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

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 25, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable HENRY
BONILLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

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

We pray, O God, for Your gift of heal-
ing—healing of body, mind, and spirit.
Our petitions are for estrangement to
be replaced by reconciliation and alien-
ation to be replaced by trust. We pray
that Your spirit will touch people’s
lives, that illness will be displaced by
strength, and anxiety be overcome
with confidence. We place these peti-
tions before You, O God, that Your
power, that created the Heavens and
the Earth and every living person, will
live in our lives and nurture us along
life’s way. This is our earnest prayer.
Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS], please come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

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

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit-
ed States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 1-minute requests
today at the end of business.
f

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO
LIMIT AMENDMENTS, OFFER AN
AMENDMENT, AND EXPAND DE-
BATE TIME ON H.R. 1561, AMER-
ICAN OVERSEAS INTERESTS ACT
OF 1995
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that, No. 1, during
the further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole of the bill H.R.
1561, pursuant to House Resolution 155,
that other than pro forma amendments
for the purpose of debate and amend-
ments en bloc described in section 2 of
House Resolution 155, no further
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute be in
order except those printed in the
amendments portion of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on or before May 24,
1995;

No. 2, the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, with the
concurrence of the ranking minority
member, is authorized toofferanamend-
ment notwithstanding the preprinting-
in-the-CONGRESSIONAL-RECORD require-
ment above or in House Resolution 155;

No. 3, consideration of the bill for
amendment under the 5-minute rule
may continue on the same terms as
during the initial 10-hour period under
House Resolution 155 for an additional
period of 6 hours and may extend be-
yond 2:30 p.m. on Thursday, May 25,
1995; and

No. 4, no further amendment shall be
in order after the additional 6-hour pe-
riod.

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, what we need

on this whole international relations
legislation is some bipartisanship con-
sistent with the history of this Con-
gress in providing some bipartisan sup-
port for Presidents, regardless of party,
in the conduct of our international re-
lations.

My concern is that what we have, in-
stead, is a 352-page detailed bill
micromanaging foreign policy. Mr.
Speaker, I do not think 6 hours more of
talk, if it is the kind of talk that we
have had throughout the course of this
debate so far, is going to get us any
nearer a bipartisan foreign relations
bill.

It is obvious, since this bill was sup-
posed to be crammed through yester-
day, that the votes are not there for
this kind of micromanagement.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, regular
order.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, in view
of that, I object to the request, because
it has already been decided.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
EMERGENCY MEETING OF THE
COMMITTEE ON RULES

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I will
not go into the issue that the gen-
tleman just brought up. I would call for
an emergency meeting of the Commit-
tee on Rules right now up in room 314.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 483, MEDICARE SELECT EX-
PANSION

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
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Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 483) to
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to permit medicare select poli-
cies to be offered in all States, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

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

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. DOGGETT

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. DOGGETT moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the House bill,
H.R. 483, be instructed to resolve the dif-
ference between the House’s 81⁄2-year pro-
gram and the Senate’s 5-year program of
medicare select policies, within the scope of
the conference, in light of the changes in
Medicare—the program that medicare select
policies supplement—to increase beneficiary
cost-sharing and to limit choice of provider
as contemplated in this year’s budget proc-
ess.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, this
Medicare Select bill does not take into
consideration the tremendous changes
that are going to be made in Medicare
under the budget resolution which was
approved in this House, unfortunately,
within the last week. This Medicare
Select legislation does not take into
consideration the fact that though no
Member of the majority has come for-
ward to tell the American people, they
are proposing a doubling of the deduct-
ible for those on Medicare. They are
proposing to increase, to add new
charges if a senior citizen needs to go
to a lab as a result of the doctor’s or-
ders. They are proposing new charges
for home health care. They are propos-
ing that even if one has the audacity as
an American senior to say, ‘‘I want the
doctor that I have always had, and I
would like to stay with my own doctor,
the doctor of my choice,’’ that will be
an extra $20 a month.

All of these things need to be consid-
ered by the conferees. That is what this
motion is designed to do.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to empha-
size what the effect of this Medicare
Select will be, unless we have these
conferees instructed to consider this
increase that has been proposed in the
budget resolution increasing out-of-
pocket costs to seniors, where we are
going to end up. Many American sen-
iors right now are just barely able to
make a go of it. They have to make, in
my district, from some of the people
that I have talked with, individual sen-
iors, they have to make a decision be-
tween whether or not they will have
enough food on the table or whether

they will have to pay the prescription
bill that is not covered by Medicare at
present.

With regard to those seniors, to now
load them up with additional out-of-
pocket costs, charging them to see
their own doctor, doubling their de-
ductible, increasing their premiums
year after year, those are the changes
that have been proposed by one of the
secret task forces. Those are the
changes that, when it came to the floor
of this Congress, after all the debate on
the budget measure, not one Member
was willing to come forward and fess
up to the fact that those changes are
there, that they are being made in the
Medicare Program.

Of course, no consideration has been
given in this Medicare Select bill,
which is not a bad idea to have Medi-
care Select, it just does not solve the
problem if we load onto American sen-
iors all of those additional charges.

What we are trying to do, Mr. Speak-
er, through this instruction is to see
that the conferees consider these really
drastic changes. It increased out-of-
pocket charges, which so many Amer-
ican seniors are going to have more of
every year unless the conferees give
adequate consideration to this.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Commerce, to
add a word or two at this point.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
gress is considering legislation of great
importance to the American people.
The bill before us and the matter on
which the conference will commence
between the House and Senate is the
so-called Medicare Select Program.

Mr. Speaker, the bills for which we
are appointing conferees expand the
Medicare Select Demonstration Pro-
gram.

And although many support this pro-
gram, I believe that because the Medi-
care cuts required by the Republican
budget are so drastic and will require
such fundamental reductions in the
Medicare Program, it is irresponsible
to pass any Medicare legislation, in-
cluding extending Medicare Select,
without taking these reductions into
account.

Medicare Select is a preferred-pro-
vider managed care plan that pays cost
sharing for Medicare beneficiaries if
they go to a selected list of providers.
It will not pay for cost sharing if bene-
ficiaries go to providers outside the se-
lected list.

Both the House and the Senate bills
expand Medicare Select to all 50
States, the Senate bill makes it an 81⁄2-
year program, the House bill a 5-year
program.

Therefore, I move that the managers
on the part of the House at the con-
ference on H.R. 483 be instructed to re-
solve the differences between the House
and Senate bills—taking into account

the impact of the budget proposal, in-
cluding Medicare Select cost increases
that may result from increased bene-
ficiary out-of-pocket costs and limita-
tions on beneficiaries’ choice of provid-
ers.

As Democrats, we should remain
committed to protecting seniors from
cuts that will drastically affect the
Medicare Program and, more impor-
tantly, from increasing their out-of-
pocket health care costs.

The Republican budget proposal adds
$3,500 to the out-of-pocket health care
costs of each and every senior citizen
over 7 years.

This translates to a back-door raid
on Social Security. By 2002, nearly 50
percent of every senior citizen’s cost-
of-living adjustment in Social Security
will go to pay for the increased cost in
Medicare.

We cannot let that happen.
We should also preserve seniors’ tra-

ditional right to choose their own
health care and their own doctors.

The Republican’s budget proposal
will have serious consequences for
every aspect of the Medicare Program,
including Medicare Select. Therefore,
we must act to protect all seniors and
take these critical issues into account.

I urge all Members to support the
motion to instruct.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the motion to instruct conferees. Pres-
ently, we will be going to a conference
with the other body on a bill which ex-
tends the Medicare Select Program in
the Medicare Program. Medicare Select
is a particular type of MediGap policy
which allows seniors to choose a Medi-
care benefits package modeled on a
preferred provider delivery system of
health care. The Medicare Select pol-
icy allows seniors to buy a less expen-
sive MediGap insurance policy which
wraps around the traditional Medicare
benefit. It represents the new wave of
innovative managed care delivery op-
tions that the private sector is cur-
rently using to hold down the rise in
health care costs. Let us remember
that for those elderly who choose a
MediGap policy it is one of 11 options
currently available.

This conference needs only to resolve
the difference between the two bills on
two elements—the length of the exten-
sion of the program, and whether or
not a GAO study will be done. Those
are the only outstanding issues.

But this motion to instruct is at-
tempting to tie the extension of the
Medicare Select Program to the re-
cently passed House budget resolution.
The House budget resolution is only
binding on authorizing committees in
terms of meeting aggregate budget
numbers in entitlements and other pro-
grams. In terms of Medicare, it is the
authorizing committees which will de-
termine the policies that will meet
budget targets. That is a process that
will occur months from now in budget
reconciliation. Therefore, at this point
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in time it is impossible to determine
the effect of a future event on a cur-
rent conference. Therefore, this motion
to instruct seems to be based on a be-
lief by my Democratic colleagues in
their ability to use crystal balls and
psychics to devine the future.

I urge my colleagues to use the con-
ference to resolve our differences
quickly so that medicare select can be
extended before its June 30 sunset date.
If we do not, the only losers will be the
hundreds of thousands of Medicare re-
cipients who are currently in this pro-
gram.

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond.

Mr. Speaker, it is easy to talk about
billions and jillions and resolutions
that are going to come. However, when
we are talking about the future, I am
concerned about the future of just one
person like Henrietta Carter in Austin,
TX, who writes me of a friend who she
says just cannot afford health insur-
ance now, ‘‘so she suffers a lot, because
Medicare doesn’t take care of her doc-
tor visits and she has nothing to help
with medication. She fell and cut a
large gash in her leg but refused to go
to the doctor because she was afraid
she couldn’t pay. There are days we
know she is hurting, but she just keeps
on.’’ That is the kind of individual I am
concerned about.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from West
Viriginia [Mr. WISE].

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

Mr. Speaker, I, too, would raise the
name of a constituent from my dis-
trict, Martha Haircrow, from Charles-
ton, who talked recently about the
medical problems she is having and the
great concern that she has about Medi-
care to meet that challenge. The argu-
ment here is that this is a narrow bill.
It simply deals with medicare select.
The irony of that is, let us take a look
at the alphabet, 26 letters. However, if
we take two letters out and fool around
with them, we can greatly change the
complexion of the alphabet. Therefore,
we ought to be looking at Medicare and
what is going to be happening to it in
toto.

I understand why some do not want
to do it. It has 300 billion dollars’
worth of cuts that were mandated in
the budget resolution that passed out
of this House that many of the people
on the other side of the aisle supported.
It is $3,500 more of out-of-pocket ex-
penses. The part B premium, that is
the monthly premium that seniors pay
every month, will shoot up sharply as a
result of these budget cuts, the Medi-
care cuts.

The irony to this, of course, is that
at a time when Medicare part B pre-
miums will be going up, the same budg-
et resolution mandated a change in the
cost-of-living adjustment so that the
monthly cost-of-living adjustment that
seniors receive will be going down; less

money coming in, more money being
paid out of pocket. It is a sure prescrip-
tion for real problems to every senior
citizen.

There will be more copayments,
there will be more deductibles paid out
of pocket, more cost increases, no as-
surance that some of the programs
that many of us pushed for last year in
restructuring Medicare, such as out-
patient prescription medications, the
beginnings of long-term care, that they
will be dealt with. Therefore, what is
going to happen is that there will be a
bit here done and a bit there done, but
avoiding the entire picture.

Mr. Speaker, I do not see how we can
legislate Medicare select in a vacuum.
Indeed, if medicare select is going to be
the wave of the future for Medicare,
then we have to have all of the Medi-
care cuts that this body approved and
that the Republican leadership sup-
ported and pushed through. They have
to be on the table as well.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds just to point out that
this program is not a new program. It
has been in 15 States. It serves 450,000
people. Last year, of all of those 450,000
people, there were but 9 complaints.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
AS], chairman of the Subcommittee on
Social Security of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

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

Mr. Speaker, if anybody tuned in and
listened to the arguments on the other
side of the aisle, they would think that
this was a free for all debating here on
any subject that any Member wanted
to speak on. In fact, that is not the
case. What is in front of us is a motion
to instruct conferees. The House passed
408 to 14 a measure to extend Medicare
Select. Medicare Select is a so-called
MediGap. It is one of those insurance
policies available to folk to create a
whole package around part A and part
B Medicare. There are currently 10
MediGap insurance type policies that
have been approved by the Department
of Health and Human Services. Medi-
care select is simply an 11th offering.

It says, instead of the traditional
structure, you may go out into a net-
work to get this wrap-around health
care package. That is all it is. That is
all it ever was. That is all it is ever
going to be. It is simply the 11th, the
addition to 10 other small programs.

What the minority is trying to do,
Mr. Speaker, is argue the entire Medi-
care issue on their motion to instruct.
What a bizarre motion to instruct. It
says that ‘‘will be instructed to resolve
the differences between the House 81⁄2
year extension and the Senate 5-year
extension of Medicare Select policies.’’
Eight and one-half years, 5 years? The
House bill that was passed said extend
it for 5 years. The Senate bill that was
passed said extend it for 18 months. Ex-
tension in the unabridged dictionary
right over here says ‘‘An additional pe-
riod of time from the current time;’’

adding time, an extension. Where in
the world the Democrats got 81⁄2 years
and 5 years as extensions is beyond me.

b 1020

But that is what they say here.
In addition, to make this motion ger-

mane, they say the scope of the con-
ference, but what they really want to
do is talk about the large program of
Medicare. They do not offer specific
proposals to fix Medicare that the
trustees of the trust fund said is going
broke in 7 years. No. They do not offer
constructive alternatives. They stand
up and complain. What a whimpering
group the Democrats have been re-
duced to in this House.

Where are your ideas? Where are
your alternative proposals to what we
are offering? This is a simple motion to
instruct conferees about extending a
program that is currently in 15 States,
very high success rate, to allow any of
the 50 States to participate in the pro-
gram. For how long? 5 years.

And guess what? After that 5-year pe-
riod, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services has to come to the
Congress and say that this program has
not resulted in savings, that those en-
rolled in Medicare Select policies are
not provided with comparable cov-
erage, and if that is the case, we do
away with it. But if they are provided
with comparable coverage, if it does
provide savings, then we are going to
go ahead and continue the program.

That is what this debate is about. A
bill that passed 408 to 14 and by unani-
mous vote in the Senate, are we going
to extend this modest little program?

I want Members to listen to this side
of the aisle during this debate on what
is supposed to be a motion to instruct.
They are going to throw all kinds of
garbage to scare the seniors about
what is going to happen to the Medi-
care Program. I will tell you what is
going to happen. If we listen to them
and do nothing, the Medicare Program
is going to go bankrupt.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans as the ma-
jority are going to offer constructive
alternatives which will not only make
sure that the program does not go
bankrupt but it creates real choice in
today’s health care market like a mod-
est little program called Medicare Se-
lect.

When we listen to the stories over
here, it is going to be about making po-
litical hay, not about the program that
the House and the Senate are going to
reconcile their differences over to give
seniors one small additional choice in
the arsenal of making sure they have
adequate health care protection.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 20 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about
whimpering, this is a picture of what
Republicans have told us and told
American seniors they are going to do
on the floor of this House. It is a total
blank. That is whimpering. Had it not
been for reporters, had it not been for
the American Association of Retired
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Persons exploring these secret task
force memos, we would not know a
thing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. WAXMAN].

(Mr. WAXMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am al-
most amused when I hear our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
say, ‘‘Don’t let the Democrats frighten
the elderly.’’ Then they go talk about
how the trust fund is going to go bank-
rupt and they are going to save Medi-
care.

The fact of the matter is when you
look at the extent of the budget cuts
that they are proposing in Medicare, it
is far beyond anything to deal with the
trust fund. It is going to devastate the
Medicare Program.

That relates to the issue that is be-
fore us today. We need to focus on why
we have MediGap policies and the Med-
icare Select policies.

We need these for one simple reason.
Medicare requires people to pay a lot of
money out of pocket right now when
they get sick and use services. Most
Medicare beneficiaries are so fright-
ened by the amounts they will have to
pay if they get sick that they take out
a supplemental insurance policy to pro-
tect themselves.

