish to remind the court of the
Congress' support for this program, and
the fact that the Senate committee re-
port accompanying H.R. 2099 indicated
that the program was to receive the
full budget request. Any changes will
be made only upon the notification and
approval of the Committees on Appro-
priations.

While I certainly do not oppose pri-
vate sector funding for this program,
to my knowledge such funding sources
have not been identified, and until
there is adequate private sector fund-
ing, I do not believe it is prudent to
withdraw Federal support.

Mr. President, for the Environmental
Protection Agency, the conference
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agreement provides $5.7 billion, an in-
crease of $48 million over the Senate-
passed level and a reduction of just $235
million—4 percent—below the fiscal
year 1995 post rescission level.

The largest reductions below fiscal
year 1995 come from earmarked water
and sewer projects—a reduction of $500
million below last year, and from
Superfund, a program which everyone
agrees simply is not working as it
should, and one which desperately
needs reforms before we provide signifi-
cant additional funding.

Despite substantial reservations
about funding a program which is as
flawed as Superfund, the conferees
found an additional $160 million for
Superfund above the House- and Sen-
ate-passed levels, for a total of $1.163
billion. This is a reduction of $172 mil-
lion below current spending, most of
which is taken from management and
support costs and lower priority activi-
ties. All Superfund sites posing an im-
mediate risk to human health and the
environment will be funded under the
conference agreement.

The conferees funded EPA’s drinking
water State revolving fund program,
which is not yet authorized, at the
President’s request of $500 million, of
which $225 million is from previous
vear's appropriations. The Senate re-
cently passed the legislation authoriz-
ing this important program, and I hope
the House will pass similar legislation
shortly so that the States may spend
these funds in fiscal year 1996.

For clean water State revolving
funds, the conferees provided $1.125 bil-
lion. In addition, if drinking water leg-
iglation is not enacted by June 1, 1996,
the conference report stipulates that
the $500 million in drinking water
State revolving funds will become im-
mediately available for clean water
State revolving funds, for a total of
$1.625 billion. This ensures that the
States will be able to spend these funds
in fiscal year 1996, regardless of wheth-
er drinking water legislation is en-
acted.

EPA’'s science and technology ac-
count is funded at $525 million, the
same level of funding as fiscal year
1995. The conferees recognized the im-
portance of ensuring adequate funding
for the research activities which sup-
port EPA policy and decisionmaking.
Additional funds are provided for re-
search into the health effects of ar-
senic, so that we have the best science
for a new standard for arsenic in drink-
ing water.

EPA’s environmental programs and
management are funded at $1.55 billion,
a reduction of approximately 7 percent
below current levels. Reductions are
taken from lower priority activities
such as the environmental technology
initiative, which has received substan-
tial funding to date with very little to
show for it.

As to the so-called EPA riders, the
conference agreement does not include
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any of the 17 House riders. Instead, the
conference agreement includes only six
legislative provisions for EPA—most of
which are completely non-controver-
sial and several of which were included
in previous VA-HUD bills.

Mr. President, while the statement of
the managers accompanying the con-
ference report includes some language
on legislative issues which had been in-
cluded as riders in the House bill, in no
case does the statement of the man-
agers limit spending or direct that a
specific rulemaking or activity be dis-
continued. The conferees simply urge
EPA to consider reviewing these issues.

It should be noted, that this con-
ference agreement will provide the En-
vironmental Protection Agency an 11%
percent increase over the funding lev-
els currently stipulated by the continu-
ing resolution. Anyone who is con-
cerned about potential cutbacks in
EPA enforcement activities should un-
derstand, in clear and unmistakable
terms, that failure to enact this con-
ference agreement means deeper and
more devastating cut-backs in that

Agency'’s activities.
Mr. President, the House, 2 weeks
ago, recommitted our conference

agreement on this bill. The second con-
ference on the VA-HUD Appropriations
Bill adopted a package of technical
amendments and corrections. In addi-
tion it included an amendment to the
National Service appropriation to re-
flect the Congressional Budget Office
estimate of close-out costs. Finally,
conferees amended the previous agree-
ment to freeze administrative fees of
the HUD section 8 program and thereby
address concerns over the unintended
consequences of attempting to insti-
tute a two-tiered reimbursement sys-
tem.

As noted earlier, further increases for
VA Medical Care would only mean
much deeper cuts in the other agencies
funded in this bill. No conferee advo-
cated such an adjustment. Further-
more, I believe we must insist that the
VA implement improvements and re-
forms before providing further funding
increases. We all support the best pos-
sible medical care for those who have
been injured or wounded in defense of
our Nation. Unfortunately, even with
all the money in the world, there is no
assurance that VA's existing bureau-
cratic structure could deliver such
services, and we must demand these
corrections.

Mr. President, this is a good con-
ference agreement which, within our
very severe budgetary and legislative
constraints, goes a long way toward
needed reforms in HUD, VA, and EPA.
It addresses the highest priority needs
served by agencies within the sub-
committee’s jurisdiction, and it is fully
in compliance with our fundamental
goal of bringing the Government's
budget into balance.

I hope that this bill will be enacted.
It needs to be enacted soon, if only to
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begin the process of reforming HUD
housing programs which will permit fu-
ture year cost savings and efficiencies,
to improve the quality of EPA regu-
latory decisionmaking so that it is
based on sound science, and to infuse
modern medical practices into the ar-
chaic and bureaucratic veterans health
care system.

Mr. President, unfortunately I must
report that despite our best efforts and
repeated attempts, we have been un-
successful in gaining the attention of
the White House to negotiate a reason-
able compromise on their demands for
more spending, far more than what any
balanced budget plan can accommo-
date. That is the source of my very
deep frustration over this bill.

1 have stated repeatedly that while
some White House priorities are very
different from my own and that of a
majority of the Congress, we are pre-
pared to sit down and seek a reasonable
compromise on these issues. Matters
such as the national service program,
one of this administration’s highest
priorities, is an activity which I believe
is very flawed in its approach and rife
with misuse in its current manage-
ment. I don't disagree with the fun-
damental goal of this program, but I
cannot recommend more funding for
the current program. Termination of
this program is proposed in this con-
ference agreement, but we have offered
to consider additional funding if nec-
essary reforms could be negotiated. Un-
fortunately, these offers have fallen on
deaf ears in the White House, and only
further threats of a veto have been
communicated back to us.

Mr. President, this is no way to run
a government. It certainly is no way to
consider and enact legislation to assure
the taxpayers that the sums we pro-
pose to spend are being devoted only to
the most critical needs and in the most
efficient manner possible. Unfortu-
nately, unless the White House changes
its tune, we have no alternative but to
proceed with the agreement before us,
despite the veto threats. We can only
hope that by the end of this session
some agreement with the administra-
tion can be struck, and the many criti-
cally needed reforms included in this
bill will be enacted into law.

1 think we were very successful in
the conference. With the very able as-
sistance of our ranking member, we
prevailed on many of the issues. This
measure is not an easy one because we
took a 12-percent cut this year from
the appropriated level last year. Never-
theless, we have tried to accommodate
the various needs of the many agencies
under the control of this subcommit-
tee. I think this is a good measure. We
have been advised by the President’s
representative that he does plan on
vetoing it.

Earlier today, I made a very strong
plea that the administration reconsider
that decision. There has been a great
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deal of objection from the administra-
tion to the very low level of funding
available for certain vital EPA func-
tions, particularly in the enforcement
area. Under the continuing resolution,
there is only $320 million available for
EPA enforcement in the current year,
if the continuing resolution is in effect.
Under this measure, we have raised
that amount to $449 million.

I have also previously stated that we
tried on numerous occasions to enlist
the representatives of the administra-
tion in constructive negotiations with
us as to how we might reallocate the
funds within the budget allocation. The
response has been solely that they
want $2 billion more. It is beyond the
ability of this committee to grant
them that money. I would suggest very
strongly that if the administration
does not like the CR funding level for
EPA and the other agencies, they can
sign this bill and get about an 11.5 per-
cent increase in funding for EPA. If at
a later date in the process of negotia-
tions between the congressional leader-
ship and the White House a decision is
made at that level to make available
more dollars for the functions in this
bill, then they could at that time add
it in a continuing resolution.

There are certain measures that I
know are very important to the admin-
istration. The ranking member has ar-
gued very strongly to continue funding
of the national service. We were unable
to find that money in the very narrow
allocation that we had, although had
the administration been willing to ne-
gotiate with us and support the bill, I
am confident we could have. We would
have not been able, however, to pass
the measure with majority party sup-
port if we had put in a large amount
for national service.

I remain hopeful that this measure
can be signed, and at such appropriate
time as the administration, the con-
gressional leadership reach agreement
on additional funding which may be
available to these functions, they
would include it in a continuing resolu-
tion.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this is
the toughest year I have ever faced as
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I would like to thank Senator
BonND and his staff, who worked very
hard, under difficult conditions, to
bring this bill to the floor. I also want
to thank my own staff for the hard
work that they put in and their effort
to try to create a VA-HUD appropria-
tions bill that would pass the Senate
and be approved by the President.

However, 1 believe that this bill will
be vetoed, and I believe that the bill
will be vetoed not because of the hard
work of the chairman, not because of
our attempt to strategize on an effec-
tive allocation of funds, but this year
was so tough simply because of the
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modest allocation we received, and
that was due to the issues related to
the budget.

The amount that this subcommittee
was allowed to devote to so many im-
portant priorities is indeed skimpy.
Under these conditions I believe Sen-
ator BOND has done a commendable job.
I chaired this committee for 6 years
and brought six bills to the floor. I
know how much work it is, and, again,
I am going to thank him for his cooper-
ative effort. He tried very hard to bring
about change. I believe this bill re-
flects this change.

I believe that this bill begins to re-
form HUD. It puts into action the rec-
ommendations of the National Acad-
emy of Public Administration to re-
form the structure of HUD and consoli-
date its maze of programs so we get a
dollar’s worth of services for the poor
and homeownership instead of dollars
going to a bureaucracy.

This bill also streamlines the EPA. It
follows the National Academy of Pub-
lic Administration’s recommendations
to streamline EPA management and
get started on a strategy to put EPA’s
resources where they are most needed,
to be based on the risk to human
health and safety.

There are other things about this bill
that I like. First is Mission to Planet
Earth. The funding cut was limited to
only $75 million. Ordinarily I would
say, “Wow, cutting $75 million,” but
given the fact that we faced a $300 mil-
lion cut, I believe we preserved the
Mission to Planet Earth. The House
bill cut much of the crucial space
science programs, and the House lan-
guage was to close NASA space flight
centers, and those things have been re-
moved from the conference report.

Second, veterans medical research is
fully funded at the President’s request
of $257 million, and a provision to deny
benefits to vets who become mentally
incapacitated has been removed.

Third, this bill will help those who
want to help themselves. It contains a
moving-to-work demonstration project
for public housing residents, and rent
ceilings and income disregards to help
support the working poor.

Fourth, Federal housing preferences
were moved, which I believe led to the
ZIP codes of pathology in public hous-
ing. And I am pleased they, too, have
been removed.

Lastly, the conference report re-
moves House language to prevent HUD
from enforcing fair housing laws on
property insurance red lining.

But, Mr. President, unfortunately,
serious problems remain in this bill. If
these problems are not worked out, the
President will veto this bill.

The first problem is that this bill
contains no funding to continue na-
tional service. National service creates
an opportunity structure in which
young people can earn credit for higher
education while serving their commu-
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nities. It gives help to those who prac-
tice self-help and gives low- and mid-
dle-income young people access to the
American dream.

National service makes voluntarism
a fact of life and rekindles the habits of
the heart. It fosters the spirit of neigh-
bor helping neighbor that has made our
country great.

The second concern that I have is in
the area of veterans medical care. The
bill reduces veterans medical care by
$400 million below the President’s re-
quest. With the cuts in Medicare and
Medicaid that loom on the horizon,
many vets will turn to the VA for med-
ical care but will be turned away be-
cause there is not enough money. This,
I know, the President cannot support.

Our Nation's veterans did not hesi-
tate to risk their lives for our freedom.
There should be no hesitation to fund
their health care. When they went to
war, we told them we would provide
health care. I believe promises made
should be promises kept.

The third serious problem is EPA
funding. EPA must be funded to pro-
tect health and environment. This bill
funds EPA $1.5 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request, and it will hinder the
EPA’s ability to do its job in enforce-
ment and in Superfund legislation.

Finally, this bill will transfer HUD's
authority to enforce fair housing to the
Department of Justice. On this side of
the aisle we are opposed to this. Re-
moving this authority from HUD is a
step backward in time, and the transfer
to Justice will hollow out fair housing
enforcement efforts. This flies in the
face of civil rights progress we have
made over the last 25 years.

It is for these reasons that I oppose
this bill. I know my colleagues on this
side of the aisle will oppose it. It is re-
grettable that a budget agreement
could not be arrived at so that Senator
BOND and I, with the new allocation,
could have moved forward to avoid a
veto. I know that Senator BoND, and I
must say Chairman JERRY LEWIS on
the House side, have worked very hard
and been open to further negotiations
with the White House to avoid a veto.
I thank them for that. I want to again
thank Senator BonD for his willingness
to listen to our concerns.

I think a better allocation would
produce a better bill. I regret that we
are heading for a veto. With these re-
marks, though, we could talk long into
the night. I now yield the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. I yield myself just 1
minute, and then I would like to yield.
But first, let me point out that occa-
sionally we do get some humor in these
proceedings, these very serious matters
we are dealing with. I got this state-
ment of administration policy. At the
end of it, it said, ‘“The administration
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would like to work with the Congress
to address the issues discussed above.”

Well, they have done a pretty good
job of preventing working with us after
spending 3 frustrating weeks trying to
hear from them. I find out now in their
written statement that they want to
work with me. I have a telephone num-
ber. It is listed. I can be reached. No-
body called.

Let me just say that all of the items
you can make an argument we need
more money for. Nobody is willing to
come forward and say where the cuts
are made. We cut low-priority EPA
items, useless funds in Superfund, ear-
marked or pork projects in waste-water
treatment. I think we have done as
good a job as we can under the cir-
cumstances.

Mr. President, if I may, I would like
to yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
North Carolina. I know that the Sen-
ator from Arizona is here. He has the
longer statement. The Senator from
North Carolina had asked for 3 min-
utes. I yield 3 minutes to him.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. 1 thank Senator
BOND.

Mr. President, the conference report
provides $19 billion for the Department
of Housing and Urban Development.
Since HUD was created in 1965, spend-
ing for HUD has increased every single
year. HUD's spending is increasing so
rapidly that by the year 2000, spending
on housing will be our largest domestic
discretionary spending item. In fact,
HUD has unused budget authority of
over $190 billion—unused budget au-
thority.

Mr. President, this conference report
is significant because, for the first
time, it begins to reverse the spending
trend at HUD. For the first time in a
long time, spending at HUD will de-
cline, and the American people will be
better off for it.

While I appreciate what the Appro-
priations Committee has done for the
short term, I think the long-term fu-
ture of HUD has to be decided and what
direction we are going to move it in.

I have introduced legislation with
Senator DOLE and Senator ABRAHAM
that eliminates HUD.

The legislation we have introduced
also provides a clear roadmap as to
how HUD can be eliminated. Regret-
tably, HUD has become a mammoth
bureaucracy with over 11,000 employ-
ees. It has 240 housing programs—so
many that Secretary Cisneros did not
even know he had that number. HUD
has entangled the American taxpayers
in 23,000 long-term housing assistance
contracts that will not expire until
well past the year 2000.

In short, HUD as it is currently con-
structed, cannot continue. We need to
begin working on how it can be re-
placed.

Mr. President, let me also add that
while there are significant cuts in this
bill, there are still some that can be
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cut a lot more. For example, this bill
provides $15 million for the Tenant Op-
portunity Program—whatever that is.
Recently, the Washington Times re-
ported that at least $70,000 from the
Tenant Opportunity Program was used
to essentially pay for a vacation to
Puerto Rico for public housing tenants
from Detroit. Mr. President, that is
taxpayers’ money that people worked
for that is paying for vacations for ten-
ants. In all, we do not know how many
people used taxpayers' money, the
bookkeeping is so confused. But if one
used it, that is one too many.

Mr. President, I support the bill, but
we need to do a lot more to cut HUD.
I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. BOND. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona 10 minutes.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, first let
me praise the managers of this bill for
all their hard work. Although I have
concerns about this measure, it con-
tains many good, worthwhile provi-
sions.

Mr. President, as always I remain
very concerned about items added in
conference that were never considered
in either the House or the Senate. It is
wrong when pork barrel projects are
added in the dark of night to the bene-
fit of certain States and districts. The
American public as a whole will benefit
most when as distribution of discre-
tionary funds are allocated through
competitive bidding and on the basis of
need as prioritized on a national level.
I would hope we can move more in that
direction in the future.

I want to raise two specific matters
contained in the VA-HUD Appropria-
tions Conference report.

Section 218 calls for debt forgiveness
for the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development to cancel the indebted-
ness of the Hubbard Hospital Authority
of Hubbard, TX, the Groveton, Texas
Hospital Authority, and the Hepzibah
Public Service in Hepzibah, WV.

I am very concerned about this man-
date. The report that explains this ac-
tion merely states: ‘‘These loans were
previously written off as uncollectible
and will not increase the Federal
debt."”

Unfortunately, this sheds little light
on the subject. I would hope that the
distinguished managers of the bill—
who deserve praise for doing a great
deal of good work—would explain why
this language will added to the bill in
conference and give a rationale for its
apparent urgency.

I would also like to know why are we
mandating this action. Might it not be
more appropriate to authorized to the
Secretary to take such action in a
manner that treats all other similarly
situated entities and localities in a fair
and equitable manner?

I am sure there are other localities
around this Nation that would like to
have their indebtedness forgiven and
doing so in conference greatly concerns
me.
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Mr. President, I am also interested in
section 221 of the bill. Section 221 al-
lows for funds to be used in California
and Ohio for different purposes than
they were originally proscribed. I
would inquire of the managers why this
language is necessary?

Mr. President, is this not the exact
argument why earmarking does not
truly serve the public interest. When
we earmark and ignore national or re-
gional priorities and then those prior-
ities change, we are forced to change
the law or further earmark funds. This
clearly demonstrates micromanage-
ment at its worst.

And it is this micromanagement, this
endemic earmarking, that has caused
us to waste billions of dollars. Are
these projects I mentioned today cost-
ing the taxpayers millions of dollars?
Maybe. But we must change our way of
thinking. We must pass a truly bal-
anced budget. We must pass this year
the line item veto. And we must stop
earmarking.