Yet in this budget resolution that
was adopted by my Republican col-
leagues in the House last week, people
on Medicare are going to have to pay a
lot more money than they already do
out of their own pockets. Their
MediGap premiums are going to soar,
whether they try to economize by
using Medicare Select or not, or if they
decide they cannot afford the premium
for a supplemental policy any longer,
they are going to run the liability of
having to pay very high cost-sharing
amounts.

Medicare is not a program giving a
lot of wealthy people a free ride, con-
trary to what some of our Republican
friends try to use as a characterization.
Most Medicare beneficiaries have mod-
est incomes of $25,000 a year or less.
They already pay a hefty deductible of
$716 if they have to go to a hospital.
They pay a part B premium to get cov-
erage for physician services which is
already $550 a year. They have a $100
deductible and coinsurance on these
services.

Mr. Speaker, if they really get sick,
they can exhaust their coverage en-
tirely. On top of that, they have no
coverage for prescription drugs, and
only Medicaid to rely on if they have
to go into a nursing home. It is no won-
der they end up paying on the average
something like $840 in premiums for
MediGap coverage.

What is the answer of my Republican
colleagues? To ask them to pay more.
The AARP has estimated the average
Medicare beneficiary will pay some-
thing like $3,500 more out of pocket
over the next 7 years if the changes in

the House budget, the requirements
that the Republicans are looking at, go
into effect.

Mr. Speaker, I want to insert my full
statement in the RECORD, but I wanted
to take this time to point out that
what really is going on is what people
are now paying is only a small portion
of what they are going to have to pay
if the Republican budget goes through.

Mr. Speaker, as the House goes to con-
ference with the Senate to determine the pe-
riod during which Medicare Select products
can be marketed, it is important to focus on
why we have MediGap policies, and Medicare
Select policies.

We need these policies for one simple rea-
son: Medicare requires people to pay a lot of
money out-of-pocket when they get sick and
use services. Most Medicare beneficiaries are
so frightened by the amounts they will have to
pay if they get sick that they take out a sup-
plemental insurance policy to protect them-
selves.

And yet, in the budget resolution my Repub-
lican colleagues passed in the House last
week, people on Medicare are going to have
to pay a lot more.

Their MediGap premiums will soar—whether
they try to economize by using Medicare Se-
lect or not—or, if they decide they cannot af-
ford the premium for a supplemental policy
any longer, they will risk liability for very high
cost-sharing amounts.

Medicare is not a program giving a lot of
wealthy people a free ride. Most Medicare
beneficiaries have modest incomes of $25,000
or less. They already pay a hefty deductible of
$716 if they have to go into the hospital. They
pay a part B premium to get coverage for phy-
sician services which is nearly $550 a year.
They have a $100 deductible and coinsurance
on those services.

If they get really sick, they can exhaust their
coverage entirely. And on top of all that, they
have no coverage for prescription drugs, and
only Medicaid to rely on if they have to go into
a nursing home.

It is no wonder they end up paying on the
average something like $840 in premiums for
MediGap coverage.

And what is the answer of my Republican
colleagues? To ask them to pay more. The
AARP has estimated that the average Medi-
care beneficiary will pay something like $3,500
more out of pocket over these next 7 years if
the changes this House budget requires go
into effect.

People who try to protect themselves with
MediGap insurance will find that their
MediGap premiums are going to skyrocket.
That is going to take money out of the pockets
of Medicare beneficiaries just as surely as a
tax increase.

And people who decide to get their cov-
erage through a Medicare Select policy will
find they are faced by very large cost-sharing
obligations if they choose a physician that is
not covered by their plan. Exercising their right
to choose a physician is going to be an ex-
pensive one.

Every Medicare beneficiary is going to have
to pay more cost-sharing or higher MediGap
premiums, whatever their economic cir-
cumstances. Even if they are struggling along
with just their Social Security check to support
them.

And the poorest of our elderly will suffer the
most. Today, Medicaid pays their premium for

Medicare, and helps them pay their cost-shar-
ing. But once Medicaid is gone, and we have
capped the Federal dollars we spend on that
program, that help will not be there any
longer.

And let me also note something else that
will not be there once Medicaid becomes a
block grant—the assurance of nursing home
care for those who need it and cannot afford
it. Once again, the middle-class American
family is going to have to struggle with paying
$35,000 or $40,000 a year for their elderly
parent’s nursing home care.

This budget is bad for you if you are old or
you are sick. Medicare and Medicaid coverage
will be less—and it is not enough today. A
more expensive Medicare Select or other
MediGap policy will not be an answer.

This bill on which the House goes into con-
ference today is of minor significance in the
light of the changes the budget resolution will
mean for the Medicare Program. And that is
the issue that should be on the minds of our
House conferees as they meet with our col-
leagues in the Senate.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, might I
inquire who has the right to close?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT] has the right to open
and also the right to close.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BILIRAKIS], the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment of the Committee on Commerce.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the motion to instruct
the conferees with regard to the con-
ference on the Medicare Select Pro-
gram. The instruction is virtually in-
comprehensible. It states that the con-
ferees must resolve the differences be-
tween the two bills in light of changes
in Medicare contemplated in this
year’s budget process.

Medicare Select is a very simple pro-
gram: It is simply a demonstration
project for a preferred provider net-
work under MediGap policies, the pri-
vate insurance policies that are de-
signed to fill in specific gaps in the
Medicare benefits structure such as
deductibles, copayments, and services
not covered by the Medicare Program.
It is just another MediGap option
available to Medicare beneficiaries.
The authority for the Medicare Select
Program is due to expire at the end of
June. The extension of this program
has absolutely nothing to do with the
budget process we are currently en-
gaged in. In fact, the program is not
designed to, nor has it, reduced Medi-
care costs to the Federal Government.
It merely is of help to the seniors.

This motion to instruct is asking the
conferees to consider the Medicare Se-
lect Programs in light of this year’s
budget process. This effort makes no
sense since: First, it is imperative that
the conference on Medicare Select be
completed before the end of June when
the authority for the program expires;
second, the budget resolution which
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just passed the House has a September
reporting date for the committees of
jurisdiction to act on Medicare; and
third, the budget resolution must be
conferenced with the Senate budget
resolution, which has not yet been
passed.

It seems that the real purpose of this
motion to instruct is to once again try
to steer us away from the seriousness
of the task ahead of us: To ensure that
the Medicare Program is preserved for
current and future beneficiaries. I
should not have to remind Members
that the trustees for the Medicare hos-
pital insurance and supplementary
medical insurance trust funds are fac-
ing significant financial problems in
both the short term and the long term.

Under the best estimates of the
trustees, the hospital insurance trust
fund will be exhausted by 2002. In short,
the hospital insurance side of the pro-
gram will not be able to pay its bills
because of exploding part A expendi-
tures. Part A is described by the trust-
ees as a program ‘‘severely out of fi-
nancial balance.’’

Not only is the HI trust fund finan-
cially out of balance, but spending
growth by the supplementary medical
insurance [SMI] trust fund is also a
concern because the SMI rate of
growth is unsustainable. SMI cost
growth directly affects Medicare bene-
ficiary part B premiums as well as gen-
eral revenues from which the largest
share of SMI costs are financed.

In 1995, premiums paid by enrollees
will finance only about 28 percent of
annual costs, according to the 1995
trustees’ report. Over the next decade,
the contribution from general revenues
to the SMI trust fund will increase
from $46 billion in 1995 to $151 billion in
2004, for an average annual growth rate
of over 14 percent.

We are deeply concerned about the
future of the Medicare Program. We
strongly believe any solution to this
crisis must be addressed in a bipartisan
manner and we are disappointed by the
administration’s repeated refusal to
join this effort. We are particularly
alarmed that the President is ignoring
the strongest possible warnings from
the very individuals he appointed to
safeguard the Medicare Program since
4 of 6 trustees are administration offi-
cials.

The end result of this instruction
will be to put in jeopardy the MediGap
policies of the 450,000 Medicare bene-
ficiaries currently enrolled in Medicare
Select plans. This program is very pop-
ular among senior citizens with good
reason. In August 1994, Consumer Re-
ports rated the top MediGap insurers
nationwide. Eight out of ten of the top
rated 15 MediGap plans were Medicare
Select plans. During our Health Sub-
committee hearing on Medicare Select,
the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners testified in favor of the
program and stated that out of the 10
Medicare Select States that report into
the NAIC’s complaint data system,

there were only 9 Medicare Select com-
plaints last year.

This instruction is simply a dilatory
tactic and should be rejected. Members
should think seriously before they cast
a vote eliminating the Medicare Select
Program.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. STARK], the ranking member
of the Subcommittee on Health and
Environment of the Committee on
Ways and Means, a Member of this
house who has worked long and hard to
try to protect our Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 483, MEDICARE SELECT EX-
PANSION

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard today about ideas and proposals
being proposed. But these same pro-
ponents of these ideas have put forth a
budget that destroys children in this
country, destroys clean air, destroys
safe water, reduces law enforcement,
all in the name of providing tax cuts to
the rich. All I can say is, please leave
our seniors alone.

The gentleman who preceded me a
few speakers ago in the well, who
chairs the Subcommittee on Health
and the Environment of the Committee
on Commerce, has already cut $84 bil-
lion out of the trust fund for Medicare
just to give tax cuts to the very rich.
Do not help us anymore, Mr. Chairman.
You have done enough harm already.

Medicare Select is nothing but a po-
litical payoff to big insurance compa-
nies. Prudential Life Insurance Co. has
already been convicted of stealing bil-
lions of dollars from seniors. Golden
Rule Insurance Co. is under more liti-
gation with State insurance commis-
sioners than any other insurance com-
pany in the country. The staff who
drafted this silly bill was paid hundreds
of thousands of dollars by the insur-
ance industry last year, and they are
telling you they are here to help sen-
iors?

Mr. Speaker, do not believe that.
They have already cut $3,000 out of sen-
iors’ pockets by changing the taxes
that they will pay, to pay for their
silly budget which is designed only to
give tax cuts to the rich.

So, yes, let us balance the budget, let
us help kids become healthy, let us
have education and a clean environ-
ment, but do not louse up Medicare
with silly ideas that are untried, that
are just a payoff to the major insur-
ance companies in this country, that
will do nothing but deny medical bene-
fits to the seniors who are already
happy with their health care. This is

free enterprise to pay off Republican
campaign contributions run amok.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON], the prime author of this leg-
islation.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
motion to instruct conferees. We have
35 days left before this program ex-
pires. We have 20 legislative days left
before this program expires.

The preceding speaker talked about
this being a payoff to big insurance
companies. It is absolutely true that
insurance companies are in the busi-
ness of providing insurance, and that
people buy insurance voluntarily and
because they value it, because it gives
them some security in their lives.

My interests and my concern is not
the insurance companies. My interests
and my concern are the seniors of
America, the people. And people who
buy Medicare Select policies are get-
ting more health care at a lower cost.
That is why they buy Medicare Select
policies rather than some other
MediGap policy.

In some instances the premiums are
40 percent less. If you are living on a
fixed income, Mr. Speaker, that mat-
ters. Not only are the premiums less,
but they get coverage for annual
medicals, sometimes for pharma-
ceuticals, prescription medications, for
some vision, some dental.

People are buying these policies vol-
untarily, and because they offer them
more at a cheaper price. Our job is not
to steer seniors in this market. Our job
is only to assure that there is a market
that offers choice.

The Medicare Select policies are reg-
ulated exactly like every other
MediGap policy. These policies are not
out there in the market with any less
government oversight than any other
MediGap policy.

b 1040

So let us get on with this conference,
let us make sure that this option for
seniors in America that offers more
health care for less dollars does not ex-
pire, let us try this time to meet our
responsibilities, to renew the law with-
out a gap.

Let me just add one other comment.
My colleagues on the other side have
said that we are cutting Medicare, and
somehow we should not renew this pro-
gram because we are cutting Medicare.

Now remember, it is the trustees,
that is the Secretary of HHS, the Sec-
retary of Labor, other members of the
President’s Cabinet who are saying
Medicare is going bankrupt, it goes
broke next year. That means it takes
in less than it is going to pay out and
it goes bankrupt, that means it eats all
of its assets in 6 more years. So it is
not the Republicans who are saying
this. It is the Republicans who are say-
ing we are going to do something about
it, we are going to protect seniors in
America, preserve Medicare. Under no,
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no scenario are we cutting spending. In
fact, Medicare in the last 7 years for
seniors in America spent out $844 mil-
lion. In the next 7 years if we reform
Medicare to serve seniors it will pay
out $1.6 billion, almost twice as much.

So, the figures are simply there. We
are going to increase spending on Medi-
care and we are going to increase the
amount we spend per beneficiary, not
only more beneficiaries but per bene-
ficiary, and we are going to do it in a
way that will provide seniors better
quality health care.

Let us not mix debates here. Let us
focus this debate on simply preserving
a right, a choice for seniors in Amer-
ica, preserving their access to a plan
that offers in the 15 States it is avail-
able more health care benefits at a
lower cost.

This is only about preserving exist-
ing choice for seniors, existing access
to cost-effective care, and I urge the
body, remember, almost everyone in
this body voted for this bill when it
went through, so vote against the mo-
tion to recommit, to support timely ac-
tion on behalf of America’s seniors.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN-
NELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port providing Medicare beneficiaries
with more choices, and that is why I
worked with the previous speaker to
back this legislation, the Medicare Se-
lect Program. It does provide more
choice for seniors.

However, it is absolutely impossible
to have this debate this morning and
talk about choice and not talk about
the budget that was recently passed on
this floor.

The cold facts are that $283 billion in
Medicare reductions were contained in
that budget and will increase pre-
miums, copayments, and deductions,
and that will leave seniors with a
choice of what they spend their money
on, their fixed-income money for many
of them. That budget we passed dras-
tically reduces Medicare reimburse-
ment for doctors and hospitals because
that is a fact. When you are reducing
an increase by $283 billion and as more
and more doctors become unwilling to
accept a Medicare assignment, we will
reduce choice for seniors. Even though
Select Medicare that we are talking
about today increases the choice, the
fact of the matter of the budget we re-
cently passed decreases the choice.

Along with this, the budget would
also address nursing care coverage.
Once more, again, seniors will be faced
with diminishing choices on how to
cope with enormous costs.

I support Medicare Select because it
provides more choice. Everybody in
this body wanted to do this for the sen-
iors. Unfortunately this legislation fol-
lows on the heels of a budget that
could do more to limit choices for Med-
icare beneficiaries than any piece of
legislation ever passed on this floor.

So yes, we are talking about two
things, but the fact of the matter is

you cannot be in a vacuum when you
talk about Medicare; it is too big and
too important. And of course we are all
going to differ, but the fact of the mat-
ter is, with the budget, choices will be
limited.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
motion to instruct. It frankly puts the
cart before the horse. This is an
amendment to the current Medicare
Program and wholly inappropriate to
require the conferees to resolve dif-
ferences in the context of con-
templated changes to Medicare.

We all know the House-passed budget
calls for reduction in the rate of
growth of the Medicare Program. What
we do not know, however, is how it will
be achieved.

It is interesting to me that the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT]
showed us a blank chart. You know
what? The blank is in the White House,
not in the House of Representatives.

The blank chart has been filled up
with Republican ideas and I will tell
you what, before we are through, we
are going to have Medicare fixed, it is
going to be a super program for all our
seniors, and we are not trying to take
away from the seniors. We are trying
to help the seniors protect the program
and make it something that will be
viable in the future.

It is interesting also to note that the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT] both voted for this Med-
icare Select when it was passed on the
floor by overwhelming vote. It is inter-
esting to note that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] has now changed
his mind. It makes one wonder how can
you have convictions on anything and
vote on the floor in a different manner.