Unfortunately, it is entirely too easy
to say ‘yes’” around here and little
courage demonstrated to say ‘‘no’. It
is much easier to say yes to a colleague
who wants to bring home a little piece
of pork. But we were not sent here to
go along to get along. As Senator
GRAMM noted earlier today on the floor
in an outstanding statement regarding
the budget, the American people sent
us here in 1994 to change the way
things are done. We were not sent here
so that there would be new faces before
the cameras voicing the same old fiscal
practices of the past.

I am hopeful we will send the Presi-
dent line item veto legislation in the
upcoming weeks. It will serve as fur-
ther notice that the changes called for
in 1994 are indeed becoming a reality. I
would hope that we will continue to
act in a manner that reflects this new
thinking.

I congratulate the managers on a fine
job, and it is my understanding that
the distinguished manager will supply
the responses to my concerns for the
RECORD.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me
take a minute and thank the Senator
from Arizona. Basically, as he indi-
cated, the debt forgiveness was de-
signed to clear the books. There is no
prospect of recovery. We will provide a
fuller answer for the RECORD. The two
provisions relating to Texas were in-
cluded in the House. The one with re-
spect to West Virginia was added in the
conference. We will provide the full in-
formation on that.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, am I
recognized for 10 minutes under the
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
not vote for the bill before us prin-
cipally because it has the space station
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in it, $2.114 billion, while we cut EPA
by about $1.5 billion and veterans medi-
cal services by somewhere between $300
and $600 million. The space station,
which is now calculated by the General
Accounting Office to cost $94 billion,
still does not have one single redeem-
ing value. Of the $94 billion it is going
to cost, $90 billion of that is going to
come from the United States. You hear
the argument made this is now an
international undertaking. That is
some undertaking when we are putting
up $90 billion of the $94 billion it is
going to cost.

Now, for the past several days, we
have been reading that even though
NASA is giving the Russians $200 mil-
lion a year to participate in this pro-
gram—so much for international par-
ticipation because they are participat-
ing and we are giving them the money
to participate—they are saying they
cannot afford to fulfil their part of the
program because we are not giving
them enough. So now they are propos-
ing that we allow them to use a part of
their existing Mir space station, hang
it onto our space station and let that
count as a contributory share.

Mr. President, I am not going to take
up much time on that. I intend to vote
against the bill. I am just saying what
I have been saying on this floor for
about 6 years now. The space station is
going to be one disaster after another.
This year it is the Russians. Next year,
it will be something else.

My staff brought me a little squib on
some company that said they had been
able to use protein crystals that had
been grown on one of the shuttles to
develop a flu vaccine, which they hope
to finish and perfect by the year 2000. I
read the story closely since NASA
keeps saying that we will cure all
kinds of diseases if only we spend $94
billion on the space station. Well, what
the president of the company said was
that it was nice to have the space shut-
tle to develop these crystals, but they
could do it on the ground, and they
were going to do it anyway. The space
shuttle happened to be handy so they
used it at taxpayer expense.

None of the pharmaceutical compa-
nies in this country is willing to pay
for any share of the shuttle or the
space station as of this date. Yet, you
keep hearing that the space station is
going to cure warts, cancer, emphy-
sema, and everything else.

So I am going to vote ‘‘no’” on that.

As far as cuts to the environment, I
think this body makes a very bad mis-
take. We act as if all environmental
regulation is somehow bad. Nobody de-
fends environmental regulations that
are out of order and excessive. But
many environmental regulations are
absolutely necessary.

This morning, I picked up the paper
and saw that the Washington, DC, sew-
age system is going kerplunk. It is di-
lapidated, worn out, and no one has the
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money to repair it. You are reading
more and more stories about that all
the time. Bear in mind, colleagues,
that the environment determines our
very existence, and to build a space
station that is going to cost $94 billion
while we have sewage running up and
down the streets of this country is an
absolute outrage.

So I repeat that I won't vote for this
bill because the priorities it represents
are all skewed-up.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I rise to
commend the tireless efforts of the
chairman and ranking member of the
VA/HUD Appropriations Committee,
Senators BoND and MIKULSKI, in bring-
ing this 1996 VA/HUD conference report
to the Senate. As Senators may recall,
this is the second iteration of the VA/
HUD conference report. The House re-
committed the first conference agree-
ment and several technical changes
were made, resulting in a second con-
ference report, which is now before the
Senate.

This has been a most difficult year
for many, if not all, of the thirteen ap-
propriation subcommittees. The VA/
HUD Subcommittee, for example, has
had to make deep cuts in many critical
areas totalling some $9.3 billion below
the President’s 1996 requests. Cuts in
funding for veterans, public housing,
the Environmental Protection Agency,
NASA, and in a number of other inde-
pendent Federal agencies, have been
necessary.

I greatly appreciate the outstanding
work of Senators BoND and MIKULSKI
over many months in conducting the
numerous hearings, the subcommittee
and full committee markups, Senate
floor consideration, and the conference
on this very important and complex ap-
propriation bill.

This is the first year of Senator
BonD’'s chairmanship of the VA/HUD
Subcommittee and he has carried out
his responsibilities admirably, under
extreme budgetary constraints. I rec-
ognize and compliment his efforts.

As for the ranking member of the
VA/HUD Subcommittee, the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland [Ms.
MiIKULSKI], I am a great admirer. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI joined the Appropria-
tions Committee in 1987 and chaired
the VA/HUD Subcommittee from 1989
through 1994. She immediately took
charge of this most complex sub-
committee and never missed a beat.
Each and every year, Senator MIKULSKI
was able to accommodate whatever
came her way in the form of sub-
committee allocations which were
clearly too small to adequately address
the many critical needs under the sub-
committee jurisdiction.

She never complained; instead, she
went about the difficult task of making
the hard decisions of where to cut in
the most fair and equitable manner. I
am certain that her experience and ex-
pertise have been most helpful to the
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new chairman, Senator BOND, on the
bill that is now before the Senate.

I also thank the very capable and
dedicated subcommittee staff: Stephen
Kohashi, Carrier Apostolou, and
Lashawnda Leftwich for the majority;
and Rusty Mathews and Steve Crane
for the minority. Their efforts are
greatly appreciated.

Although this bill may be vetoed by
the President, it is in no way a reflec-
tion upon the admirable work of the
subcommittee members and staff.

LIHPP

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to
recognize the chairman’s successful ef-
forts to not only continue the Low-In-
come Housing Preservation Program in
fiscal year 1996, but provide $624 mil-
lion in funding. This program is ex-
tremely important to my state and to
many across the country. Thousands of
Massachusetts tenants are threatened
with displacement if the owners prepay
their HUD-assisted mortgages and con-
vert the property to uses other than af-
fordable housing.

I am also generally supportive of the
reforms to the program that are incor-
porated in the appropriations language.
There is significant concern that the
program may provide excessive incen-
tives. I am hopeful that the authoriz-
ing committee on which I serve will
take another look at the preservation
program next year—with a particularly
thorough review of the proposed cap-
ital grant approach—and make further
refinements with the objective of pre-
serving affordable housing and prevent-
ing displacement—without unnecessary
costs to the taxpayer.

Unfortunately, the funding levels and
program changes also mean that some
owners will now choose to prepay. This
raises the concern about the adequacy
of protections for the residents of
buildings in those circumstances where
owners decide to prepay and convert
their buildings to other uses.

The conference report language pro-
tects residents by preventing owners
from prepaying their mortgage unless
they agree not to raise rents for 60 days
following prepayment. The language
also raises the value of vouchers to a
rent level necessary to allow the resi-
dents to stay in the buildings. These
are appropriate protections.

Section 223 of the current Low In-
come Housing Preservation and Resi-
dent Homeownership Act [LIHPRHA]
provides significant protections to resi-
dents who are faced with a prepayment
action by an owner. It is my interpre-
tation that nothing in the appropria-
tions language would override the pro-
tections provided to residents under
section 223 of LTHPRHA, and that these
protections would still apply to resi-
dents in those buildings where the own-
ers decide to prepay their mortgages. Is
that also the understanding of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BOND. Yes, I agree with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts’ interpreta-
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tion—particularly as it relates to eligi-
bility for voucher assistance and mov-
ing expenses of residents who are invol-
untarily displaced. The appropriations
bill is intended to restore the right of
owners to prepay their mortgages. At
the same time, I have argued through-
out this process that it is important to
retain a preservation program that pre-
serves as much of the affordable hous-
ing as possible and protects the resi-
dents of the buildings from involuntary
displacement.

The appropriations language does not
override the protections in section 223.
I must add, however, that section 223
may provide benefits to residents that
may be inconsistent with the decision
by Congress to restore the owner’s
right to prepay and to the degree that
the nature of the section 8 assistance
has been modified by the appropria-
tions language. It is my view that the
authorizing committee should review
all of LIHPRHA—including section
223—over the next year in light of the
new funding levels and the changes in
the appropriations bill. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for raising
this concern.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the VA-HUD Sub-
committee for his remarks and I look
forward to working with him on the
preservation program in the Banking
Committee in the coming year.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to commend the ef-
forts made by Senators BOND and Mi-
KULSKI to improve the fiscal year 1996
VA-HUD appropriations bill. Given the
budget constraints, they have done an
admirable job of trying to craft appro-
priate and acceptable language.

Unfortunately, I am still frustrated
by what this legislation does to this
Nation’s veterans programs, housing
assistance priorities, and environ-
mental protection policies. This bill
not only compromises successful pro-
grams like AmeriCorps and
Youthbuild, it cuts our housing budget
by more than 20 percent.

Mr. President, we have an obligation
to improve each and every American’s
access to safe and affordable housing.
Unfortunately, as I warned last spring,
the bill before us weakens our ability
to provide adequate housing, and it ul-
timately cuts valuable programs that
work.

Mr. President, the HOPE VI Program
is designed to replace this Nation's
most desperate and distressed housing
stock with new, sustainable housing
communities that will instill a sense of
pride and community. The fiscal year
1996 appropriations bill cuts the HOPE
VI Program from $500 million to $280
million. Mr. President, this cut will
make it very difficult for current
HOPE VI projects to complete their
work. Because of this, I want to em-
phasize how important it will be for
the Secretary of the Department of
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Housing and Urban Development to
comply with the Senate report lan-
guage that expresses the Senate’s in-
tent to give priority funding to al-
ready-approved HOPE VI sites.

The Senate language allows us to fol-
low through on our commitment to im-
proving housing conditions and oppor-
tunities in a time of severe funding
constraints.

Mr. President, I am also deeply con-
cerned about the funding cuts the con-
ference bill has imposed on the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency. While
the conference opted to stay with the
higher funding levels urged by the Sen-
ate, this level of $5.7 billion still re-
sults in a 22.5 percent reduction from
the President's budget request and a 14
percent cut from 1995. However, I am
most worried about the reductions in
several important programs, including
environmental and public health stand-
ards enforcement, drinking water and
wastewater treatment infrastructure
projects for States, and hazardous
waste site cleanup.

Mr. President, we are finally making
real progress in environmental protec-
tion. Our rivers and lakes are cleaner,
our air is more breathable, and our
drinking water is safer. Now is not the
time to slow that progress. Instead, we
should move forward so that we leave
our world a safer, healthier place for
our children.

Mr. President, for these reasons, I
must vote against this legislation. But,
should the President veto this bill, I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to improve the bill.

SPELMAN COLLEGE OUTREACH

Mr. COVERDELL. I would like to
commend the chairman for his skillful
work in shepherding this bill through
the Senate and Conference Committee.
There are certainly more enviable jobs
than having to direct a major portion
of spending reductions necessary to
reach our ultimate goal of a balanced
budget.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. COVERDELL. Recognizing his
accomplishment in this regard, I would
like to bring to the chairman’s atten-
tion the fine work of many like my
constituents at Spelman College in At-
lanta in the arena of public housing as-
sistance.

Located near urban Atlanta,
Spelman College has established a
quality outreach program for public
housing residents that seeks to address
many of the housing needs and prob-
lems in Atlanta and other large cities
throughout our country.

Mr. BOND. I am indeed aware of the
fine work performed at Spelman and
am interested in their progress.

Mr. COVERDELL. The distinguished
chairman's comments are appreciated.
I would ask the Senator if the commit-
tee recognizes the role institutions of
higher education play in revitalizing
economically distressed wurban and
rural communities.
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Mr. BOND. The committee certainly
recognizes the vital role that colleges
and universities can play in alleviating
many of our problems in these areas,
particularly with housing.

Mr. COVERDELL. Recognizing the
disproportionate representation of mi-
nority women in public housing, would
the chairman be willing to consider
funding for minority institutions in
their efforts to assist with these pro-
grams.

Mr. BOND. The committee recognizes
the indelible role minority institutions
can play in providing outreach and sup-
portive services for residents of public
housing. Therefore, of the funds pro-
vided, HUD should consider giving to
support qualified minority institu-
tions, like Spelman College, that have
established outreach programs for pub-
lic housing residents.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr, President, I rise
today in opposition to the conference
report on the VA, HUD-independent
agencies appropriations bill for fiscal
your 1996. While this agreement is an
improvement over the bill that passed
the Senate earlier this fall, it still fails
to provide adequately for a number of
programs which are essential to the
fulfillment of many of our national pri-
orities.

First, the agreement before us today
represents a major step backwards for
the environment. This legislation pro-
poses to cut the budget for the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency by $1.7
billion, fully 21 percent below the lev-
els enacted in fiscal year 1995. This
would significantly undermine the
agency's ability to administer and en-
force environmental laws and perform
its critical mission of protecting public
health and the environment. Although
most of the harmful House riders in the
bill have been stricken, language with
similar intent remains in the con-
ference report, including language
which would attempt to undermine the
Community right to Know Act of 1986.

Under this conference report, Mary-
land alone, would lose over $14 million
in funding required for substantial up-
grades to long outdated sewage treat-
ment facilities—projects which will
have a direct impact on the water qual-
ity of the Chesapeake Bay, our coastal
beaches and bays, and other local wa-

rs.

Provisions in the underlying measure
would cut EPA’s enforcement and com-
pliance assurance by 25 percent which
would severely impact upon the agen-
cy's ability to inspect industrial and
Federal facilities in Maryland and
prosecute violations. Mr. President, it
is my view that this bill unfairly sin-
gles our EPA to bear a disproportion-
ate share of the deficit reduction bur-
den. It will not just decrease the rate
of increases, but will also severely re-
duce EPA's funding.

I am also very concerned that this
legislation would terminate funding for
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the national service program. Signed
into law on September 21, 1993, the Na-
tional Service Act has helped to renew
the ethic of civic responsibility and the
spirit of community service while also
providing critical assistance to needy
communities throughout the Nation.
The measure has encouraged and pro-
vided the opportunity for thousands of
Americans to give of themselves for
the greater good while earning money
to further their education. In my view,
the legislation effectively merges edu-
cation and service, two critical compo-
nents of a healthy society. Eliminating
funding for this successful program re-
neges on our commitment and our re-
sponsibility to provide leadership and
opportunity in national service.

AmeriCorps, the centerpiece of the
national service program, is not one
large Federal program, but a network
of locally developed and locally man-
aged service corps which gives thou-
sands of young people the opportunity
to serve their country while improving
their own lives and those of their
neighbors. Moreover, the initial invest-
ment we have made has encouraged in-
creased private sector involvement in
community service programs, includ-
ing AmeriCorps.

It is my view that those who partici-
pate in national service represent the
best of our Nation. At a time when we,
as a society, are searching for ways in
which to strengthen our families and
our communities, it would be foolhardy
to abandon the national service initia-
tive. AmeriCorps volunteers are taking
part in the oldest and best of America’s
traditions—the spirit of service—and
they deserve our support.

Mr. President, this legislation also
includes large cuts in Federal housing
programs. The VA-HUD appropriations
conference report before us contains
significant reductions in public hous-
ing modernization, public housing op-
erating subsidies, severely distressed
public housing programs, homeless as-
sistance programs, incremental hous-
ing assistance, programs for distressed
multifamily housing, and salaries and
expenses.

The funding levels for housing pro-
grams included in this bill are inad-
equate given the housing needs of low-
income Americans and the community
development needs of our Nation's
communities. There is no evidence that
the number of homeless people in our
society is declining. In fact, available
evidence suggests that the number of
homeless families with children are in-
creasing. Waiting lists for public and
assisted housing remain years long in
many places around the country. Too
many of our neighborhoods are plagued
with vacant homes, aging and decaying
infrastructure, and high levels of social
distress. HUD’s programs, which are
being cut severely in this conference
report, address these important na-
tional needs.
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The funding cuts included in this bill
will make it that much harder to re-
solve some of HUD’s problems and
may, in fact, exacerbate these prob-
lems. HUD will need sufficient funds to
rebuild the management capacity of
the troubled public housing authori-
ties, tear down and replace the aging
stock, and address the housing needs of
those who currently live in the build-
ings. Likewise, in order to address the
embedded losses in the insured multi-
family housing portfolio, the Federal
Government should invest resources
now in order to save money in the fu-
ture. If the Federal Government walks
away from its longstanding involve-
ment in these buildings, there will be
negative consequences for the resi-
dents, for the buildings, and for the
surrounding neighborhood.

Finally, I am concerned that this bill
provides nearly $55 million less than
the funding level requested by the ad-
ministration for staffing and manage-
ment resources—even though HUD cur-
rently has severe staffing shortages. I
am deeply concerned that these cuts
will harm HUD’s ability to meet its
mission and, at the same time, resolve
some of the management problems that
confront them. Significant cuts in
staffing and management resources in
advance of restructuring the Depart-
ment’s programs and reducing its
workload are, at best, unwise when
HUD employees are attempting to
manage Government commitments of
nearly $1 trillion on behalf of American
taxpayers.

Mr. President, with respect to fund-
ing for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, while I am pleased that the con-
ference report eliminated a provision
that would have limited the service-
connected compensation paid to cer-
tain incompetent veterans who have no
dependents, I remain deeply concerned
about the overall funding levels pro-
vided in this legislation for veterans
programs.

Although this measure provides an
increase in funding for VA medical
care above the fiscal year 1995 level,
the $400 million increase does not come
close to the level necessary to provide
current services. Put simply, this
would translate into a drastic cutback
in services provided by VA and sub-
stantially fewer veterans being treated.
We owe a considerable debt to our Na-
tion’s veterans and, in my view, the
medical care funding in this measure
reflects an abandonment of the Federal
Government’s commitment to them.

I also am concerned with the appro-
priation in the conference report for
the general operating expenses [GOE]
account which funds the administra-
tion of all VA benefits other than med-
ical care, such as compensation, pen-
sion, and educational assistance. The
funding level for GOE in this measure
represents a reduction of more than $42
million from fiscal year 1995. This de-
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crease in funding will seriously impair
VA's ability to make progress in reduc-
ing the current backlog of pending
claims and, in fact, may result in a re-
versal of the progress the VA has made
already in this important area.