Medicare is going broke. I think the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI-
RAKIS] has said that, all our speakers
have said it, it is going broke in the
year 2002, and there is no way that this
Government can pay anyone over 65
once that trust fund is to zero. The
bills will not be paid. That is why Med-
icare needs to be fixed and fixed in a
hurry and that is our goal, our aim,
and it has been transferred to a scare
tactic for the seniors of this Nation.
We are not trying to scare anybody, we
are just telling you the facts. The
President’s own people reported that
Medicare is broke, going broke, and we
are going to fix it and we are going to
make it a system that is viable for all
Americans, forever I hope.

I would just like to add that as of Oc-
tober 1994, approximately 450,000 bene-
ficiaries were enrolled in Medicare Se-
lect. While a majority are covered
through Blue Cross/Blue Shield plans,
approximately 50 companies offer Med-
icare Select products. Medicare bene-
ficiaries are old and these policies save
10 to 37 percent in premiums over tra-
ditional fee-for-service MediGap poli-

cies. And in August 1994, Consumer Re-
ports rated the top MediGap insurance
nationwide; 8 out of the top rated 15
MediGap plans were Medicare Select.

Failure to pass this legislation will
lead to higher premiums for enrollees
and the potential withdrawal of insur-
ers from the market, meaning our sen-
iors in that case would not have a
choice of plans.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, we are
here talking about Medicare Select at
the same time the Republican leader-
ship has passed a bill making unprece-
dented cuts to the Medicare and Medic-
aid Programs which will result in lim-
ited access to or complete elimination
of rural health care. The cuts of $250
billion by the Republicans are the
deepest spending reductions in the 30-
year history of the health industry for
our senior citizens. In fact, Medicare
cuts hurt not just seniors but every-
body, including our small hospitals.

Nearly 10 million Medicare bene-
ficiaries live in rural America where
there is often only a single hospital in
the county. These rural hospitals tend
to be small and serve primarily Medi-
care patients. Significant cuts to the
Medicare Program will force many
rural hospitals to cut back on the serv-
ices they offer, or they will have to
turn to the taxpayers for assistance in
order to survive.

Most significantly, these devastating
cuts would force many rural hospitals
to close their doors completely. This
would mean that many of us will have
no hospitals to turn to in a time of
medical crisis. Medicare Select, cou-
pled with the cuts, will require increas-
ing the cost of not just Medicare, but
also the Medicare Select policy, or the
MediGap policy, no matter what we
have.

It is projected that each of the 25
hospitals in my district in northern
Michigan will lose an average of $746
per Medicare patient in the year 2000.
Medicare Select will not replace this
lost revenue. Seniors will be forced to
replace the lost revenue.

Meanwhile, Republicans have already
voted to give a $20,000 per year tax cut
to the wealthiest 1.1 million Americans
in this country. That is Medicare Se-
lect: A select few will benefit while the
seniors will suffer.

It is imperative the people of north-
ern Michigan have access to quality
medical care. That is why I will con-
tinue to fight against the Medicare Se-
lect proposal. I will continue to fight
against the Republican proposal to cut
Medicare and Medicaid which is so dev-
astating to Michigan hospitals.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR-
KEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
very glad that the gentleman from
Michigan has brought this resolution
out on the floor, because it is abso-
lutely timely for us to discuss this very
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central issue. The Republicans are pro-
posing 300 billion dollars’ worth of tax
cuts, mostly for the wealthy. And they
are proposing 300 billion dollars’ worth
of reductions in Medicare, largely for
the 83 percent of the elderly who have
$25,000 or less income per year.

Three hundred billion dollars’ worth
of tax cuts for the wealthy, 300 billion
dollars’ worth of cuts in Medicare over
the next 7 years. Now you do not have
to be Dick Tracy to figure out that the
elderly are going to be paying for the
tax cuts of the rich.

The only request that is made by this
resolution is that the conferees look at
this issue, and try to make a deter-
mination as they are looking at Medi-
care Select as to what other rec-
ommendations they should be making
to this body in that context. I do not
think that that is an unreasonable re-
quest at all at this time, and in fact for
us not to discuss it is to avoid, ignore
the single most pressing issue on us,
which is whether or not we should give
this $300 billion to the wealthy as we
are taking it away from the poorest
and the most elderly in our country.
That is what this whole debate is all
about.

Back in 1981 David Stockman on this
floor tried to harness voluminous
amounts of information to defend a
knowingly erroneous premise. That er-
roneous premise was you could cut
taxes for the wealthy, increase defense
spending, and balance the budget si-
multaneously.

Fool me once, shame on you. Fool me
twice, shame on me.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what I
wanted to point out in this debate
today is that the Republicans who put
together this proposal on the Commit-
tee on the Budget sent a letter to the
chairman of our Subcommittee on
Health, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BILIRAKIS], and in it they outlined
various proposals that could be imple-
mented in order to achieve the cuts in
Medicare that many of the speakers
have talked about today.

The options that exist in this docu-
ment, I think there are 35 proposals, in
my opinion limit choice rather than
expand choice, and some of the speak-
ers on the other side of the aisle today
talked about how Medicare Select is
going to provide more choices. The bot-
tom line is if this budget resolution
that the Republicans have passed is im-
plemented, the choices, and by their
own admission, the choices that are
proposed in order to achieve these Med-
icare cuts are going to be less.

Let me give you an idea. One of the
things that is discussed is increasing
premiums for new beneficiaries who
choose Medicare fee-for-service. One of
the problems that my senior citizens
are concerned about is that they do not
want to be forced into managed-care
systems when they prefer fee-for-serv-

ice where they can choose their own
doctor or their own hospital. Although
I think Medicare Select is good as an
option, we do not want the situation to
arise where the cost differential, if you
will, between having a fee-for-service
system where you can choose your own
doctor or having to go into a managed-
care system, where the cost differential
is so great that in effect you are forced
into a managed-care system. In effect,
by increasing the premiums for new
beneficiaries and saying it is going to
cost more for a fee-for-service system,
you are forcing a lot of people who
have no choice into managed care, into
HMO’s, into not being able to choose
their own doctor or their own hospital.

Another one of the proposals that is
put forward by the House Republican
budget is essentially to simply give
people a voucher, $5,100 a year, they
give you a voucher and you can go out
as a senior citizen and find whatever
policy you can to pay for your health
insurance. Think about how many sen-
ior citizens because of their disability,
because of the problems that they
have, how difficult is it for them to go
out and shop around and get a health
care policy.

The choices are being limited by
these Republican proposals, and Medi-
care Select is not going to solve the
problem.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] has 7
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KLINK].

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, you know some of the
speakers who were up here today
talked about how overwhelmingly the
House passed this Medicare Select ex-
tension. At the time that we passed
that, we did not realize that the Repub-
lican budget that was going to come
out was going to cut Medicare so deep-
ly, cut Medicaid so deeply, and that the
cuts in Medicare were going to be ex-
actly reflective of the tax breaks that
were going to be given to the wealthi-
est citizens of this country. That is the
message that many of us are carrying
here to the floor today. We did not
know all of this back then, and when
you take a look at the impact on your
district and on your State, you begin
to see that Medigap is truly the gap,
the credibility gap, the Republican
Party now has on the issue of Medi-
care, and that is why we have these
concerns.

There will be some people on the
other side who say we have not made
cuts. Well, the fact of the matter is if
you do not believe you have made cuts,
talk to the CFO’s at the hospitals, talk
to the CEO’s at the hospitals. In Penn-
sylvania we now know, and we met

with some of our CEO’s and CFO’s last
week, many of them are Republicans,
many of them are Democrats, but they
share one message, 54 hospitals across
the State of Pennsylvania, because of
the cuts that the Republicans are plan-
ning, 54 hospitals across our State are
on the critical list. Forty thousand
health care workers across the State of
Pennsylvania could lose their jobs;
348,000 citizens in the State of Penn-
sylvania alone will be risking not hav-
ing direct access to hospitals, when and
if many of these hospitals are forced to
close.

You see many of these hospitals get
as much as 60 percent or more of the
funds that they take in from Medicare.
That money will not be there in those
amounts right now, and so when you
start talking about Medicare Select,
when you start talking about making
up the difference, there is going to be a
lot more of a difference to make up.

One in five citizens across the State
of Pennsylvania happens to be on Medi-
care; one in six of them happen to be
senior citizens. Many of our senior citi-
zens in a State that has the largest
rural population in this entire Nation,
many of our citizens are on both Medi-
care and Medicaid because they are el-
derly and they are poor.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN], rep-
resenting Oberlin and environs.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,

there is an old country and western
song that goes, ‘‘She got the gold mine,
and I got the shaft.’’ Republicans want
to give the gold mine to wealthy spe-
cial interests and give the shaft to
America’s elderly, $300 billion in tax
breaks, $300 billion in cuts in Medicare.

The Republicans indignantly cry that
these are not really cuts, they are only
slowing the growth in Medicare. Tell
that to the literally millions of Medi-
care people in Ohio and Pennsylvania
and California and all over this coun-
try who will have $3,500 more taken out
of their pocket over the next 7 years in
higher premiums, in deductibles, in
copayments. Tell those people these
are not really cuts.

These are cuts in services. These cuts
in services are to pay for tax breaks for
the wealthiest Americans, tax breaks
for special interests, tax breaks for
people that really do not read those
kinds of tax breaks, the highest income
people in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I support Medicare Se-
lect because it provides choice, but as
Republicans move to make these cuts
in Medicare, what they are talking
about is rationing health care, and
what they are talking about is taking
away physician choice.

We should reject that, Mr. Speaker.
We should reject that kind of thinking.
It is not good for America’s elderly. It
is not good for the American people
overall.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
AS].

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, well, I
guess we are not going to talk about
the motion to instruct. Obviously, that
was not the reason you offered what
purportedly is a motion to instruct
conferees.

The factual information in the mo-
tion to instruct is simply wrong. There
is no instruction in the motion to in-
struct. It simply says that you want to
talk about what is going on in this
year’s budget process. That is what the
motion to instruct says.

So, if you do not want to talk about
your motion to instruct, and I am
quite sure you do not expect it to pass
because it would be rather bizarre to
pass a motion to instruct that has no
instructions to the conferees, so what
you really want to do is talk about the
issue of Medicare, and you want to talk
about the issue of Medicare in terms of
what Republicans are trying to do to
make sure that the Medicare trust fund
does not go bankrupt.

I think you need to remember that in
April the trustees of the health insur-
ance trust fund, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, Donna
Shalala, the Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Rubin, Secretary of Labor, all
President Clinton’s appointees to the
Board of Trustees, said if we do noth-
ing, if we do nothing, Medicare goes
bankrupt in 2002.

What Republicans are proposing to
do is take the $4,700 that is spent on
each senior today and grow that to
$6,400 in 2002. If we can do that, if we
can accomplish an increase in the pro-
gram at that rate, we save Medicare
from bankruptcy.

The Democrats have had some dif-
ficulty in understanding that concept.
I want to commend the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY] be-
cause the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut said it right. What we are talking
about is reducing the increase. The job
for all of us is to create a Medicare
which has more choice for seniors,
which grows in the amount that is
available, but that fundamentally
makes sure the program does not go
bankrupt.

You have heard the word ‘‘cut’’ over
here from virtually every speaker. It is
a word that is somewhat pejorative,
that is loaded, that is a political term
that they want to use. They cannot
deny themselves the use of the term
‘‘cut.’’ The gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], to her com-
mendable credit, did not say ‘‘cut,’’ be-
cause she knows it is not a cut. It is a
reduction in the increase, and, frankly,
when you have increases going up at
10.5 and 11 percent a year in an old
1960’s bill-paying structure, when to-
day’s marketplace is half that, tax-
payers should want us to make sure
that we get the savings from the mar-
ketplace in the Medicare Program.
That is what we propose to do.

And we are looking for people to join
us in the effort to save Medicare. I did
not hear one person on this floor today
talk about joining in the effort to save
Medicare.

But I want this voice to be heard on
the floor. I want my Democrat col-
leagues and friends to listen carefully
to the words of this individual. This is
what he said: ‘‘Today, Medicaid and
Medicare are going up at 3 times the
rate of inflation. We propose to let it
go up at 2 times the rate of inflation.
That is not a Medicare or Medicaid
cut.’’ Repeat, ‘‘That is not a Medicare
or Medicaid cut.’’

So when you hear all of this business
about cuts, let me caution you that is
not what is going on. Who said that?
William Jefferson Clinton, President of
the United States and a Democrat. He
believes we have to reduce the rate of
increase, just as the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY] said. We
have to reduce the rate of increase.

What we are proposing is to reduce
the rate of increase. What President
Clinton has said must be done, what he
believes should be done is to reduce the
rate of increase. How we do that is
going to be a very, very positive exer-
cise as we open up a 1960’s fee-for-serv-
ice bill-paying bureaucracy to all of
the exciting changes that are going on
out there in the health care world, one
very small, modest change that has
been a pilot program for 3 years, called
Medicare Select, that has almost a half
million folks in that program, with
only nine complaints to date.

It is a program that we want to con-
tinue for a 5-year period. We have told
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, ‘‘Keep an eye on that pro-
gram. If it does not do what it is sup-
posed to do, that is, increase choice
and save money, we will sunset the
program. We will come up with another
idea.’’ Right now what we need are new
ideas, not the same old arguments, new
ideas.

Medicare Select is a promising new
idea. We want to send the program to
the 50 States who want to join it. The
States voluntarily take up the pro-
gram. it is not imposed upon them.
People voluntarily buy their insurance.
It is not imposed upon them. It is a
slightly different way of doing business
in the insurance and health care area.
We want to see if it has some promise.

We are going to try some other ideas.
We are going to bring the sunshine
from the outside, the positive reduc-
tion in expenses from the outside, into
this archaic system, by choice. Repub-
licans are going to do that. We would
really love to have our Democratic col-
leagues join their President in reducing
the increase in positive ways.

Instead, what you hear is pure politi-
cal propaganda. They do not want to
talk about Medicare Select.

I will tell you, you just heard a num-
ber of Democrats come to the micro-
phone, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT], the

gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN], the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE], the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KLINK], they all voted for the Medicare
Select measure when it left here, 408 to
14.

This is a good idea. What you have
here today on the part of the Demo-
crats is an exercise largely in futility.
They are now the minority party. They
do not get to ram proposals down peo-
ple’s throats by pure quantitative
measures because they have more votes
than someone else. We are asking them
to come to the table with your ideas.
Let us hear them.

Over the next several months there is
going to be a feeding frenzy of ideas in
the Health Subcommittee of Ways and
Means and Health Subcommittee of
Commerce. We are going to put to-
gether a proposal that will make sure
the Medicare trust fund will not go
broke, that seniors will have a better
choice, we will grow the Medicare Pro-
gram from today’s $4,700 to $6,400 for
every American. We will save the pro-
gram.

This is a modest beginning. Vote
down the motion to instruct, which in-
structs nothing, and let us get on with
change.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 1561, AMERICAN
OVERSEAS INTERESTS ACT OF
1995

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104–130) on the resolution (H.
Res. 156) providing for further consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1561), to consoli-
date the foreign affairs agencies of the
United States; to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State and
related agencies for fiscal years 1996
and 1997; to responsibly reduce the au-
thorizations of appropriations for U.S.
foreign assistance programs for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 483, MEDICARE SELECT EX-
PANSION

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL], the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Commerce.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the facts
from this debate are clear. The Demo-
crats want to see that the discussions
in the conference will address the pro-
posed cuts in Medicare benefits. That is
all we want.

The hard fact is that senior citizens
of this country are going to take a $300
billion hit on their Medicare costs and
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that $300 billion hit is going to be used
to finance a tax cut for the well-to-do.

Now, I can understand how my Re-
publican colleagues get outraged about
this. One of my colleagues from Cali-
fornia quoted the President telling
that Medicare is in trouble. Everybody
has known Medicare was in trouble.
The President tried to do something
about it last year, and his comments of
last year, quoted on this floor by the
previous Member who addressed this
body, simply said Medicare is in trou-
ble unless you pass his universal health
care coverage program. Every single
Republican opposed that. Everybody
knows health care in this country is in
trouble. Everybody knows health care
costs in this country are escalating at
an excessive rate. Everybody knows
that availability of insurance and the
affordability of insurance is declining.

We can talk about innovation and in-
novativeness and everything else, and a
feeding frenzy of innovation that is
supposed to take place. In the health
care subcommittee, run by the gen-
tleman from California, there has been
no excessive innovation or anything of
that kind going on in his committee
and certainly nothing vaguely resem-
bling a feeding frenzy of innovation,
certainly no sign of innovation in his
committee, nothing except cuts for the
senior citizens, give a tax break to the
rich and talk about how the Democrats
are responsible for the problem.

The real problem began last year in
this Congress and the year before when
the Republicans refused to a man to
consider any reform in health care
overall which would not only have ad-
dressed the problem of Medicare and
its viability but also every other
health care program in this country
which would have made health care
available to every American and which
would have seen to it that the costs of
health care for business, for industry,
for government, and for the ordinary
citizen would have gone back.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we have been told that
this is a debate about MediGap, and in-
deed it is. It is a debate about whether
or not these conferees will consider the
realities of what has occurred on this
House floor with reference to the cuts
and the increases in out-of-pocket
costs to Medicare recipients across this
country. There is a giant MediGap, be-
cause another 30 minutes later all we
have is a blank page from the Repub-
lican Party with reference to what
they are going to do to seniors across
this country.

They refuse to come to this floor and
tell the people of America what the
journalists have found, what the Amer-
ican Association of Retired Persons has
found, that when a senior anywhere in
this country reaches for their wallet to
pay for the same level of health care,
they are going to reach in and find it
does not stretch as far as it used to, be-
cause their premiums, their deductible
has been doubled, their premiums have

been raised, new out-of-pocket costs
face them, and instead of MediGap, the
kind of insurance we are going to need
is medigorge, because a giant gorge is
being created that will not be filled un-
less this instruction is approved.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 197, nays
224, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 355]

YEAS—197

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Laughlin
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan

Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner

Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns

Traficant
Tucker
Velázquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)

Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NAYS—224

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)

Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick

Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—13

Becerra
Calvert
Clay
Cubin
Fazio

Gallegly
Hansen
Istook
Kleczka
Livingston

Meyers
Nussle
Peterson (FL)
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The Clerk announced the following
pair: On this vote:

Mr. BECERRA for, with Mrs. CUBIN against.
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Mr. COBURN and Mr. KIM changed

their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’
Ms. WATERS and Mr. SCHUMER

changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAYS). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. BLILEY, BILIRAKIS, HASTERT,
ARCHER, and THOMAS, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, and Messrs. DINGELL,
WAXMAN, GIBBONS, and STARK.

There was no objection.

f

REMOVAL OF NAMES OF MEM-
BERS AS COSPONSORS OF H.R.
571

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TORRICELLI], and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT] be removed
as cosponsors of H.R. 571. The gentle-
men misunderstood the substance of
that bill, and we have agreed to remove
them as cosponsors.

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

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING PRE-
FILING REQUIREMENT FOR
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 1530, NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the Committee on National Secu-
rity ordered reported H.R. 1530, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1996. The Rules Committee
plans to meet during the week of June
5 to grant a rule for the bill which is
scheduled for floor consideration dur-
ing the week of June 12.

The Rules Committee expects to re-
port the traditional structured rule
making in order only amendments
prefiled with our committee.

Members who wish to offer amend-
ments to the bill should submit 55 cop-
ies of their amendments, together with
and a brief explanation, to the Rules
Committee office at H–312 of the Cap-
itol, no later than 5 p.m. on Tuesday,
June 6.

Amendments should be drafted to the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the National
Security Committee. Copies of the
committee substitute will be available
for examination by Members and staff
in the offices of the committee at 2120
Rayburn House Office Building.

Members are advised to use the Of-
fice of Legislative Counsel to draft
their amendments.

If Members or their staff have any
questions regarding this procedure,
they should contact David Lonie of our
staff at extension 5–7985. We appreciate
the cooperation of all Members in sub-
mitting their amendments by the 5
p.m., June 6 deadline in properly draft-
ed form.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RULES

Washington, DC, May 25, 1995.
PRE-FILING REQUIREMENT FOR AMENDMENTS
TO DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL (H.R. 1530)
DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Rules Committee

plans to meet during the week of June 5th to
grant a rule for the National Defense Au-
thorization Act (H.R. 1530) which is sched-
uled for floor consideration during the week
of June 12th.

The Rules Committee expects to report the
traditional structured rule making in order
only amendments pre-filed with our Commit-
tee. Members who wish to offer amendments
to the bill should submit 55 copies of their
amendments, together with a brief expla-
nation, to the Rules Committee office at H–
312 of the Capitol, no later than 5 p.m. on
Tuesday, June 6th.

Amendments should be drafted to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the National Security Com-
mittee. Copies of the Committee substitute
will be available for examination by Mem-
bers and staff in the offices of the Committee
at 2120 Rayburn House Office Building. Mem-
bers are requested to use the Office of Legis-
lative Counsel to draft their amendments.

If Members or their staff have any ques-
tions regarding this procedure, they should
contact David Lonie of our staff at Exten-
sion 5–7985. We appreciate the cooperation of
all Members in submitting their amend-
ments by the 5 p.m., June 6th deadline in
properly drafted form.

Sincerely,
GERALD B. SOLOMON,

Chairman.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING AD-
DITIONAL TIME FOR DEBATE ON
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 1561, THE
AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTER-
ESTS ACT OF 1995

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
my colleagues to be absolutely clear
why we are providing additional time
after the recess to consider H.R. 1561
the American Overseas Interests Act.
It is because so many amendments are
still pending and because our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
requested additional time for them.

The rule accompanying H.R. 1561 pro-
vided for 2 hours of general debate and
10 for amendments that were
preprinted in the RECORD. Any remain-
ing amendments would be considered
under a 10-minute time limit, with all
debate to conclude by 2:30 this after-
noon.

As of last night—100 amendments had
been filed—58 by Republicans and 42
Democrats. When the Committee rose
yesterday, we had consumed 9 of the 10

hours of debate and had disposed of
nine amendments—six Republican and
three Democrat.

Of the 91 amendments remaining—51
are Republican and 39 are Democratic
amendments. It is to accommodate
those Members with remaining amend-
ments that we are proposing an addi-
tional 6 hours of debate when we return
from the recess.

Reports that we yanked H.R. 1561 be-
cause the bill is in trouble are just
plain wrong. We are acting to provide
more time to consider this very impor-
tant measure that deals with our for-
eign policy agencies and programs.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I think
it makes sense. We have a large num-
ber of amendments pending, and I
think it makes sense to have some
modicum of debate. Am I to assume
that the committee will be rec-
ommending to the Committee on Rules
when we come back in a week-and-a-
half a time limit on these amendments,
or will it be staying under the 5-minute
rule?

Mr. GILMAN. I will yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. I will say to my good
friend, the gentleman from California,
that we have already reported a rule
about an hour ago which does provide
for 6 hours of additional time under the
5-minute rule, yes.

Mr. BERMAN. So essentially there is
no time limit on any individual amend-
ment.

Mr. SOLOMON. I would just say to
the chairman of the Committee on
International Relations that if there
were going to be any time limitations
on amendments, it would have to be
negotiated between both sides of the
aisle. That is to be expected.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield for one further
question, is the plan to bring this rule
to the floor on Wednesday, June 7?

Mr. GILMAN. That is correct.
Mr. BERMAN. Is it the plan to then

move, assuming that rule passes, to the
6 hours remaining of debate on Wednes-
day, June 7?

Mr. GILMAN. It is my understanding
we would be able to then move to con-
sider the 6 hours of remaining debate.

Mr. BERMAN. Are the amendments
limited to the amendments that have
been printed in the RECORD as of today?

Mr. GILMAN. That is my understand-
ing. Only the amendments that have
been printed in the RECORD as of yes-
terday.

Mr. BERMAN. Does it include a man-
agers’ amendment?

Mr. GILMAN. Yes it would be in-
cluded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I was unavoidably detained on
Wednesday, May 24, and was not
present for two recorded votes on the
bill, H.R. 1561. I wish to have it in-
cluded in the RECORD that had I been
present, I would have vote ‘‘yes’’ on
rollcall vote No. 354 and ‘‘no’’ on roll-
call vote No. 353.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed out of
order for 1 minute in order to question
the distinguished majority leader
about the schedule for next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader to ask about
the schedule for next week and the
week after.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let me predicate my re-
marks about the coming schedule by
making a few observations about the
American Overseas Interests Act that
we have had under consideration, and
to provide some explanation for why
we are holding the bill over to the
week following.

b 1145

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that
without being too poetic, that it is be-
musing how confusing it has been for
so many people that a purely logistical
decision, made out of consideration for
the work requirements of the House
and the desire to have full participa-
tion by the Members, has been written
up in the newspapers as something that
is completely different than in fact
what it was.

Therefore, out of regard for this lack
of understanding, let me just make
these points. On this bill, we have 100
amendments filed. We considered nine
amendments in 9 hours. Ninety-one
were left to be considered, many to be
en bloc. That is over 25 Members that
have amendments left to be considered
in the bill. By the time we finished last
night we had only 35 minutes left under
the existing rule. Those 25 Members de-
serve regard, Members from both sides
of the aisle, on the bill.

We had thought yesterday at the
time the decision was made that we
would do not only the conference for
Medicare Select, but that for the budg-
et as well today. I was not prepared to
take as much as 31⁄2 hours away from
our Members who might otherwise
have had that time available for this
bill. For that reason, I made the deci-
sion to hold the bill over, and to in
fact, because time was available, in-
crease the time available for those
amendments, this done wholly in the
spirit of our desire to include as many
Members as possible on every bill as we
can.

In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, we
made a decision to add from those
amendments already printed in the
RECORD the option, placed in the hands
of the committee chairman, to have a
chairman’s amendment insofar as he
may find an opportunity available to
improve his bill. There was no consid-
eration given to a doubt about the vote
outcome. It was all done out of concern
for the logistics of the House’s business
with this bill and other bills, and a de-
sire to improve the participation op-
portunities for all our Members on
both sides of the aisle.

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, let me
just say that the House will stand in
adjournment through Monday, June 5.
On Tuesday, June 6, the House will
meet at 12 o’clock in a pro forma ses-
sion. There will be no recorded votes on
Tuesday. On Wednesday, June 7, the
House will meet at 12 o’clock for legis-
lative business. We plan to take up a
rule governing further consideration of
H.R. 1561, the American Overseas Inter-
ests Act of 1995, and then complete con-
sideration of that legislation and pass
it that day. We then hope to complete
three hatchery bills under rules pre-
viously adopted by the House. These
bills are H.R. 614, the New London Na-
tional Fish Hatchery Conveyance; H.R.
584, the Fairport National Fish Hatch-
ery Conveyance; and H.R. 535, the Cor-
ning National Fish Hatchery Convey-
ance.

The House will meet at 10 o’clock
a.m. on Thursday, June 8. It is our
hope to have Members on their way
home, Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, June
8, it is our hope to have the Members
on their way home to their families
and their districts by 6 o’clock p.m. on
that Thursday.

The House will not be in session on
Friday, June 9.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman. I want to again
note that we have these three fish
hatchery bills. I know the gentleman’s
great interest in fishing, and I know
that he wants these fish to be hatched
as much as I do, so we are all looking
forward to getting these three bills
passed next week or the week after
next.

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his observation. I
guess we cannot catch them and kiss
them if we do not hatch them.

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is right. I
know the gentleman is interested in
doing that. Maybe the gentleman and I
can figure out how to catch and throw
back some of these fish.

Mr. Speaker, let me just simply re-
port what the gentleman said, so Mem-
bers who may not have been paying as
close attention as they might will un-
derstand this. As I get it, we will not
expect votes on Monday, Tuesday, or
Friday of the week we get back from
the Memorial Day recess.

Mr. ARMEY. That is right.

Mr. GEPHARDT. I understand the
gentleman will be asking unanimous
consent that the Committee on Na-
tional Security will be allowed to file
the Defense authorization bill during
the recess. Would the gentleman tell us
when he expects that important bill to
be considered by the House?

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
yield further, we would hope to begin
consideration the week following the
week ending on June 9.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and wish him a
prosperous, effective, and successful
district work period.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman,
Mr. Speaker. I wish the same for him
and all the Members of his party.
f

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE
FROM THURSDAY, MAY 25, 1995,
TO TUESDAY, JUNE 6, 1995, OR
UNTIL NOON ON THE SECOND
DAY AFTER MEMBERS ARE NO-
TIFIED TO REASSEMBLE, AND
RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT OF
THE SENATE ON THURSDAY,
MAY 25, 1995, FRIDAY, MAY 26,
1995, OR SATURDAY, MAY 27, 1995,
TO MONDAY, JUNE 5, 1995, OR
UNTIL NOON ON THE SECOND
DAY AFTER MEMBERS ARE NO-
TIFIED TO REASSEMBLE
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I send to

the desk a privileged concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 72) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CON. RES. 72
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday,
May 25, 1995, it stand adjourned until noon
on Tuesday, June 6, 1995, or until noon on
the second day after Members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first;
and that when the Senate recesses or ad-
journs at the close of business on Thursday,
May 25, 1995, Friday, May 26, 1995, or Satur-
day, May 27, 1995, pursuant to a motion made
by the Majority Leader or his designee, in
accordance with this resolution, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until 10 a.m. on Monday,
June 5, 1995, or until noon on the second day
after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and Senate, respectively, to reassem-
ble whenever, in their opinion, the public in-
terest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

privileged resolution (H. Res. 157) and
ask for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 157

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and they are hereby, elected to the
following standing committees of the House
of Representatives:

Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight: Mr. HASTERT of Illinois, to rank
following Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

Committee on Resources: Mr. ENSIGN of
Nevada.

Committee on Small Business: Mr.
LATOURETTE of Ohio.

Committee on Commerce: Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, to rank following Mr. COX of Cali-
fornia.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER AND
THE MINORITY LEADER TO AC-
CEPT RESIGNATIONS AND TO
MAKE APPOINTMENTS AUTHOR-
IZED BY LAW OR BY THE HOUSE,
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN-
MENT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that notwithstand-
ing any adjournment of the House until
Tuesday, June 6, 1995, the Speaker, and
the minority leader be authorized to
accept resignations and to make ap-
pointments authorized by law or by the
House.

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

There was no objection.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 1995

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Tuesday, June 6,
1995, it adjourn to meet at noon on
Wednesday, June 7, 1995.

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

There was no objection.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 1995

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday,
June 7, 1995.

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

There was no objection.

f

SECOND ANNUAL REPORT ON THE
STATE OF SMALL BUSINESS—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together

with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Small Business.

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to forward my second

annual report on the state of small
business, and to report that small busi-
nesses are doing exceptionally well.
Business starts and incorporations
were up in 1993, the year covered in
this report. Failures and bankruptcies
were down. Six times as many jobs
were created as in the previous year,
primarily in industries historically
dominated by small businesses.

Small businesses are a critical part
of our economy. They employ almost 60
percent of the work force, contribute 54
percent of sales, account for roughly 40
percent of gross domestic product, and
are responsible for 50 percent of private
sector output. More than 600,000 new
firms have been created annually over
the past decade, and over much of this
period, small firms generated many of
the Nation’s new jobs. As this report
documents, entrepreneurial small busi-
nesses are also strong innovators, pro-
ducing twice as many significant inno-
vations as their larger counterparts.

In short, a great deal of our Nation’s
economic activity comes from the
record number of entrepreneurs living
the American Dream. Our job in Gov-
ernment is to make sure that condi-
tions are right for that dynamic activ-
ity to continue and to grow.