Finally, I note the discontinuation of
the U.S. Court of Veterans Appeals pro
bono representation program. For the
past several years, this program has
fulfilled a critical need, providing rep-
resentation for hundreds of veterans
who have appealed the denial of their
benefit claims to the Court of Veterans
Appeals, and who otherwise would have
been without counsel. The elimination
of this program would be a severe loss,
leaving low-income veterans, the ma-
jority of all veterans who file appeals,
to handle their cases without legal as-
sistance.

Mr. President, it is clear that the
conference report before us fails to pro-
vide adequate funding for many pro-
grams critical to the future of our Na-
tion and the health and well-being of
its citizenry. I would urge my col-
leagues to join me in opposition to this
legislation.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the conference re-
port accompanying the VA, HUD, and
independent agencies appropriations
bill. This legislation would cut funding
at the Department of Housing and
Urban Development by more than one-
fifth, and is yet another clear reflec-
tion of the misguided priorities that
have driven the budget process this
year.

Mr. President, HUD today provides
housing assistance to over 4 million
households, including working fami-
lies, seniors, and people with disabil-
ities. Yet this only makes a dent in the
housing needs of lower income Ameri-
cans. Millions of our citizens are living
in substandard conditions or are pay-
ing more than half of their incomes for
housing. Countless others are homeless
entirely.

Unfortunately, this conference report
not only fails to meet these pressing
needs, but it is a step backward. And
its proposed cuts will have a real im-
pact on needy Americans throughout
our Nation.

This legislation virtually eliminates
funding for incremental housing assist-
ance, and slashes funding for homeless
programs by a quarter. As a result,
hundreds of thousands of families will
continue to languish on public housing
waiting lists. Many will be forced to
live in substandard housing or on the
streets. Meanwhile, Congress is about
to pull the safety net out from under
them, with cuts in nutrition, health
care, education and other critical pro-

grams.

The cuts in this legislation also will
lead to the continued deterioration of
our Nation’s public housing stock, by
cutting the modernization budget by
one-third. Mr. President, this stock
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represents a $90 billion investment by
our taxpayers. To allow it to deterio-
rate further is short-sighted. It also
will mean that tens-of-thousands of our
citizens will continue to live in sub-
standard housing, as major repairs and
renovations are canceled due to lack of
funds.

The conference report also includes a
nearly 50-percent cut in funding for se-
verely distressed public housing. This
will inhibit efforts to revitalize our Na-
tion's most troubled and most dan-
gerous public housing developments.

If there is one bright spot in the con-
ference report, Mr. President, it is the
inclusion of $290 million for the Public
and Assisted Housing Drug Elimination
Program, which I developed several
years ago. This program has had great
success in reducing crime in housing
developments around the Nation. And I
am encouraged that we are maintain-
ing our commitment to this initiative
in this legislation.

Still, Mr. President, the cuts in hous-
ing proposed in this legislation are
deeply troubling. Not only because of
their impact on ordinary Americans.
But because they are being proposed as
part of a Republican budget with seri-
ously misplaced priorities.

Mr. President, the new majority in
the Congress is committed to providing
huge tax breaks for millionaires, $7 bil-
lion for the Pentagon that the generals
don't even want, large subsidies for
western ranchers and mining compa-
nies, and various other special interest
giveaways. Meanwhile, they are slash-
ing programs that provide assistance
to the most vulnerable Americans, es-
pecially those in our cities.

In my view, Mr. President, this re-
verse Robin Hood approach is incon-
sistent with true American values. I
am sympathetic to calls for a balanced
budget, Mr. President. But the pain
must be shared, not targeted at our
cities and the poor.

Mr. President, the median income of
households receiving Federal housing
assistance is $8,000. This happens to be
about the same amount that the Re-
publicans want to provide in tax breaks
to those with incomes over $350,000.
What does this say about our prior-
ities, Mr. President?

In the 1960's, our Government de-
clared war on poverty. In 1995, it seems
that our Government has declared war
on poor people.

Mr. President, the millions of Ameri-
cans with severe housing needs deserve
better. And it is not enough to say that
we don’t have the money. If we have
the money to provide huge tax breaks
for millionaires, if we have the money
to provide $7 billion to the Pentagon
that our military does not even want,
if we have the money to subsidize large
mining and agricultural corporations,
how can we say that we lack the
money to ensure that ordinary Ameri-
cans have a decent place to live?
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So, Mr President, I cannot support
this bill and will vote against it. I call
on President Clinton to veto the legis-
lation, and continue to stand firm until
Congress agrees to provide adequate
funding for housing programs.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to
express my admiration to a number of
Senators who have struggled valiantly
to produce a bill acceptable to the
great majority of Senators and to the
administration, that appropriates
funds for the vital services provided to
American citizens by the Veterans Af-
fairs Department, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and
other agencies.

The challenge this posed, in a time
when it seems too many in both parties
have as their objective scoring politi-
cal points off the other party rather
than reaching reasonable middle
ground on contentious issues, proved
unfortunately to be an insurmountable
challenge at least to this point. And
despite the great and perhaps even her-
culean effort invested in this bill by
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
distinguished Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BonD], and the ranking member,
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MiIkULSKI], I regret very
much I have concluded I have no choice
but to oppose the bill, and urge the
President to veto it, assuming as I do
that it will reach his desk for his ac-
tion. Its shortcomings are numerous,
and they are not minor.

With regard to the budget for the en-
vironmental Protection Agency, the se-
vere cuts of 22 percent from the Presi-
dent’s request threaten public health
and the environment. Of particular
concern are the significant cuts to the
enforcement budget, the Superfund
Program and the State revolving funds
that finance clean water and safe
drinking water remedial action.

The conference agreement cuts the
EPA’s enforcement program by 25 per-
cent—in effect allowing more polluters
the freedom to continue to pollute our
land and water without challenge. The
bill also slashes the Superfund budget
by 25 percent, which would slow exist-
ing cleanups and prevent new cleanup
starts. That means that at least four
cities in Massachusetts will have to
live with continued exposure of thou-
sands of their citizens to dangerous
chemicals.

The agreement also reduces by $762
million from the President’s budget the
funding provided for water infrastruc-
ture improvements to States and needy
cities across the country. For the past
several years—under both the Bush and
Clinton administrations—Congress has
appropriated at least $100 million for
Boston Harbor cleanup alone. However,
this bill provides just a fraction of that
amount—$25 million, thus neglecting
to recognize the dire straits of commu-
nities such as those of the Greater Bos-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ton area which are grappling with the
enormous water rate increases which
result from Federal mandates.

In addition to inadequate funding
levels for vital EPA efforts to ensure
that public's health and safety, also of
grave concern to me are legislative rid-
ers that eviscerate existing environ-
mental safeguards, without the benefit
of congressional hearings or any input
from the general public. We as a nation
have struggled valiantly over the past
quarter century to identify and elimi-
nate threats to our environment which
directly or indirectly threaten our
health, safety or well-being, and to
begin to clean up the existing mess. I
will not willingly participate in the
thoughtless and hurried abandonment
of these efforts.

Mr. President, I am also voting
against this bill because it includes ex-
cessive cuts in our Federal housing
programs. I am concerned that cut-
backs of the magnitude visited on the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment in this bill and some of the
changes it makes in housing policy rep-
resent a retreat from our Nation's goal
to provide all Americans with decent,
safe, and affordable housing, and un-
dercut efforts we have been making to
reform the agency and its programs.

The conference agreement contains
significant cuts in HUD’s overall budg-
et and particularly deep cuts in public
housing programs, incremental assist-
ance, and homeless assistance. Yet,
HUD's purpose has not gone away, and
this bill provides no roadmap to meet-
ing the pressing needs in our Nation
that agency was established to meet.
The unmet housing needs of our people
are significant. Hundreds of thousands
of Americans are homeless every night.
Millions of Americans are still living
in substandard housing or paying a
painfully heavy portion of their income
for rent. Too many young families find
the barriers to homeownership insur-
mountable. The goal of a decent, safe,
and affordable home for all Americans
is still a valid goal for this country.
The needs of our cities—large and
small—are national in scope. The dis-
tressed neighborhoods around the
country—like those in Lowell, Law-
rence, Fall River, Springfield, Boston,
and other Massachusetts cities and
towns—rely on Federal community de-
velopment assistance to battle the de-
clines that face all of our older urban
areas.

We also need to be concerned that
the cuts in the bill will have serious
consequences by making it much more
difficult to resolve some of HUD's man-
agement problems. The bill, in fact,
may exacerbate rather than ameliorate
these problems by reducing funding
levels for programs that maintain and
operate public housing or prevent de-
faults on HUD-insured multifamily
properties. Fixing some of HUD's pro-
grams, quite frankly, will require us to
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invest more resources, not less—be-
cause the the small percentage of pub-
lic housing authorities that are trou-
bled will require strong intervention by
the Federal Government. It will re-
quire large sums to rebuild the man-
agement capacity of these authorities,
tear down and replace the aging stock,
and address the housing needs of those
who currently live in the buildings.
The severely distressed housing pro-
gram—HOPE VI—is providing funding
for innovative approaches to remedy-
ing distressed public housing around
the country—including efforts to revi-
talize Mission Main and Orchard Park
developments in Boston. The con-
ference agreement, unfortunately, cuts
this program just as we are showing
signs of making progress.

I am also concerned that the bill be-
fore us establishes a policy that, begin-
ning in 1997, we will only renew expir-
ing section 8 contracts at fair market
rents. At the same time, the bill codi-
fies a cut in fair market rents from the
45th to the 40th percentile. Without
question, Mr. President, we need to
enact changes in the section 8 program
that reduce rents where they are exces-
sive and address the burgeoning long-
term costs of the section 8 program. We
must be careful, however, that a blan-
ket approach does not undermine the
viability of existing affordable housing
projects. We are responsible for what
happens to both the public and assisted
housing inventory: the Federal Govern-
ment walking away from its long-
standing involvement in these build-
ings will have negative conseguences
for the residents, for the buildings, and
for the neighborhoods that surround
them.