And we are taking important steps.
Maintaining a strong economy while
continuing to lower the Federal budget
deficit may be the most important step
we in Government can take. A lower
deficit means that more savings can go
into new plant and equipment and that
interest rates will be lower. It means
that more small businesses can get the
financing they need to get started.

We are finally bringing the Federal
deficit under control. In 1992 the deficit
was $290 billion. By 1994, the deficit was
$203 billion; we project that it will fall
to $193 billion in 1995.

Deficit reduction matters. We have
been enjoying the lowest combined rate
of unemployment and inflation in 25
years. Gross domestic product has in-
creased, as have housing starts. New
business incorporations continue to
climb. We want to continue bringing
the deficit down in a way that protects
our economic recovery, pays attention
to the needs of people, and empowers
small business men and women.

CAPITAL FORMATION

One area on which we have focused
attention is increasing the availability
of capital to new and small enterprises,
especially the dynamic firms that keep
us competitive and contribute so much
to economic growth.

Bank regulatory policies are being
revised to encourage lending to small
firms. Included in the Credit Availabil-
ity Program that we introduced in 1993
are revised banking regulatory policies
concerning some small business loans
and permission for financial institu-
tions to create ‘‘character loans.’’

New legislation supported by my Ad-
ministration and enacted in September
1994, the Reigle Community Develop-
ment and Regulatory Improvement Act
of 1994, establishes a Community De-
velopment Financial Institutions Fund
for community development banks,
amends banking and securities laws to
encourage the creation of a secondary
market for small business loans, and
reduces the regulatory burden for fi-
nancial institutions by changing or
eliminating 50 banking regulations.

Under the Small Business Adminis-
tration Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 1994, the Small Business
Administration (SBA) is authorized to
increase the number of guaranteed
small business loans for the next 3
years. The budget proposed for the SBA
will encourage private funds to be di-
rected to the small businesses that
most need access to capital. While con-
tinuing cost-cutting efforts, the plan
proposes to fund new loan and venture
capital authority for SBA’s credit and
investment programs. Changes in the
SBA’s 7(a) guaranteed loan program
will increase the amount of private sec-
tor lending leveraged for every dollar
of taxpayer funds invested in the pro-
gram.

Through the Small Business Invest-
ment Company (SBIC) program, a
group of new venture capital firms are
expected to make available several bil-
lion dollars in equity financing for
startups and growing firms. The SBIC
program will continue to grow as regu-
lations promulgated in the past year
facilitate financing with a newly cre-
ated participating equity security in-
strument.

And the Securities and Exchange
Commission’s simplified filing and reg-
istration requirements for small firm
securities have helped encourage new
entries by small firms into capital
markets.

We are recommending other changes
that will help make more capital avail-
able to small firms. In reauthorizing
Superfund, my Administration seeks to
limit lender liability for Superfund re-
mediation costs, which have had an ad-
verse effect on lending to small busi-
nesses. Interagency teams have been
examining additional cost-effective
ways to expand the availability of
small business financing, such as new
options for expanding equity invest-
ments in small firms and improve-
ments to existing microlending efforts.

We’ve also recognized that we can
help small business people increase
their available capital through tax re-
ductions and incentives. We increased
by 75 percent, from $10,000 to $17,500,
the amount a small business can de-
duct as expenses for equipment pur-
chases. Tax incentives in the 1993
Budget Reconciliation Act are having
their effect, encouraging long-term in-
vestment in small firms. And the
empowerment zone program offers sig-
nificant tax incentives—a 20 percent
wage credit, $20,000 in expensing, and
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tax-exempt facility bonds—for firms
within the zones.

REGULATION AND PAPERWORK

But increasing the availability of
capital to small firms is only part of
the battle. We also have to make sure
that Government doesn’t get in the
way. And we’re making progress in our
efforts to create a smaller, smarter,
less costly and more effective Govern-
ment that is closer to home—closer to
the small businesses and citizens it
serves.

In the first round of our reinventing
Government initiative—the National
Performance Review—we asked Gov-
ernment professionals for their best
ideas on how to create a better Govern-
ment with less red tape. One rec-
ommendation was that Federal agency
compliance with the Regulatory Flexi-
bility Act—that requires agencies to
examine proposed and existing regula-
tions for their effects on small enti-
ties—be subject to judicial review. In
other words, they said we need to put
teeth in the legislation requiring Fed-
eral agencies to pay attention to small
business concerns when they write reg-
ulations. That proposal has been under
debate in the Congress.

Federal agencies are already consid-
ering and implementing specific ways
to streamline regulations and make pa-
perwork easier for small businesses to
manage. For example, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) re-
sponded to small business owners and
advocates who said that the agency’s
toxic release inventory rule was espe-
cially costly and burdensome. In No-
vember 1994, the EPA announced a
final rule that will make it easier for
small businesses to report small
amounts of toxic releases.

And SBA has slashed the small busi-
ness loan form for loans under $100,000
from an inch-thick stack to a single
page. The SBA is also piloting a new
electronic loan application that will
involve no paperwork, but will allow
business owners to concentrate on the
business at hand—building a successful
operation.

When businesses are unable to suc-
ceed, no one is served by a process that
entangles small business owners in an
endless jumble of paperwork. Sweeping
changes made to bankruptcy laws in
the past year will help small businesses
reorganize. Small firms with less than
$2.5 million in debt may utilize a
streamlined reorganization process
that is less expensive and more timely.

My Executive order on Regulatory
Review provides a process for more ra-
tional regulation, and we’ve been lis-
tening to the concerns of small firms
through a Regulatory Reform Forum
for Small Business. Five sector-specific
groups have made specific proposals for
regulatory relief. These groups have
said that a comprehensive, multi-
agency strategy, with better public in-
volvement, is probably the most cost-
effective way to improve both the qual-
ity of regulations and compliance with
them. The key is to make sure that

Government serves small business and
the American people, not the other
way around.

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE AND GOVERNMENT
PROCUREMENT

The reinventing Government initia-
tive also called for expanded use of
electronic marketing and commerce,
and we have made great strides in pro-
viding information about Government
programs electronically. These meth-
ods will increase small business access
to markets.

Another area that has been sorely in
need of reform is the Government pro-
curement process. In October 1994, I
signed into law the Federal Acquisition
Streamlining Act, which will change
the way the Government does business.
The law modifies more than 225 provi-
sions of procurement law to reduce pa-
perwork burdens, improve efficiency,
save the taxpayers money, establish a
Federal acquisition computer network,
increase opportunities for women-
owned and small disadvantaged busi-
nesses, and generally make Govern-
ment acquisition of commercial prod-
ucts easier. This report documents how
small businesses are doing under the
old system; my hope is that opportuni-
ties for small business success will be
even greater once these reforms are in
effect.

HUMAN RESOURCES

Beyond encouraging an economic en-
vironment that supports small business
success, opening doors to capital re-
sources, buying more of our goods and
services from small firms, and getting
out of small business’ way, I believe we
in Government have a responsibility to
ask whether we are doing enough to en-
sure a healthy and adequately prepared
work force.

I remain committed to seeking a way
to provide health insurance coverage
for all Americans. As this report clear-
ly shows, the number of uninsured
Americans is too high—and it’s grow-
ing. Millions of those citizens are in
working families. And the sad fact is
that many of those workers are in
small businesses, which have seen their
premiums and deductibles soar. We
must make sure that self-employed
people and small businesses can buy in-
surance at more affordable rates—
whether through voluntary purchasing
pools or some other mechanism.

We also ought to be able to ensure
that our citizens are adequately pro-
vided for when they reach the end of
their working years. Here too, small
firms have been at a disadvantage. Our
proposed pension legislation exempted
most small plans from compliance and
reporting increases.

And while our industries restructure
and move from an age of heavy indus-
try to an information age that de-
mands new skills and new flexibility,
we need to make sure that our work
force has the skills and tools to com-
pete. That is why I proposed the Middle
Class Bill of Rights, which would pro-
vide a tax deduction for all education
and training after high school; foster

more saving and personal responsibil-
ity by permitting people to establish
an individual retirement account and
withdraw from it tax-free for the cost
of education, health care, first-time
house buying, or the care of a parent;
and offer to those laid off or working
for a very low wage, a voucher worth
$2,000 a year to get the skills they need
to improve their lives.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

We also want to empower small busi-
nesses to succeed in a global economy.
One of the greatest challenges in the
next century will be our international
competition. Ninety-six percent of all
exporting firms are small firms with
fewer than 500 employees, but only 10
percent of small firms export; therefore
the potential for increasing small firm
exports is significant. I believe the
North American Free Trade Agreement
and the General Agreement of Tariffs
and Trade will benefit small firms in-
terested in expanding into inter-
national markets in this hemisphere
and beyond.

Lending to small exporters is being
eased through reforms in the Export-
Import Bank’s Working Capital Guar-
antee Program. New one-stop export
shops are moving in the right direction
to assist small firms by providing ac-
cess to export programs of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Export-Import
Bank, and Small Business Administra-
tion all under one roof.

HEARING FROM SMALL BUSINESS

Small businesses are too important
to our economy for their concerns not
to be heard. That is why I have given
the SBA a seat on the National Eco-
nomic Council and invited the SBA Ad-
ministrator in to Cabinet meetings.

Over the past 2 years, my Adminis-
tration has been asking questions of
small business owners and listening to
the answers—seeking advice and guid-
ance from a diverse audience of busi-
ness leaders to determine the most
critical problems and devise solutions
that work.

This year presents a special oppor-
tunity for small business persons to
make their concerns known at the
White House Conference on Small Busi-
ness, set to convene in Washington in
June 1995. In State conferences leading
up to the national conference, small
business owners have been frank about
their concerns. I look forward to hear-
ing their small business action agenda.

I firmly believe that we need to keep
looking to our citizens and small busi-
nesses for innovative solutions. They
have shown they have the ingenuity
and creative power to make our econ-
omy grow; we just need to let them do
it.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 25, 1995.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 1-minute requests.
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MEDICARE

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

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, after
hearing the debate on MediGap this
morning, I am here today to make a
plea on Medicare. Let us stop the
demogoguery—let us roll up our sleeves
and deal with the problem. The Medi-
care trustees have just reported to us
that if we do nothing to save the sys-
tem, the part A trust fund, the heart of
the program starts to go broke next
year and is bankrupt entirely in 7 short
years—not unanticipated by those who
have been following it closely—but so-
bering nonetheless.

Let us deal with it—and the sooner
the better. The new CBO Director told
us the obvious in recent testimony:
‘‘Any delay will require dramatic cuts
and program changes in the future.’’ If
we start to reform the system now, I
believe we can accomplish the twin
goals of saving the program from bank-
ruptcy and improving it through pri-
vate sector innovation, expanded
choice and cracking down on fraud. We
can do it because, as President Clinton
told the AARP in 1993, ‘‘Today, Medic-
aid and Medicare are going up at three
times the rate of inflation. We propose
to let it go up at two times the rate of
inflation. That is not a Medicare or
Medicaid cut. So when you hear all this
business about cuts, let me caution you
that that is not what is going on. We
are going to have increases in Medicare
and Medicaid, and a reduction in the
rate of growth.’’ Let us act now in a bi-
partisan manner before the problem
gets out of hand.

The Medicare trustee report itself
stated, ‘‘these programs are too impor-
tant to be politicized and [we] urge
that a highly professional, nonpartisan
approach continue to be followed.’’

f

DON’T LET REPUBLICANS SLAM
THE DOOR SHUT ON STAFFORD
LOANS

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to speak in opposition
to the Republican budget proposal as it
specifically relates to higher edu-
cation. Yesterday, I talked about cuts
in our elementary and secondary edu-
cation funds that will hurt our children
in public schools. Today, I am going to
talk about the House proposal that will
increase college costs for 4.5 million
college students by eliminating the in-
school interest subsidy on Stafford
loans. Families who rely on Stafford
student loans would pay up to $3,000
more for the cost of a college edu-
cation.

These extra costs could put a college
education out of reach for many young
people in my district. I have a picture

here of a young lady, Yuroba Harris.
Yuroba is an honor student at the Uni-
versity of Houston. In order to earn
extra money for books and tuition, she
works in my district office part time,
serving the constituents of the 29th
District in Houston, TX.

Elimination of the in-school interest
subsidy could put college out of reach
for a lot of young people like Yuroba
and other middle-class and poor young
people all over my district. There is an
old proverb: Give a person a fish and
they will eat today. Teach them to fish
and they will eat for a lifetime. Let us
not cut education. Let us make sure
they can eat for a lifetime.

f

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF AMERICA’S
FOREIGN AID PROGRAM

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, we have
been debating the foreign aid bill for
the last few days and we have heard a
lot of criticisms about foreign aid pro-
grams. Some are justified and some are
not, but undoubtedly some good things
have been accomplished. I would like
to include in the RECORD, following my
remarks, a recent Cincinnati Post
guest column written by my friend,
Dan Radford, executive secretary-
treasurer of the Cincinnati AFL–CIO
Labor Council, who has had a very pro-
ductive working relationship with the
U.S. Information Agency.

Working under a grant from USIA,
the AFL–CIO’s Free Trade Union Insti-
tute has worked closely with trade
union leaders from Ukraine and
Kazakhstan. A delegation from those
former Soviet States recently visited
Cincinnati to get some positive expo-
sure to our political and economic sys-
tem, with the local labor council serv-
ing as host.

It is my hope that as we move toward
a more streamlined and productive for-
eign policy apparatus, we will be able
to work with groups like this and con-
tinue in a more efficient way to pro-
vide the means for such positive dialog.

I include the Radford article in the
RECORD at this time as a valuable con-
tribution to the discussion.

The text of the article is as follows:
LABOR UNIONS HELP NURTURE DEMOCRACIES

IN EASTERN EUROPE

(By V. Daniel Radford)
Semyon Karikov and Gennady Nikitin,

trade union leaders from Ukraine and
Kazakhstan, visited our city recently to
learn about the role institutions like unions
play in the community and in our system of
government. Their visit was made possible
by the AFL–CIO’s Free Trade Union Insti-
tute under a grant from the U.S. Information
Agency. We at the Cincinnati AFL–CIO
Labor Council served as their local hosts. I
had already been on several educational ex-
change trips to Romania, Slovakia, and the
Czech Republic under the same FTUI/USIA
program.

Why are these exchanges important, and
why should our government support these

types of activities? Simply put, because it is
in our direct interest to help the countries of
Eastern Europe to build institutions—like
unions—that bring the rule of law and eco-
nomic stability to their countries.

Educational exchanges can assist in this
process. During their visit, for example,
Karikov and Nikitin met with county and
city officials from both political parties,
with union leaders and rank and file mem-
bers, and with community political activists.
They were given an overview of labor’s role
in protecting workplace rights and in ex-
pressing the voice of workers in politics and
economics of a democratic society. They can
take these lessons about involvement back
to their unions and communities at home.

While Semyon and Gennedy visited our
city, we learned something too, about how
hard life is in the countries of the former So-
viet Union. Workers labor in dangerous con-
ditions with no safety equipment and return
home to eat their meager meals in the dark
and cold because there is no heat or elec-
tricity. At times they go weeks and some-
times months without pay; they continue
working just to keep their jobs.

Workers in Eastern Europe are still strug-
gling for democracy. In Ukraine and
Kazakhstan democracies are not established,
and the rule of law doesn’t exist. In Ukraine,
for example, a man summoned to the police
station for questioning was tried, convicted,
and carted away to prison on the spot. In
both countries, the so-called ex-communists
have teamed up with former security officers
and mafia-like criminal elements to domi-
nate many aspects of society.

So, for humanitarian reasons alone, the
U.S. should remain engaged in helping those
who seek to build democracy in Eastern Eu-
rope.

It is in our own interest as well: the lack
of stability in Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and
other countries in the former Soviet Union
directly threatens the United States. Orga-
nized crime groups in Russia alone are
roughly ten times larger than the American
Mafia. According to FBI Director Louis
Freeh ‘‘these same crime groups also pose a
significant and direct threat to the United
States * * * (they) are engaged in a wide
range of criminal activities, including com-
plex tax and health care fraud schemes, ex-
tortion, money laundering, and drug traf-
ficking.’’

An even more ominous threat, Secretary of
Defense William Perry recently warned, ‘‘are
(the) still more than 20,000 nuclear weapons
in four countries of the former Soviet Union;
Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus.’’
He points out that these weapons ‘‘could be
reconstituted into a threat or that some of
them could find a way to rogue regimes.’’

A growing web of international organized
criminals who can control—and sell—sizable
stockpiles of nuclear weapons: it’s a crisis
waiting to happen.

Only a firm, stable government and econ-
omy can keep these weapons and criminals
under control. Democracy with worker par-
ticipation can help stabilize nations like
Kazakhstan and the Ukraine.

As we have witnessed with Solidarity in
Poland, unions have been key in advancing
the spread of democracy in the region. And,
as we see here at home, unions have a crucial
balancing voice in a market economy. Dur-
ing my FTUI visits, I saw Eastern European
unions taking steps toward greater political
and community involvement, pushing for
free elections, a free press, and an under-
standing and control of economic forces. I
think our educational exchanges helped
move this process along.

It’s fair to ask ourselves if in this time of
cost cutting, we can afford programs like the
one that brought Semyon and Gennady here.
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In light of the potential serious threats the
U.S. and rest of the world faces, and because
of the benefits we all can gain from an ex-
change of ideas, we should consider whether
we can afford not to.

f

b 1200

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL SECURITY TO FILE A
REPORT ON H.R. 1530, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on National Security be allowed
during the Memorial Day district work
period to file a report on the bill (H.R.
1530) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1996 for military activities
of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
fiscal year 1996, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I will not object, and I
would simply observe that this was
cleared with the minority. We appre-
ciate that.

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

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

There was no objection.
f

THE VALUE OF EDUCATION
(Mr. MARTINEZ asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I do
not think anyone can dispute the fact
that education is one of the keys to
success.

All one needs to do is look around
and see that the leaders in every walk
of life are generally educated people.

Mr. Speaker, so many of our immi-
grants came here with no education
and not much else either.

But they worked hard and sacrificed
so that their children could have an
education and reap the harvest of the
bountiful opportunities in their won-
derful new country.

As a result, each succeeding genera-
tion did better and we as a country en-
joyed the fruits of that harvest.

Sadly, as hard as it was for the first
Americans, it is not that easy any-
more—costs are up and the economy is
down.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the price of
freedom is a well-educated people, and
our Founding Fathers thought so too
when they created a public school sys-
tem to educate every young person in
our country.

Now, as today’s leaders, we should re-
alize in a modern world that K through
12 is not enough to keep us competi-
tive.

If this is true, and I think most
would agree, then why is the leadership

on the other side of the aisle—who inci-
dentally are both college professors
and know the value of education—lead-
ing us away from a full education com-
mitment in a way that will allow only
the very rich of this country to be edu-
cated?
f

EXCERPT FROM ‘‘PRISONERS OF
THE JAPANESE’’

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
been slowly going through an incred-
ible book by a fine Australian author
named Gavan Daws. The title of the
book is ‘‘Prisoners of the Japanese.’’ I
have to return it this week to the Li-
brary of Congress, so I secured a copy
from William Morrow Publishing in
New York.

I would like to read a paragraph from
the young publicist Justin Loeber and
why I want to do an hour on this book
and the broader theme of the unbeliev-
ably savage and brutal sadistic medie-
val torture of our POW’s by Japan
under its warlords.

Young Justin Loeber writes to me:
‘‘On a wider scale, this book, ‘Prisoners
of the Japanese,’ is a story of compas-
sion for the elderly. After reading Mr.
Gavan Daws’ book, I now have more
patience for that old person who is
standing in line at the post office—the
person that has a limp or bad eyesight
and moves a little slower than the rest
of us. This person could have been tor-
tured by the Japanese. Also, this book
has taught me to commemorate Memo-
rial Day as it should be, not at the
mall celebrating the greatest sale of
the year, but honoring those people
who fought for our country. I’’—this is
Mr. Loeber—‘‘will be going with Gavan
Daws to the 50th reunion of the survi-
vors of Bataan and Corregidor in Brain-
tree, MA, over this Memorial Day
weekend.’’

Mr. Speaker, I will do an hour on this
later.

f

BE RELEVANT, MR. PRESIDENT

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, just
a few weeks ago the President insisted
in a press conference that he was rel-
evant. Mr. Speaker, it is time for him
to prove his relevance.

As a freshman Member of this House,
I was under the assumption that the
President and the two Houses of Con-
gress worked together diligently when
legislation would affect the very future
of our country and future generations.
Saving our country from bankruptcy is
just such an issue. Yet where is the
President on this issue?

Last week President Clinton indi-
cated to New Hampshire radio inter-
viewers he would offer a plan to bal-

ance the budget in either 7 or 10 years.
But insisting on remaining irrelevant,
this week Mr. Clinton backed away
from yet another campaign pledge and
said he would not offer a plan to bal-
ance the budget and save the next gen-
eration.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the President
is attempting to play politics with a
very important issue. I hope he will re-
consider his political stance and join
the freshmen and other Members of
this body as we attempt to give a fu-
ture to our children that includes the
ability to leave them the family farm
and not simply the mortgage.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

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

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

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

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

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

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

LET’S BE TRUTHFUL ABOUT
MEDICARE

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

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, those in
this Chamber who know me know that
I am a person who values integrity.
You also know that when I speak on
the floor and discuss issues, I try to be
as factual as possible; perhaps that is
my scientific background, my sci-
entific training coming to the fore.

But I have to confess that I was upset
this morning. I have been upset over
the past several weeks at the attempt
of the other side of the aisle to beat
upon the theme—and I really mean the
word beat and beat and beat again—to
beat upon the theme that somehow the
Republicans are trying to cut taxes by
$300 billion and they are trying to cut
Medicare by $300 billion to pay for the
tax cut.
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That is absolute nonsense. It is a

falsehood. It is a lie. Those who are ut-
tering this lie day after day in this
Chamber should be ashamed of them-
selves, and I call upon them to stop
with their falsehoods.

First of all, their numbers are not
correct. They have simply arbitrarily
picked them as $300 billion each to try
to make them match, but the numbers
are not exactly that. This is used to try
to mislead the public.

Furthermore, this is not tit-for-tat.
The tax cuts are not for the rich, as
you hear over and over again, $300 bil-
lion in cuts for Medicare to pay for $300
billion in tax cuts for the rich. I hap-
pen to think that allowing parents of
children to keep $500 more of their
money for every child they have, re-
gardless of the income of the parents,
is not a tax cut for the rich. Absolutely
not.

If you try to analyze the income
breakdown of the tax break that was in
the tax bill passed by the Republicans,
you can verify that only a small per-
centage of the amount of money will go
to the rich. Frankly, it is the rich who
pay the most taxes, so anytime you
have a tax cut, they are going to get a
substantial portion of it back. But it is
not a tit-for-tat, and the numbers used
on the floor are not accurate.

Furthermore, the statement that we
are cutting Medicare by $300 billion to
provide money for the tax cuts for the
rich is nonsense, because we are not
cutting Medicare. Medicare will in-
crease under the Republican proposal
that has been adopted. It may not in-
crease at the incredible 10.5-percent
rate that it has been increasing at, but
that is nearly three times the amount
of increase in the private sector health
care cost.

We cannot as a Nation continue to
pay 2 or 3 times the rate of increase for
those on Medicare that we do in the
private sector. Clearly there is some-
thing wrong with Medicare if costs are
going up that rapidly.

The proposal is to try to make Medi-
care run more efficiently. Our proposal
is to try to preserve Medicare, it is to
try to protect Medicare, to make sure
that it is there for the people who need
it.

If we do not take action to cut the
rising rate of cost, there will not be
any money left in Medicare after the
year 2002. It will be bankrupt and peo-
ple will not have the medical coverage
they have come to depend upon.

That is the problem we are trying to
address. It is a problem that has to be
addressed in a bipartisan fashion by
this House, by the Senate, and by the
President.

I am very disappointed that in our
attempt to begin addressing that issue,
the other side of the aisle, including
the President, is not addressing the
problem with us. They are not sitting
down with us and trying to cooperate,
but they are rather getting on their
high horse, or standing on their soap-
box, and saying ‘‘cuts, cuts, cuts’’ when

we are not cutting, we are only trying
to make it more efficient and more re-
sponsive to the needs of the people.

As I said at the beginning, I am a
person of integrity. I try to be honest,
and I have tried to be honest in this
statement.

I truly hope that the other side of the
aisle, everyone involved in this Cham-
ber, the Senate, and the White House,
will get together with us and say,
‘‘Look, we have a serious problem with
Medicare.’’ The President’s own nomi-
nees on the trust fund board have said
we have a problem with Medicare. Ev-
eryone agrees we have a problem with
Medicare. Let us sit down as people of
good will and say we have a problem.
Let us work together to solve it.

My plea is that we all get together
and solve this problem so in fact we
can preserve, protect and repair the
Medicare system so that we will meet
the needs of the elderly, not just now
and not just in the year 2002 but for all
time.

f

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

[Mr. MARTINEZ addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, due to an
illness, I was forced to miss a vote on
Tuesday, May 23. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on the
Brownback amendment, rollcall vote
No. 348.

f

CALL FOR ABOLITION OF
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I have a
number of things I wanted to discuss
with the House today, first of all with
respect to the Department of Energy.

Mr. Speaker, as a part of our ongoing
effort to both balance the budget and
give our children and our grand-
children a better future and to turn
back the tide of taxation without rep-
resentation, which is one of the things
that the patriot founders of this coun-
try shed their blood for, we have to ex-
amine every single program and weed
out those that do not provide a vital
national service.

By that measure, the Department of
Energy should and must be abolished.
Under the Clinton administration, the
Department failed to adequately meet
the minimum requirements of main-
taining the operational readiness of
our nuclear weapons stockpile. Instead,
it appears to have become more of a
travel service to satisfy the Secretary
of the Energy’s wanderlust. Evidence of
that failure can be found by simply ex-

amining Energy Secretary Hazel
O’Leary’s schedule. Last Wednesday,
May 17 she traveled to Paris in order to
give the welcoming speech at an inter-
national energy conference on Monday,
May 22. Then she went to Baku, Azer-
baijan, to give the keynote speech at
an oil and gas conference. Today Ms.
O’Leary is in Florence, Italy, for a
luncheon and a dinner banquet at a
conference on geothermal energy.

While these world travels are indeed
very exciting, it would be interesting
to know just how much they cost. I un-
derstand that Secretary O’Leary has
transferred at least $100,000 from other
travel accounts, including accounts
used by scientists and technicians in
the Department’s nuclear safeguards
and security program, to pay for this
globe trotting.

That is the gist of this, that is the es-
sence of this, not so much that we want
to micromanage the Secretary’s travel
schedule but that we are very con-
cerned that money is being taken from
other accounts, particularly the ac-
counts that have to do with the safety,
security, oversight, and general man-
agement of the nuclear weapons that
she is charged with being the steward
of to pay for this travel.

Indeed, it is my understanding that a
number of offices involved in maintain-
ing the safety, performance, and reli-
ability of our nuclear weapons will run
out of funds by July, 3 months before
the end of the fiscal year, because of
the Secretary’s personal travel de-
mands. They will run out of travel
funds from those accounts.

While Secretary O’Leary’s commit-
ment to personally attend these inter-
national alternative and traditional
energy conferences may be commend-
able, I find it very difficult to conceive
that her attendance in exotic locales is
more important than safeguarding our
nuclear deterrent.

For that reason I have sent letters to
the chairmen of House Commerce, Na-
tional Security, and Government Re-
form and Oversight committees asking
them to initiate investigations into the
Secretarty’s prodigious travel. Here is
a copy of the Secretary of Energy’s
travel schedule for the period that I
was describing.

STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. Speaker, I want to speak next
with respect to the comments of the
gentleman from Texas regarding the
Student Loan Program.

I have followed this as a member of
the Committee on the Budget very
closely and I have frankly been aston-
ished at the response of the minority in
this case. The issue is whether or not
we should subsidize, that is, pay for the
interest on student loans during the
period of time that a student is in
school Or should that money, the inter-
est on that loan, be capitalized and
added to the principal amount of the
loan at the beginning of the loan period
immediately following graduation; I
think it is maybe 3 months following
graduation.
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The amount of money that that costs

the Treasury is significant. There is a
no question about it. The additional
amount of money that it costs each
student is not particularly great. It
amounts to about $40 per month.

But here is why I am astonished by
the minority’s arguments. If you look
at the earnings potential for a college
graduate versus a high school graduate
in this country, what you find out is
that on average over the period of a
person’s lifetime, a college graduate
will earn about $14,000 more per year
on average for the entire period of
their working career. If you take a 42-
to 43-year period as the period that you
are going to be working and you figure
that the money will have some value as
well, time value of money, that means
that a college graduate stands to earn,
on average, about $1 million more than
a high school graduate.

My question is this: Why should the
high school graduates be subsidizing
with their tax money, why should they
be working to pay for this interest sub-
sidy during the period that the college
graduate is going to school?

b 1215

It does not really make any sense to
me because our proposal does not
eliminate student loans. To the con-
trary, it increases the funding for stu-
dent loans. What it does say is that we
will subsidize during the period of the
loan while they are going to school, we
will actually pay that as an additional
loan, but we will not forgive it. It will
not be a freebie, it will be capitalized
and added as principal at the beginning
of the period.

I just cannot understand why Demo-
crats want people who are going to
make a million dollars more on aver-
age over their lifetimes to be sub-
sidized by hardworking people who go
to high school. It does not make sense,
it does not make economic sense, does
not make any kind of fiscal sense.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Mr. LAFALCE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

MISSING CHILDREN’S DAY

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

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the twelfth annual commemora-
tion of Missing Children’s Day. Today
we remember the thousands of children
reported missing, pray for their safe re-
turn, and hope that 1995 will be a safer
year for America’s children.

I believe this year will be safer for
children in this country because of a
bill that became law at the end of last

year—the Jacob Wetterling Crimes
Against Children Registration Act.
This new law requires those who prey
on children, child abductors, molesters,
who are convicted, to register their
whereabouts with law enforcement for
10 years after their release from prison
or parole.

The bill was named, Mr. Speaker,
after a very special young boy from
Minnesota, Jacob Wetterling, who was
abducted from a small community in
Minnesota in 1989. Jacob Wetterling
was the motivating factor behind my
introduction of the Wetterling bill in
1991. Thanks to the bipartisan support
here in the House and the Senate and
the President’s signature, this became
law.

Jacob Wetterling is also the reason
his family, Patty and Jerry Wetterling,
started the Jacob Wetterling Founda-
tion, which is an organization dedi-
cated to preventing abductions and
finding missing children. Jacob and the
thousands of children who are missing
provide us with thousands of reasons to
keep fighting for America’s kids.

Mr. Speaker, it is alarming when you
think of the statistics. The average
child abductor commits 177 of these
heinous acts before being apprehended
the first time. The children of America
and the parents of America need and
deserve this type of protection afforded
under the Jacob Wetterling law, and I
applaud the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation and the Justice Department
for getting this system, this national
registration system of convicted child
abductors up and running.