Mr. President, I know the appropri-
ators struggled with a wholly insuffi-
cient allocation from the 1996 Congres-
sional budget. Their mission arguably
was impossible from the outset. In my
judgment, it is simply imperative that
the overall budget negotiations provide
a higher allocation to the VA/HUD sub-
committee. Nonetheless, I do want to
acknowledge the chairman’s, ranking
member’'s, and subcommittee's actions
to help several key programs—and
there are some example of their efforts
that deserve mention. The subcommit-
tee was able to find $20 million for the
Youthbuild Program, though I am ex-
tremely disappointed that this level
represents a significant cut, realitive
to last year, in the resources for this
valuable and successful program. I am
pleased that the conference agreement
preserves the funding levels for the
HOME and CDBG Programs at 1995 lev-
els. And finally, the agreement pro-
vides $624 million for the preservation
of low-income housing; continuing this
program is very important if we are to
prevent the loss of affordable housing
and the displacement of thousands of
families across Massachusetts and the
entire Nation.
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There are other deficiencies—serious
deficiencies—in this bill—for example,
in provisions pertaining to veterans
programs and services, about which
others have eloquently remarked in
this debate, remarks I will not take the
Senate's time to replicate. The sum is
a bill that is fatally flawed.

Mr. President, it disturbs me that
this has occurred on yet another bill. It
disturbs me greatly that, less than 3
weeks before the end of the calendar
year, and nearly 3 months after the be-
ginning of the current fiscal year, the
Republican leadership of this Congress
still is engaged in the political game of
sending the President a bill he already
has announced emphatically he must
and will veto on the basis of deeply-
held, principled conviction—before
there have been any definitive negotia-
tions to reach real middle ground. The
American people don't understand
what is going on, here, Mr. President,
and with good reason. It defies rational
explanation.

But, at the insistence of the intem-
perate Speaker of the House, the Presi-
dent and the Congress will be required
to play out this charade. I thank the
President for his courage and stead-
fastness to vital principles which will
be the foundation for the veto he will
cast. I remain very hopeful that all
parties to the budget negotiations will
engage in them diligently and in good
faith, that one of the outcomes will be
to provide a more realistic allocation
of discretionary funding to this bill,
and that in the near future we will be
debating in this chamber a reasonable
bill behind which Senators of good will
from both parties can unite and which
we can send to the President for his
signature.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, there
are many aspects of this appropriations
bill which I find deeply troubling. I am
thankful we have a President who has
clearly said that he will veto this bill if
presented to him in its current form.

I would like to take this opportunity
to focus on two areas of the bill which
are of particular concern to me—the
unacceptable cuts to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency [EPA], and
the lack of funding for the VA medical
center at Travis Air Force Base in
Fairfield, CA.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The EPA is the agency responsible
for the implementation of our most
fundamental environmental protection
laws: The Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water
Act, laws that protect us from im-
proper hazardous waste disposal, laws
that protect us from exposure to radi-
ation and toxic substances, laws that
regulate the clean-up of hazardous
waste sites all over the country, laws
that ensure that every citizen in this
country has a right to know about
what kinds of toxics are being released
into their environment.
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And how much does it cost us to run
the EPA? In 1995 we appropriated about
$6.6 billion for the EPA. Let me put
this into context. The whole EPA budg-
et is the same as the cost of about
three B-2 bombers. In the 1995 budget
we appropriated over 40 times this
amount—$241 billion—for the Depart-
ment of Defense. The fiscal year 1996
defense appropriations bill that re-
cently passed the Senate included $7
billion more than the Department of
Defense says it needs. We are throwing
an extra 37 billion at the Pentagon and
the same time we are taking away
vital funds that protect our health and
safety. It simply does not make sense.

The cuts made in this bill to the EPA
budget are unacceptable. This bill ap-
propriates $5.7 billion for EPA—that is
a l4-percent cut—or nearly $1 billion
from the fiscal year 1995 level. It is a
22.5-percent cut—or $1.7 billion—from
the President’s fiscal year 1996 request.

Republicans seem to take great pride
in their efforts to dismantle key social
programs that Americans hold dear,
but they have chosen to take their war
against the environment underground.
The cuts to the EPA budget show us
the covert war that is being waged by
Republicans against our environment.

It has to be covert because they have
seen the results of poll after poll show-
ing that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans feel that our environmental laws
should be strengthened, not stripped
away. In my many years in public of-
fice not once has anyone told me,
‘‘Senator, our air is too clean,’ or "our
water is too safe.”

The back door attack on our environ-
mental laws seen here is cuts in EPA’s
budget that will cripple EPA’s ability
to set and enforce environmental
standards.

This bill cuts enforcement of all en-
vironmental programs by 22 percent—
$128 million—from the President's re-
quest and 14.6 percent—$77 million—
from fiscal year 1995.

It hits at the heart of EPA adminis-
tration and management in EPA’s abil-
ity to set and enforce environmental
and public health standards with a 17-
percent cut—3$310 million—below the
President’s request, and a T7T-percent
cut—3$115 million—from fiscal year 1995.

Mr. President, these cuts mean that
an already stretched EPA will not be
able to carry out critically important
work that ensures the health and safe-
ty of all Americans, and will result in
a setback of national efforts to ensure
that every American citizen breaths
clear air, drinks clean water and is safe
from the dangers of hazardous waste.

These are the EPA funds that are
spent working with States and munici-
palities in the development of our air
quality, water quality, lead abatement,
and food safety standards; the funds
that allow EPA to keep track of the
levels of pollution in our air, our
water, our food, our environment; that
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allow the EPA to work with States and
with industries to help them discover
the sources of pollution problems and
help them comply with Federal safety
standards; that allow the EPA to give
technical assistance to State pollution
control agencies and county air and
water quality boards; that allow the
EPA to carry out environmental im-
pact statements on industry actions
that may hurt the environment; that
allow EPA to work all over this coun-
try to educate industry and small busi-
ness and help them comply with the
law so that enforcement actions are
avoided.

In the long run this will mean more
water pollution, more smog in our
cities and countryside, more toxic
waste problems.

EPA’s budget is eut in many other
areas to levels that are unacceptable.

A 30 percent—$462 million—cut from
the President's request and a 9 per-
cent—S§110 million—cut from fiscal year
1995 in funds that go straight to the
States to help cities all over the coun-
try build sewage treatment plants that
keep raw sewage from flowing into our
coastal waters, rivers, lakes and
streams.

A 45 percent—3$225 million—cut from
the President's request and a 79 per-
cent—S$1 billion—cut from the pre-re-
scissions fiscal year 1995 level in funds
that go to States to protect our drink-
ing water nationwide.

A 25 percent—3400 million—cut from
the President’s request and 13 per-
cent—$168 million—cut from fiscal year
1995 in funds that go toward cleaning
up hazardous waste sites.

But, Mr. President, I would like to
close my statement with a comment
about the presence of riders in this
conference report—in the face of the
House vote to instruct conferees to
omit riders that would limit EPA en-
forcement of existing environmental
protections.

This conference report includes a
rider that strips away EPA's veto au-
thority over U.S. Corps of Engineers
wetlands permits decisions. Although
the EPA has only vetoed 11 permit re-
quests since 1972, the power of EPA's
veto has played a very important and
constructive role in the reaching of
compromises on innumerable proposed
development plans to fill wetlands. I
believe that EPA's vet power is abso-
lutely essential in maintaining a bal-
anced approach to making environ-
mental permit decisions. Without this
veto authority, we are opening the
door to very serious potential losses of
wetlands.

We have lost approximately 53 per-
cent of our historic wetlands in the
continental United States—and in my
State of California, the loss is over 90
percent. We continue to lose wetlands
at the alarming rate of about 300,000
acres per year, and there still seems to
be a general lack of appreciation for
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the vital role that wetlands play in
protecting our people’s health, sustain-
ing our Nation's natural systems and
supporting America’s economy.

Wetlands preservation is often seen
as incompatible with economic growth.
1 believe that not only does wetlands
conservation make good environmental
sense, it makes good economic sense.
The value of wetlands in flood control,
groundwater storage, water purifi-
cation and commercial and rec-
reational uses has been estimated to be
$1.4 trillion annually.

An economic analysis of the value of
wetlands was prepared in 1993 under
the direction of the School of Public
Policy at the University of California
at Berkeley. Using my State of Califor-
nia as an example, the study showed
that the total annual benefit of wet-
lands to the State ranges from a low of
$6 billion to almost $23 billion. Those
are the amounts the State would lose
annually if 100 percent of our wetlands
were lost to filling and development.

Mr. President, in 1994, over 48,000
Americans sought approval to fill wet-
lands. The number of permit requests
has increased by 27 percent since 1990.
If this rider goes into law, every re-
quest will be submitted with the
knowledge that the EPA has no veto
authority. Old projects will be dusted
off and resubmitted—we will lose wet-
lands that our Nation cannot afford to
lose—we will lose wetlands that our
Nation cannot afford to lose.

TRAVIS VA MEDICAL CENTER

I am deeply disappointed that the bill
does not including funding to complete
construction on the proposed VA hos-
pital at Travis Air Force Base, in Fair-
field, CA.