The second element of that law, Mr.
Speaker, is the community notifica-
tion provision, a very, very important
provision so that when these dangerous
predators are released back into the
community, child care centers, resi-
dents, police departments, and schools
will know of their whereabouts. Be-
cause of the high level of recidivism on
the part of these criminals it is essen-
tial that we have this type of commu-
nity notification. After all, people in a
neighborhood deserve to know when a
convicted pedophile is released back
into their community.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that my col-
leagues will join me in wearing a white
ribbon today as I am and send this
message to American missing children.
Particularly I send this message to
Jacob Wetterling. You are always in
our thoughts and prayers, we love you
and we will never, ever stop looking for
you.
f

‘‘PRISONERS OF THE JAPANESE’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I am cer-
tainly glad there is a friend in the
Speaker’s chair as Speaker pro tem-
pore today so I do not have to worry

about whether or not I am taking an
hour away from someone’s getaway
Thursday afternoon, a friend in the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
who understands and loves history. I
was just showing the gentleman some
of the pictures in the book that I am
about to discuss at length in this his-
torical special order, the book titled
‘‘Prisoners of the Japanese.’’ And the
gentleman and I were just discussing
up there on that lofty perch I believe
the most important in any legislative
body in all of history or anywhere in
the world today, and he said to remind
people that everything I will be talking
about for the next hour also pertains to
Cuba. Cuba at this moment is commit-
ting under an evil dictator, Fidel Cas-
tro, ghastly human rights atrocities in
their prisons, up to and including in
some cases, and you and I have heard
the testimony firsthand from Armando
Valladares, in some cases equally as
savage as what I am going to read
about the Japanese warlords and what
they did all over the South Pacific
through Burma, into Indonesia, what
they did to Chinese prisoners, Russian
prisoners, American, Australian, and
British prisoners.

Mr. Speaker, we are told over and
over by all of the cable outlets in this
country that about 1 to 11⁄2 million peo-
ple watch the proceedings of this
Chamber, and sometimes if it has been
a slow or mundane legislative day the
ratings actually go up if there is a spe-
cial order of quality on the House floor.

Because of that million-plus audience
and because our Galleries are filled
with students today I want to give a
warning that if any parent is home and
they have a child 11 years of age or
under, and I will explain in a moment
why I am going to put the cutoff at 11
and under, I could recommend that
they ask them to go outside and play
or busy themselves in some other part
of the house. If there is any parent in
the Gallery with a child of 11 years of
age or younger, I would suggest that
they leave the Chamber, because I had
nightmares the last two nights reading
this book, and I am in my sixties. The
reason I would say 12 years of age and
up can handle it is for the simple rea-
son that I was in the 11th grade when
the Second World War ended and I went
to movie theaters where the newsreels
were there whether you wanted them
or not, and I saw the newsreels of the
Nazi atrocities, all through occupied
Europe, and I remember specifically
having painful thoughts, if not night-
mares, at film of the British taking a
double camp, Bergen-Belsen, and find-
ing so many bodies of tortured human
beings, most of them Jewish, that they
used bulldozers to build mass graves
and then pushed the bodies like cord-
wood into these mass graves. It was
black-and-white film. They showed the
women camp commandants and guards,
brutal-looking, every one of them ex-
cessively overweight, stocky, tough,
cruel faces. And the British soldiers,
typical young ‘‘tommies’’ in their late
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teens or early twenties, made these
Nazi, SS women guards in the women’s
camp carry these emaciated bodies
over their shoulders. They would not
let them drag them. That gave them
that little bit of dignity, these last re-
mains of these terribly abused and tor-
tured human beings, they would put
the bodies over their shoulders but still
contemptuously throw them into the
pits. I saw that at 12 years of age.
Therefore, I think 12-year-olds should
be able to handle pictures of what hap-
pens to babies taken out of their moth-
ers’ wombs and killed, or killed in the
womb. I have always used as an exam-
ple if I could handle that at 12, then
why do we hide in the abortion debate
in this country the photographic evi-
dence of the evil fruits of abortion, and
I believe that in this memorial week-
end that 12 years of age and up is suffi-
cient to handle the horror that I am
about to read.

So my daughter, Robin, is watching,
all three of her children, Kevin, Colin,
and Erin should go outside, but my
older grandchildren back here I would
expect to watch this speech. I hope
they have been informed.

I read in my 1 minute, Mr. Speaker,
a beautiful letter from a publicist at
William Morrow & Co., great publish-
ing house, and he put his heart into
this letter. He did not have a clue that
I would read this to the whole Nation,
but it so touched me what he said that
I want to read it for a second time
today to set the scene for the horror
that I am about to discuss.

Justin Loeber writes to me as of yes-
terday:

‘‘Dear Congressman Dornan:
‘‘Thank you for your request for

Gavan Daws’ ’’—he is an Australian—
‘‘book entitled, ‘Prisoners of the Japa-
nese.’’ This is the only book that docu-
ments the Japanese atrocities of World
War II. Mr. Daws’ primary purpose for
writing this book is to pressure the
Japanese Government to acknowledge
and apologize to the POW’s for their
horror’’ inflicted upon them ‘‘and being
that the 50th anniversary of ‘VJ’ day is
coming up, will the POW’s’’ of the Pa-
cific campaign ‘‘finally get their due?
Since most Americans think that WWII
ended on ‘VE‘ Day’’—on the 8th of this
month, May 8, the 9th for Russians, the
7th was the day that General Jodl
signed the unconditional-surrender
document, and by the way I looked up
in my encyclopedia and reminded my-
self that Jodl was hung 1 year and 5
months later on October 16, 1946, 1 of 11
hung as a result of the Nuremberg
trials of the top leadership of the ‘‘Hit-
ler gang.’’ Eisenhower would not go to
the signing ceremony, he was so of-
fended by what he saw at Buchenwald
and Dachau when we had overrun those
camps a few weeks before.

But that was 50 years ago this
month, and as Mr. Loeber says, most
Americans think that was the end of
the war.

But the war ending on V–E Day, end-
ing the Holocaust that Japan had

brought to the Pacific, is probably the
biggest secret in history, particularly
for our young students, I might add.
Gavan took over 10 years to research
his book. He lives in Hawaii, but coin-
cidentally is on the east coast right
now. I spoke to him from the Cloak-
room yesterday. He will be here until
June 2. He will be on the Charlie Rose
Show tonight. I did a show with him,
the Blanquita Collins Show out of Vir-
ginia that goes to about 12 States. He
was a fabulous, fascinating guest. And
the Washington Times is doing a fea-
ture story for this month and People
magazine will have a story in July.
‘‘However; its people like you,’’ Mr.
Congressman, ‘‘who can actually pres-
sure our Government to ask for the
POW apology—by August 15, 1995 (‘VJ’
Day).’’

Actually, Justin, V–J Day was Sep-
tember 2 on the deck of the Missouri
when General MacArthur in that stun-
ning voice of his asked General ‘‘Skin-
ny’’ Wainwright to step forward. He
had himself survived 31⁄2 years of brutal
Japanese captivity, and he accepted
the instrument of surrender from the
Japanese. There is a big plaque on the
deck of the ‘‘Big Mo’’ that is now
mothballed up in Puget Sound in the
State of Washington.

Here is the paragraph I read earlier,
Mr. Speaker.

‘‘On a wider scale, this is a story of
compassion for the elderly. After read-
ing Gavan’s book, I now have more pa-
tience for that old person who is stand-
ing in line at the Post Office—the per-
son that has a limp’’ or whose eyesight
is dim ‘‘and moves a little slower than
the rest of us. This person could have
been tortured by the Japanese. Also,
this book has taught me to commemo-
rate Memorial Day as it should be—not
at the mall celebrating the greatest
sale of the year, but honoring those
people who fought for our country.’’
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‘‘I will be going with Gavan Daws to
the 50th reunion of the survivors of Ba-
taan and Corregidor in Braintree, MA,
over Memorial Day.’’

Now, I am hoping, Mr. Speaker, I can
rearrange my schedule, it does not look
easy, to go up there.

I told you about the 31⁄2 hours that I
spent with a Bataan death march sur-
vivor and Army officer, named Eugene
Holmes, the colonel that Clinton had
so viciously and manipulatively used
to dodge the draft, and for 31⁄2 hours,
with our colleague, JAY DICKEY’s son,
who is in law school at the University
of Arkansas, we listened to some of
these horrible stories.

I remember when this bright, young
law student walked outside with me.
He said, ‘‘Congressman, I am indebted
to you for letting me drive you and
bring you to Colonel Holmes’s house. I
never heard stories like this in all of
my education.’’

The one I remember, a simple one,
far less horrific, I am about to read,
was a young West Pointer who was

caught with one cigarette in a camp on
the island of Mindanao after they
moved them down from Luzon. They
were working in fields there. He was
caught with a cigarette. The brutal
Japanese guard, unusually tall for a
Japanese at that time, 6 foot 1, called
all the assembled prisoners out, all of
them wearing nothing more than what
would be called a thong bathing suit,
all of them skinny, sunburned, ulcers
and sores all over them.

He told this young West Pointer to
hold his hands in the air. He said,
‘‘When you drop your arms, you will
die.’’ He lasted for about 3 hours, and
as his arms slowly came down, this
Japanese lieutenant shot him in the
face.

I looked across. I could see the tears
in the eyes of Congressman JAY DICK-
EY’s son. I think his name is Tim.
There were tears in my eyes. As many
times as Irene Holmes had heard this
story, there were tears in her eyes. She
said that Colonel Holmes does not plan
to write a book on the Bataan death
march that he survived or his 31⁄2 years
in captivity, and even does not talk
about it much.

Most of the veterans, I guess, are
going to take their stories of brutality
to their graves with them, and that is
why taking the oral histories by so
many in Australia, his native country,
in Britain, and from our Americans,
and from Chinese, the service that
Gavan Daws has done is powerful.

Now, what started me to read this
book, I took it out of the library 4
months ago, had not gotten around to
it with the rush of events with the 100-
day contract and so forth, was this
cover story building up to Memorial
Day of last Sunday in this fantastic
Washington Times newspaper. I will do
a commercial for them, Mr. Speaker.
Everybody in the country can get a na-
tional edition of this Washington
Times. You want to get the unadulter-
ated, top-notch reporting of our time
on Whitewater, on four people in the
administration under indictment who
are under special prosecutor investiga-
tion, including the Clintons them-
selves, you will get the unexpurgated,
unliberal-manipulated truth in the
Washington Times.

Here is the front-page story, last
Sunday. There are Japanese heroes on
this, a handful only, unfortunately.
‘‘Japanese doctor lectures as penance
for the horrors that he inflicted on war
prisoners. Tokyo. As a young army
physician during Japan’s occupation of
northeast China in World War II, Dr.
Kim Yuasa says he honed his surgical
skills on healthy Chinese prisoners. ‘I
would remove the appendix. Then we
would amputate both arms and then
both legs.’ ’’

If the prisoner would come to, Mr.
Speaker, imagine what he would think
about God in heaven and his fate in
life, looking down at his torso, his
arms and legs gone, his body stitched
up, wondering how long he had to live,
wondering what his family was doing
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at that moment and why God had con-
signed him to this lonely death far
from his home with nobody knowing or
to pray for him at the moment that his
soul goes to God.

Dr. Yuasa said at his press con-
ference in Tokyo, he had the guts to do
this. Their duma, Mr. Speaker, their
congress, does not want this discussed.
It is censored. It is bottled up. Talk
about extremist groups. I guess liberals
would want to call them right-wing
groups, extremist groups in China, ex-
cuse me, they have them, too, in
Japan, will threaten to kill people that
come forward to tell the stories of the
atrocities of the Japanese warlords.

You know, Mr. Speaker, for 2 decades
in this House I have tried to give dig-
nity to the German people and the Ger-
man nation by always using the words
‘‘Nazi’’ or ‘‘Gestapo’’ or ‘‘Hitler gang’’
or ‘‘the forces of evil that had taken
over Germany,’’ so as not to blame a
whole nation, particularly the genera-
tions born since then, and I also adopt
the same policy with the nation of
Japan because not having a Nazi party
as such, Bushito warriors were not
known as much as the SS or the Ge-
stapo, the only way I could do it was to
always say the warlords of Japan and
Tojo and his warlords, Tojo’s gang. And
now I am going back to something I
have not done in 50 years in saying the
Japanese or Japan, because this Nation
refuses to apologize for this. They will
not even discuss it, the formal people
in the government, and, therefore, that
relieves me of my obligation of sen-
sitivity to say the warlords, so in read-
ing this article in the book and its title
‘‘Prisoners of the Japanese,’’ I will not
say the warlords of Japan, because it is
time for the nation of Japan to try and
seek the dignity it has denied itself for
over 50 years.

There are heroes in Japan. This man
who committed these ghastly atroc-
ities is such a hero for publicly doing
penance. That is in Shinto philosophy,
Confucianism, Buddhism, it is cer-
tainly the core of Judaism and Chris-
tianity and Islam to make amends for
your sins.

Sometimes the prisoners were shot,
Dr. Ken Yuasa says. ‘‘We would shoot
them, and then we would practice re-
moving the bullets from them, keeping
them alive to train on their internal
organs. Typically, surgeons would cut
and cut until their patients stopped
breathing; sometimes without anesthe-
sia. I dutifully carried out these oper-
ations as duty to the emperor,’’ Dr.
Yuasa, now 78 said. ‘‘There was no con-
science in us to tell us these were inhu-
man things. Today he travels Japan,
lecturing to anyone who will listen. Be-
yond his personal act of public pen-
ance, he wants the nation of Japan to
admit some of history’s most grotesque
atrocities. Fifty years after the end of
World War II, Japan’s ‘‘parliament,’’
our brother legislators there, in the
Diet, they refuse to issue an apology
for the brutal conquest of much of East
Asia.

Most Japanese politicians do not
even believe Japan did anything wrong.
To varying degrees, they believe Japan
waged a type of holy war to liberate
China from the white man. Japanese
politicians rarely say so publicly, be-
cause international outrage inevitably
forces them from office, but they an-
swer to fringe nationalist groups vio-
lently opposed to any official show of
contrition.

Dr. Yuasa spent the war attached to
Japan’s infamous Unit 731. The unit,
among other things, used live prisoners
as guinea pigs, thousands of them, in
an attempt to develop the ultimate bi-
ological weapon. If they had known
about Ebola in Africa, they would have
had Ebola, using it. They used plague,
anthrax, bubonic plague, infected thou-
sands of people with it. At the unit’s
headquarters near Harbin, a captured
area of China, Manchuria, Lt. Gen.
Shiro Ishii considered human experi-
mentation crucial in gaining a decisive
edge over weak-willed adversaries in
the West, according to accounts from
survivors and witnesses, pieced to-
gether by honorable Japanese and
western historians. These accounts
show that Ishii instructed thousands of
doctors, thousands of scientists and
technicians, to inject American, Aus-
tralian, British, Chinese, and Russian
prisoners of war with tetanus, anthrax,
bubonic plague, and every other germ
that they could cultivate.

Between 3,000 and 12,000 prisoners,
euphemistically referred to as logs,
like a log of wood that you could burn
on the fire, the Japanese word is
maruta; when they entered the
compound, none ever emerged alive
save for a handful liberated at the
war’s end, and I have never heard of
that handful, Mr. Speaker, and I am
going to research this to find out where
those people, if any, are alive today to
give firsthand testimony.

Here is a captured picture in the
Washington Times that is from Gavan
Daws’s book of emaciation studies,
where they would starve prisoners to
death and photograph them until their
eventual demise.

The author told me there is another
book out that I have the Library of
Congress researching now, called ‘‘Unit
731,’’ by Peter Williams and Peter Wal-
lace, two British authors that re-
searched it. I will be back to do an-
other hour on that.

This has to be a one-man crusade. I
am going to get the Japanese Diet,
their congress, to face up to these
atrocities.

By the way, when I first came to
Congress in 1977, I knew all about Unit
731. I went up to Fort Meade. I went to
the Army Chemical Corps. I am sorry
to say I was lied to, either lied to or
stupid people told me the records were
destroyed or no longer existed that we
got from General Ishii and brought
back to this country, letting all of
these war criminals go from Unit 731 at
the very same moment we are hanging,
properly, for crimes for genocide and

crimes against humanity, the perpetra-
tors of Hitler’s war in Europe.

It says that one technician who trav-
eled with the doctor, Yoshio
Shinozuka, joined Unit 731 as a 16-year-
old, so he is only 66 years old today. We
ought to have him over here to address
Members of this distinguished body.