In 1991, a severe earthquake damaged
northern California’s only VA hospital
in Martinez. That facility served over
400,000 veterans, and its closure forced
many to drive up to 8 hours to receive
medical care. The Bush administration
recognized the tremendous need cre-
ated by the Martinez closure and prom-
ised the community that a replacement
facility would be constructed in Fair-
field, at Travis Air Force Base. The
conferees’ action breaks that 4-year-old
promise to the veterans of northern
California.

Last year, Congress appropriated $7
million to complete design and begin
construction on the Tavis-VA medical
center. Nearly $20 million has been
spent on the project to date, and more
than a year ago, Vice President GORE
broke ground. Construction is now un-
derway.

For fiscal year 1996, President Clin-
ton requested the funds needed to com-
plete construction, $188 million. Con-
gress’ refusal to fund the project seri-
ously jeopardizes the prospect that the
hospital will ever be built. The out-
patient clinic proposed as an alter-
native by the conferees is entirely un-
acceptable to the veterans of northern
California.
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The decision not to fund the Travis-
VA medical center breaks faith with
California’s veterans, and violates
promises made by the past two Presi-
dential administrations.

For the reasons I have stated above
and many others, I have no choice but
to oppose this conference report, and I
will urge the President to veto this
bill.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am
voting for this legislation with a num-
ber of reservations. This bill provides
funding for important programs at the
Department of Veterans Affairs [VA],
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment [HUD] and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency [EPA]. I
supported this legislation when it
passed the Senate in September, with
the understanding that Senate nego-
tiators would maintain funding for our
Nation’s veterans, maintain adequate
levels for housing, protect funding for
the EPA and oppose the 17 anti-envi-
ronment legislative riders included in
the House version of this bill.

After the most recent conference on
this legislation between the Senate and
House, it is my belief that the bill has
emerged better than both the original
House and Senate passed versions.
Funding for veterans’ health is now
higher than last year's levels. EPA
spending levels, originally slated for a
33 percent cut in the House bill, have
been increased, resulting in only a 14
percent reduction. A number of other
important programs and agencies re-
ceived a similar reduction this year.
Finally, almost all of the environ-
mental legislative riders I found most
objectionable have been dropped.

Mr. President, I believe the managers
hands were tied in this situation. The
allocation for this entire account was
reduced to such an extent that they
were forced to make some difficult
choices. The overall allocation was re-
duced by close to 10 percent from fiscal
year 1995. The fact that EPA received a
14 percent cut is very unfortunate but
understandable considering the overall
reduction for this bill. I hope that the
ongoing budget negotiations will yield
more funding for environmental pro-
tection.

I agree that Congress must reduce
Federal spending in order to gain con-
trol of our growing budget deficit. We
must reorder our spending priorities
and makes every effort to cut wasteful
expenditures throughout the Federal
budget. Although savings can be found
in the Department of Energy, Depart-
ment of Interior and EPA budgets, I
will strongly oppose a complete gut-
ting of the funding for important envi-
ronmental programs.

Finally, included in this legislation
is an amendment which will remove
EPA from the process of protecting
many of our Nation’s wetlands and riv-
ers under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. Last year, under this sec-
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tion of the Clean Water Act, EPA as-
sisted the State of Vermont in protect-
ing one of our State's most valuable
river ecosystems. I remain hopeful that
during future consideration of funding
for EPA we not further weaken EPA's
ability to protect our Nation’s rivers
and wetlands.

Mr. President, I am voting for this
legislation in order to move the process
forward. In the event that the legisla-
tion is vetoed by the President, I would
hope my colleagues would seriously
consider some the few concerns I have
raised here.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this
appropriation is a very good one for
veterans. It fully funds veterans’ bene-
fits payments. And, unlike many of the
non-veteran programs funded by this
bill, veterans’ health care funding
would actually increase.

Mr. President, there is one provision
in this conference report which affects
a small sum of dollars, but which is im-
portant to VA and to America's veter-
ans. Funding for staffing and travel in
the office of the Secretary has been re-
duced.

Mr. President. I support that reduc-
tion.

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
has left no tub unpounded, no stump
without a speech, in a campaign of
propaganda misrepresenting the ac-
tions of this Congress. I tire of that.

He has continued to talk about budg-
et “‘cuts.” Even when he knows so well
that the budget is actually being in-
creased.

He continues to talk about declines
in VA health care services even after
personally sitting through a hearing
where the increases were quantified
and illustrated by charts.

He took a discredited advocacy
“study’’ from a liberal lobby group and
tried to give it the stature of a “‘gov-
ernment’’ report. That action was an
attempt to ‘‘use’’—yes that is the
term—veterans as the point men in a
political campaign to defeat reforms
needed to preserve the Medicare and
Medicaid programs.

In short, Secretary Brown has con-
fused the responsibilities of a Cabinet
Secretary with the role of a political
lobbyist.

He has assumed the zealous mission
of a political advocate without remem-
bering the requirement to led and ad-
minister his Department.

And, as an article in today’'s Wash-
ington Post makes clear, he is wholly
unrepentant in his course.

Yes, the conference report will re-
strict his political activities. But, and
hear this, and hear clearly, it will not
restrict his ability to lead his Depart-
ment. In fact, if it causes him to stay
right here in Washington and focus
hard on the many heretofore
unaddressed challenges facing the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, the re-
duced funding level could actually im-
prove his stewardship over the Depart-
ment.
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The issue is not ‘‘freedom of speech.”
That is pure bunkum. Those who make
that argument are not really arguing
that the Secretary has a right to
speak. They are instead arguing that
the taxpayers have an obligation to
pay for whatever he wants to say. That
is, or course, surely not the case.

Mr. President, this is not a perfect
bill. No bill is. But the members of the
subcommittee have done a very good
job in protecting funding for veterans’

rograms.

I think it would be tragic if the
President were to use funding levels for
nonveteran programs as an excuse to
veto a bill that increases veterans’
medical spending and fully funds their
benefits.

I am sure that my friend from Mis-
souri will confirm that it will be very
hard to craft a bill as favorable to vet-
erans as this one and which also in-
creases funding for other programs.

I commend Senators BOND and Mi-
KULSKI. They work well together as
managers of the bill. I thank them for
their yeoman work and I do hope the
Senate will join me in support of the
bill.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
like to make a few remarks about H.R.
2099, the VA—HUD appropriations con-
ference report. I want to commend the
distinguished ranking member and the
distinguished manager of the bill for
their efforts in reaching an agreement
on this measure.

The conferees had to make some
tough choices, and I am pleased that
they listened to the American people
and decided to drop the controversial
environmental riders in the House-
passed bill. I am also delighted that the
conference report provides the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency [EPA]
with a higher level of funding than ei-
ther the House or Senate bills.

Although the conferees eliminated
most of the objectionable legislative
riders, I am still troubled by two key
provisions in the conference report.
First of all, the conferees have decided
to maintain the rider in the Senate bill
that bars EPA from using any fiscal
year 1996 funds to implement section
404(c) of the Clean Water Act.

Since its enactment in 1972, section
404 of the Clean Water Act has played
an integral role in the progress we have
made toward achieving the act’s
central objective, which is ‘“to restore
and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the Nation's
waters.” Section 404(c) authorizes EPA
to prohibit a disposal of dredged or fill
material into U.S. waters, including
wetlands, if such a disposal would have
an unacceptable adverse effect on cer-
tain especially important resources.

The rider in the conference report
would preclude EPA from ensuring
against unacceptable adverse effects on
these valuable resources for a full year.
An article written by John Cushman in
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Tuesday’s edition of the New York
Times 1is especially instructive: It
points out the many of the unknown
adverse consequences this rider could
have for our most valuable wetlands re-
sources.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article printed in the De-
cember 12, 1995, New York Times be
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Dec. 12, 1995]
BRIEF CLAUSE IN BILL WouLD CURB U.S.
POWER TO PROTECT WETLANDS
(By John H. Cushman, Jr.)

WASHINGTON, Dec. 11.—Buried deep in a
spending bill now before Congress are two
sentences that could give clear salling to a
highway project in New Hampshire, harbor
dredging in South Carolina, a mine in Mon-
tana and many other projects around the
country that have been threatened by the
Government’s environmental objections.

The terse provision would take away one of
the Environmental Protection Agency's
maljor tools for protecting the country’s wet-
lands: the veto that the agency is allowed to
cast against permits that the Army Corps of
Engineers issues to developers for wetlands
projects.

The change is set forth In one obscure pas-
sage In a vast 380 billion appropriations bill
paying for veterans, housing, environmental
and other programs in the current fiscal
year. The bill passed the House on Thursday
and Is expected to come to the Senate floor
shortly. President Clinton, objecting to
many of its provisions, has sald he will veto
it.

Although 1t is hard to predict whether the
wetlands clause will become law, the pros-
pect worrles conservationists, who call the
continuing loss of wetlands a threat to water
quality and wildlife. The provision would
prohibit the E.P.A. from spending anything
in the current fiscal year to exercise its
power under the Clean Water Act to review
and veto wetlands permits. Any vetoes that
are pending would be nullified, giving the
Corps of Engineers the final say.

The bill's 73 words on wetlands have rated
only the briefest mention during a raging
Congressional debate over Federal environ-
mental priorities. But the effect of the provi-
sion could be felt nationwide.

Most immediately, the change may resur-
rect plans for a $200 million highway sweep-
ing around Nashua, N.H. Last August, the
state reluctantly agreed to scale back the
project when threatened with a veto by the
E.P.A. The reduced plans spare more than 40
acres of wetlands and other undeveloped
wildlife habitat near the Merrimack River.
James Rivers, a spokesman for Gov. Stephen
Merrill, said that although the state plans to
proceed with the scaled-back project for now,
it would consider expanding it in the future
if the Federal law is changed.

In Charleston, S.C., E.P.A, officials have
warned the corps agalnst dredging shipping
channels near a paper plant because of pos-
sible dloxin contamination, But if the new
law is passed, the E.P.A. would lose its legal
leverage to persuade the corps to adopt an
alternative for clearing shipping channels.

Similarly, the corps alone would rule on
wetlands permits for the New World Mine in
Montana, a disputed project that conserva-
tionist say would endanger the ecosystem in
and around Yellowstone National Park, just
two and a half miles away.
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The wetlands review process has its roots
in the 1970's, when lawmakers belleved the
corps, whose approval is needed for any con-
struction that can affect navigable waters,
was more interested in protecting navigation
than the environment. But today it is the
E.P.A. that is out of favor on Capitol Hill,
where preserving wetlands is among the
most unpopular of causes.

Although the E.P.A. has vetoed wetlands
permits only 11 times, both sides in the dis-
pute agree that the agency can greatly influ-
ence the scale of development projects by
merely threatening a veto. Environmental
groups cited case after case in which projects
were scaled back to meet the agency’s de-
mands. Many of those projects were shelved
indefinitely, raising the possibility that
some might be revived if the legislation is
enacted.

Carol M. Browner, the Administrator of
the E.P.A., sald her agency, not the corps,
has both the expertise and the statutory au-
thority to protect wetlands, which play a
crucial role in minimizing floods, filtering
water and providing wildlife habitat.

“The E.P.A. is the body that Congress has
given the authority to deal with clean water
issues,' she said. ““The role we play is associ-
ated with the broader role of protecting the
water quality of the people of this country.”

Despite the importance of this legislation,
there has scarcely been any testimony or
comment on the House or Senate floor about
how it would affect specific construction
projects or wetlands.

Even the provision’s author, Senator
Christopher S. Bond, a Missouri Republican,
said in an Interview that he had ‘‘no ldea"
what projects might be affected.

He said his objective was not to affect one
project or another, but to make the Govern-
ment more efficient by consolidating power
over wetlands permits in a single agency.

““If there is one thing that constituents Iin
my state are fed up with, it is being told two
different things by two different Federal
agencies,” Senator Bond sald on the Senate
floor in September. ‘‘They expect the Fed-
eral agencles who serve them to give them
one answer and to give them the right an-
swer."

Administration officlals and environ-
mental groups say the E.P.A'S authority is
essential to the protection of wetlands, espe-
clally since many projects affecting those
areas are carried out by the corps itself,

“The Army Corps of Engineers authorizes
itself to discharge millions of cubic yards of
dredge or fill material into the waters of the
United States each year,” said John Flicker,
president of the National Audubon Soclety,
in a letter urging President Clinton not to
sign the bill. “Absent E.P.A.'s involvement
in the review of the corps’ water develop-
ment projects, the corps would be in the un-
tenable position of exercising sole regulatory
review of its own development projects.”

Senator Bond and his staff respond that
thelr proposal leaves much of the E.P.A.'s
authority intact. The agency would continue
to write the environmental guidelines for the
corps.

But the E.P.A's questions about the dredg-
ing of navigation channels proposed by the
corps around Georgetown Harbor near
Charleston, one of the biggest commercial
ports on the East Coast, show why the E.P.A.
is fighting to keep its authority. The corps
would extensively dredge sediments from the
harbor bottom, including near the private
berth of the International Paper Company,
and then dump that refuse on shore and in
nearby shallows.
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Local E.P.A. officlals, according to an
agency document, are concerned that the
project carrles environmental risks. They
fear that the sediment at the paper plant
could be contaminated with dioxin, a toxin
that could be spread in the Sampit River and
the Upper Winyah Bay.

Sediments at the paper company's berth
have not been tested for dioxin, but several
years ago the paper plant's waste water was
found to have among the highest dloxin lev-
els of more than a hundred plants surveyed,
and the state detected dloxins in sediment
and fish tissues In the nearby Sampit River
in 1989, leading to advisories against eating
locally caught fish.

The agency Is urging the corps to consider
less damaging alternatives and better im-
poundments of the dredged wastes.

There are many other cases, like the Nash-
ua highway, where the E.P.A.'s views pre-
valled over those of the corps and of local of-
ficlals. The E.P.A. fought that project for 10
years, but the corps and the state approved
it anyway. Only after the E.P.A. regional ad-
ministrator, John DeVillars, warned of a
veto did New Hampshire agree to a scaled-
back highway.

New Hampshire’'s top environmental offi-
clal sald in an interview this week that he
was pleased with the E.P.A.'s rule in the
highway project and with other wetlands re-
views by the Federal agency.

“My experience with the process has been
that the concerns that have been raised have
been reasonable concerns, that they are ask-
ing the right questions and forcing analysis
of alternatives that otherwise would not be
done," said Robert Varnum, the state's Envi-
ronment Commissioner. He was appointed
twice by Republican Governors, both of
whom strongly favored the highway project
that the E.P.A. blocked.

“I feel that E.P.A.'s mission is to protect
the environment, and in this case to avoid
unnecessary lmpacts to our wetlands re-
sources,”” he sald. “‘They take that job very
seriously, and have put in a great deal of
time and effort, and stuck their necks out,
to protect the environment, and I think that
is a role they need to play. I think the gen-
eral public expects nothing else."

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, to those
who say that EPA's 404(c) authority re-
flects a significant waste of govern-
ment resources, I point to the fact that
the agency has used this authority
only 12 times during the past 23 years.

One of these instances occurred in
Attleboro, MA. A developer’s plan to
build a large shopping mall at a site
called Sweeden’s Swamp in Attleboro
would have destroyed 45 acres of wet-
lands. Had EPA not stepped in to pre-
vent the permit from going forward,
the area would have lost a rich habitat
for many birds, mammals, and amphib-
ians. Mr. President, we simply cannot
afford to relinquish the protection of
critical natural resources afforded by
404(c).

I am also deeply concerned with the
conferees' decision to provide only $12
million for the Montreal Protocol Fa-
cilitation Fund—a full 50 percent less
than both the administration’s request
and the House approved figure of $24
million.

The Montreal Protocol, approved in
1987 during the Reagan administration,
addresses the damaging effect of
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chlorofluorocarbons—of CFC’s—on the
ozone layer. A statement made by
President Reagan on April 5, 1988, dem-
onstrates the significance of the pro-
gram:

The Montreal Protocol is a model of co-
operation. It i1s a product of the recognition
and international consensus that ozone de-
pletion is a global problem, both in terms of
its causes and effects. The protocol is the re-
sult of an extraordinary process of scientific
study, negotiations among representatives of
the business and environmental commu-
nities, and international diplomacy. It is a
monumental achievement.

The treaty, now ratified by 150 na-
tions, represents a consensus on the
dangers of ozone depletion and provides
for the eventual ban of CFC produc-
tion. We later agreed to amendments
to strengthen the ban in 1990, as part of
the Clean Air Act, and again, in 1992,
under the terms of the Montreal Proto-
col.

Throughout this effort there were
those who called the ozone hole and the
destruction of the ozone by CFC’s a
myth. However, several weeks ago, our
actions were vindicated beyond ques-
tion when the three scientists who first
alerted us to the possibility that CFC’s
were destroying the ozone layer were
awarded the Nobel Prize for chemistry.

During the debate on the VA-HUD
appropriations bill, I sponsored an
amendment, along with Senator JEF-
FORDS and Senator BINGAMAN, that
would have given the Administrator
the discretion to spend more than the
$12 million now available under the
conference report for the Montreal Pro-
tocol Fund. Although the amendment
was approved by the Senate, it was not
retained in conference. I must say I am
disappointed. If our goal here is to en-
courage EPA to be mindful of good
science, risk assessment, and manage-
ment of scarce resources, then I cannot
think of a more necessary endeavor
than their efforts to reverse the de-
struction of the stratospheric ozone
layer.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to speak in opposition to the VA/
HUD appropriations conference report.
There are many reasons why I believe
that the report we have before us rep-
resents unhealthy priorities for the
American public, and I am pleased that
the President has expressed his inten-
tion to veto this bill should it pass the
Senate.

First, this report provides $400 mil-
lion less than the President’s budget
request for the VA medical care ac-
count. This will have a serious impact
on veterans' access to quality health
care. While there may be some doubt as
to the validity of VA projections of the
precise impact of such a cut on veter-
ans health care, there is no question
that it would result in some combina-
tion of substantial reductions in the
number of veterans treated both as
outpatients and inpatients as the num-
ber of VA health care personnel shrink.
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The impact, according to the VA,
would be equivalent to closing three
VA medical centers with an average of
300 beds each.

When these cuts are coupled with
slashes in Medicare and Medicaid,
many veterans could be faced with a
triple whammy—forced out of Medicare
and Medicaid while VA is unable to
handle a large influx of new patients as
the VA health care budget shrinks in
real dollars. This will particularly have
an impact on the soaring population of
veterans over age 65 and veterans un-
able to afford private health insurance.

In the process of cutting funding for
major medical construction projects,
vital projects for renovating VA hos-
pitals that do not meet community
standards and are deteriorating are
scrapped. How can we treat veterans
who made sacrifices defending this
country in facilities that do not meet
fire and other safety standards? What a
travesty this is. At a time when we are
honoring the 50th anniversary of the
end of World 