Using a special incubator developed
by Ishii, he cultivated germs to cause
amoebic dysentery and typhus. ‘‘Dur-
ing a skirmish with Soviet troops on
the Mongolian border in 1939, we
dumped three drums of these germs
into the river,’’ although he would be
72 today, because this is 1939, he is 16.
‘‘We dumped three drums of these
germs into the river to contaminate
the entire water supply, Mr.
Shanizuka, now 72 years of age, said
last week. Although some Japanese
soldiers also got sick, the experiment
apparently convinced Japanese offi-
cials, all the way up to Hirohito.’’ That
is why I did not want George Bush or
anybody going to his funeral. Goodbye,
das vidanya, good riddance, Hirohito.

The effect of this germ warfare and
the project began to expand dramati-
cally. Apart from germ warfare, Unit
731 devised a series of exotic experi-
ments to improve the chance of sur-
vival for Japanese soldiers in combat.

So the researchers pumped prisoners
full of horse blood in an attempt to de-
velop a blood substitute. They all died.
They deliberately inflicted women pris-
oners with syphilis to discover ways to
halt the epidemic of venereal disease
among frontline troops.

A little footnote here; thousands of
Korean women, teenagers, kidnaped
and used as prostitutes for the Japa-
nese Army, all the way down to Java
and Sumatra, all over into Burma, into
Thailand, young Korean teenagers used
as prostitutes, called ‘‘comfort
women,’’ no official apology, Mr.
Speaker, from the Japanese Diet, their
congress, to Korea. These women have
bought airfare tickets over to Japan
and Tokyo and demonstrated in the
street in front of the Diet, without an
apology. Those, being teenagers, would
be in their sixties today.

They baked prisoners to death in de-
hydration chambers, starved prisoners
on limited diets on research on nutri-
tion; to test artillery shells riddled
with anthrax and gangrene, scientists
would tie prisoners to stakes, shielding
their heads and backs while leaving
their legs and buttocks exposed to ex-
ploding bombs. I guess, with the lan-
guage barrier, these poor God-forsaken
prisoners could not say, ‘‘Why are you
doing this to me? What kind of a hell
hole have I discovered myself in here?’’

Some of the Chinese prisoners could
probably speak Japanese. What would
they say?

Then they treated the infected shrap-
nel wounds and then cooly recorded
every detail that ended up here in
Maryland.

In the days ahead, as the victims
slowly succumbed to infection, often
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writhing in pain, some prisoners sur-
vived the germ injections only to be
subjected to the frostbite experiment.

b 1245

The prisoner’s limbs were dipped in
water over and over and exposed to
sub-zero temperatures. I am told limbs
made a hollow thud when hit with
sticks. Prisoners languished, some of
them conscious, as doctors amputated
blackened, decaying limbs to keep
them alive for only more experimen-
tation, all in an attempt to discover
the optimal treatment for frostbite.
Unlike Nazi counterpart Josef Mengele,
who experimented on twins as though
he were some demon from hell, Ishii es-
caped being labeled a war criminal. He
retired in Japan on a comfortable pen-
sion. Many of his subordinates became
key officials in Japan’s military com-
munity. Dr. Haisato Yoshimura, direc-
tor of Unit 731’s frostbite atrocity ex-
periments, became president of Kyoto
Medical College and an advisor to Ja-
pan’s expedition to Antarctica.

Years ago I watched a documentary
on Japan’s Antarctic expedition. I
looked at photographs of it a year ago,
January, when I was down in Antarc-
tica, and I was thinking what a tre-
mendous scientific effort they have
made. Little did I know they had a Dr.
Mengele, war criminal, leading their
Antarctic expedition.

Most members of Unit 731 are either
dead or senile. If they are senile, I hope
they walk into the ocean, as did
Mengele in a beach community in
Brazil to take his own life and throw
himself back in God’s face. But the
unit is still alive. These ex-killers and
scientists were doing penance. It is
still alive, the mentality of it, in
Japan, though Dr. Yuasa and Mr.
Shinozuka find themselves
unwelcomed in Japan’s parliament and
constantly harassed by Japan’s ubiq-
uitous nationalists. The reception in
Japanese schools is much warmer, and
that is the hope for Japan, the decent
young citizens in Japan will listen to
these men.

Now, I took Daws’ book, ‘‘Prisoners
of the Japanese,’’ and I went to the
index, and I looked up Unit 731, and I
want to read a couple of references
from this book so that people will un-
derstand the political atrocity that
was going to be perpetrated on Amer-
ican citizens in our own National Air
And Space Museum, the most visited
museum in the world. Martin Harwood,
you deserve to resign. That you were
going to portray the exhibit of the fu-
selage of the Enola Gay that dropped
the atomic weapon on Hiroshima, that
you were going to portray this as a rac-
ist war against a noble people defend-
ing their homeland. I brought up Unit
731 to his face with SAM JOHNSON sit-
ting at one elbow, and JOE MCDADE and
Tom Lewis of Florida, combat veteran
from the air war over there.

I wish BEN GILMAN had been there,
who was saved by landing at Iwo Jima
as a young gunner on B–29’s. But it was

SAM JOHNSON who put Harwood away
when he asked him directly, ‘‘Would
you, Dr. Harwood, have dropped the
bomb?’’

He says, ‘‘I would have followed or-
ders.’’

‘‘Would you have dropped it?’’
‘‘No, I wouldn’t have.’’
SAM JOHNSON put his hand in his

face, and he says, ‘‘Well, I would have,
and that’s the difference between you
and me.’’

Thanks to the election of November
8, SAM JOHNSON is now on the board of
directors of the Smithsonian Museum.

But listen to these few references to
731: The first time it comes up in the
book, he writes:

‘‘In Manchuria, at Pingfan,’’ and that
is a name that should ring down
through the pages of history, with all
the horror of Auschwitz, Dachau, Ber-
gen Belsen, Buchenwald, Kelmo,
Treblinka and Mydamit, it should have
the same ring, and nobody has ever
heard of it in this country: Pingfan,
outside the city of Harbin, the epi-
demic prevention and water supply
unit of the coumintang army—how is
that for a euphemism? The epidemic
prevention of water supply unit, Unit
731, had a compound of 150 buildings,
thousands of scientists. In our old
block, row block, they did experiments
on human beings. The Kem Pai Kai
brought them prisoners for guinea pigs,
men, women and children, Asians and
Caucasians. They were called maruta,
meaning logs of wood. They were in-
fected with cholera, typhoid, plague,
syphilis, anthrax. Others were cut up
alive to see what happened in the suc-
cessive stages of hemorrhagic fever.
Others had their blood siphoned off, re-
placed with horses’ blood. Others were
shot, burned with flame throwers,
blown up with shrapnel, left to develop
gas gangrene, bombarded with lethal
doses of X-rays, whirled to death in
giant centrifuges, subject to high pres-
sure in field chambers until their eyes
popped out from their sockets, electro-
cuted, dehydrated, frozen, and boiled
alive.

Two prisoners were put on a diet of
water and biscuits, worked nonstop,
circling in the compound, loaded with
20 kilograms of sandbags on their
backs until they dropped dead. One
lasted 2 months longer than the other,
and all this research into malnutrition
was done so that the Japanese army
would be stronger in its conquest.

Our old block at Kingfan, where the
Japanese kept killing human experi-
mental subjects under scientifically
controlled conditions, but the book of
starvation could have been written on
the bodies of prisoners in Japanese
camps anywhere.

And then Daws goes on to document
throughout the whole Pacific theater
how this set the standard for all Japa-
nese camps.

One or two more references, and then
I will come back to this floor next
month with Marshall Williams’ book
on just unit—this unit alone.

According to Japanese figures, of the
50,000 prisoners that they shipped,
10,800 died at sea, more than any other
American battle. Americans that had
survived 3 years of imprisonment, sur-
vived the Bataan death march, from
Camp O’Donnell, Cabana Twan, they
were sent off to ships without any
markings on them and sunk by friendly
fire. What a sad tragedy those were.
The POW transports were not part of
Unit 731. They were not control labora-
tories for experiments on suffocation,
starvation and dehydration. With the
nationality of the prisoners a delib-
erate variable, still in the way men of
different nationalities behaved in the
holes, there were observable differences
for their sick experiments.

299: Short of verifiable and verified
facts and conceding that neither Unit
731 nor anyone else set up those pris-
oner transports as controlled experi-
ments, it does appear that POWs of all
nationalities were subjected to essen-
tially the same dreadful stresses in the
holes that they were doing scientif-
ically at 731.

Now we are coming up on the 50th an-
niversary of these following events. In
the history of Japan, the invincible
Japan, as far back as their Sun God,
this was the first time that commoners
had ever heard the voice of their em-
peror. This is August 15, 50 years ago.
He is saying the war is lost and they
are surrendering, and the first words of
this first emperor to speak directly to
his people were about catastrophic hu-
miliation. The unconquerable Japanese
empire had been terminally crushed in
war, forced into abject surrender. The
voice of the Son of Heaven went out
into the poisoned air of Japan, out by
shortwave to his empire in ruins, and
World War II was over.

Not quite, Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues. For months the Japanese
army at Osaka had been killing
drowned American airmen, airmen like
our BEN GILMAN, poisoning them,
shooting them, chopping their heads
off. After the emperor spoke, the last
five were taken out to a military ceme-
tery. The was is over now. How would
you like to be their parents? Mer-
cifully, their parents probably never
knew this. Three were shot, two were
beheaded the same day. Hours after the
peace had begun, Japanese officers at
Fukuoka on Kyusu took their samurai
swords and chopped to death 16 Amer-
ican airmen. The war is over, and this
is being done, the squad commander
brought his girlfriend along to watch.

On the Celebes Islands in Indonesia;
for our high school students, that is
the island that looks like a big octo-
pus—well after the war was over, 2
weeks later, two Australian airmen
were strangled to death, and it was 12
days after the emperor’s broadcast on
August 22 that the Japanese at Ranau
on Borneo killed the last 30 of their
surviving prisoners. Meanwhile, in
Manchuria, at Unit 731’s laboratories
at Pingfan, near Harbin, the Japanese
machinegunned to death 600 Chinese
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and Manchurian laborers that kept up
these 150 buildings from hell and killed
all human experimental subjects, the
logs. They were gassed to death with
toxic chemicals, poisoned with potas-
sium cyanide in their food. Their bod-
ies were stuffed, one after another, in
incinerators—does that not conjure up
the Nazis’ sick death camps in Po-
land—or dumped in a pit in the court-
yard and burned. Then the bones were
sunk in the river nearby, all the lab-
oratory specimens, too. A huge charnel
heap of tortured and infected and
vivisected human flesh that they kept
was so big that it would not burn.

The Japanese general in charge of
Unit 731, soon to run a medical school,
the man directly responsible from start
to finish for 6 years of hell, wanted all
his staff and families to commit sui-
cide. They were issued poison. Of
course, he was not about to take poison
himself, and neither did hardly any of
his people. Instead they bailed out of
Pingfan at top speed, about 2,000 of
them. I wonder how many hundreds are
left alive in Japan today. The parting
gesture of Unit 731 was to turn thou-
sands of infected rats loose on this
world.

Final reference: Imagine their con-
gress not apologizing for this and us
letting them get away from it after the
way we groveled properly the Germans’
face into the dirt with Nuremberg war
trials, creating a gulf of communica-
tion block between the fathers and the
sons of Germany. Every time I rode in
Germany in the late 1950’s, early 1960’s,
I would look at the back of my cab-
driver or somebody, and I would think,
‘‘Would you have guarded a camp?’’ It
was a serious judgment that we put on
a whole people in Germany, and Japan
escapes all of this. Why?

Now here is the thing that broke my
heart because I have always held Mac-
Arthur in high regard and considered
him a hero. Daws makes the case it
was MacArthur at the top. It was his
reasoning that said Ishii should be
spared a war criminal trial. There was
another class of Japanese that Mac-
Arthur did not want to see tried. All
the people who ran Unit 731 at Pingfan.
In fact, he made sure they were never
brought to court. I am going to have to
check this out, Mr. speaker. You hate
to have your boyhood hero demeaned
in your eyes. If ever there were Japa-
nese war criminals, these were the
ones. Their lethal medical experiments
on living prisoners were atrocities as
morally disgusting as anything in the
20th century, but the American mili-
tary had a use for advanced research in
biological and chemical warfare.

So they cut a deal with General Ishii
Shiro, immunity in return for all of his
evil records. For General MacArthur,
the lives and deaths of the logs, the
maruta, those thousands of suffering,
poisoned prisoners’ bodies, appeared to
be worth nothing legally, morally, or
humanely. The only nation to bring
any Japanese from Unit 731 to trial was
the Soviet Union. The Russians con-

victed 12, from a lieutenant general
down to a private, but no death pen-
alty. Well, how could they, with what
was going on in their gulag camps and
torture? Two years for the private, 25
to the general, plus a loud public accu-
sation that Ishii and the rest of the
morally guilty were safe in hiding,
which was true. Immediately after
Tojo was hanged, December of 1948—
what took us 2 years longer to hang
him than the 11 with Martin Bormann
maybe still on the loose than the 12
that we gave the death penalty to in
Europe?

Mr. Speaker, I will terminate this
horror story still hidden by the Japa-
nese congress, their Diet. I will never
look at them the same way again. I
will never travel to Japan with the
same frame of mind that I have in the
last few trips until I see some decent
apology to these prisoners.

Look at this picture of this New Zea-
land handsome young fighter pilot, a
P–40 ‘‘Kitty Hawk’’ pilot, having his
head cut off. Look at this handsome,
tall man standing here. He probably
died in the camps.

The prisoners of Germany, American
POW’s, this is so totally separate from
the horror of killing 6 million Jews and
5 million other people in Hitler’s death
camps, but of our prisoners, less than 1
percent died in the German camps, but
in the Japanese camps over a third of
our American prisoners died.

b 1300

‘‘Daws’ book, Prisoners of the Japa-
nese, POW’s of World War II in the Pa-
cific, is a searing,’’ this is from the
Washington Post, ‘‘462-page indictment
of the particular and gratuitous sav-
agery that Japan,’’ notice they do not
say warloads, ‘‘inflicted on more than
140,000 allied prisoners of war who were
starved to skeletons, worked to death
as slaves, if they weren’t first hacked
apart, burned alive, or dissected alive
as guinea pigs for experimentation in
germ warfare and medical sadism.’’
That is by Ken Ringle.

Mr. Speaker, there is a debate that
goes on in the medical community now
over what should be done with the evil
fruits of all the German experimen-
tation, the Angel of Auschwitz, Dr.
Mengele, I do not know why we do not
call him the Demon of Auschwitz, all of
those medical experiments. There are
some things in there that medical
science could profit from. But
theologians and ethicists in Israel say
you cannot get any good out of this
medical experimentation, even if it
would save lives in the future, because
so many people died horribly to extract
it. So it stays bottled up in the ar-
chives of the United States of America.

But the other horrible experimen-
tation, under Tojo and Hirohito in
Japan, it is also locked up somewhere.
But it has disappeared, unlike the Ger-
man Nazi evil experimentation. It is
somewhere. And I think that if Simon
Wiesenthal is correct, that no war
criminal from Nazi Germany anywhere

in the world should know 1 minute of
sound sleep at night, the same should
pertain to these Japanese war crimi-
nals.

Everybody who hears the sound of
my voice who is going to give a second
of decent thought on Memorial Day to
the 50th anniversary of the Memorial
Day between victory in Europe and vic-
tory over Japan, should ask their local
bookstore and library to get Mr. Daws’
book, ‘‘Prisoners of the Japanese,’’ and
read about the worse atrocities, that
cannot be forgiven because nobody has
said we are sorry or asked for forgive-
ness or an apology.

That is my gruesome contribution to
the heroes of World War II.

One of these sleazy semi-porno-
graphic street papers, in reference to
my Presidential quest, said, Mr. Speak-
er, that I was a perennial son. That was
supposed to be an insult.

If that means I am a perennial son of
my father, who won three wound chev-
rons in World War I, two of them for
mustard gas, a poison gas, that was the
beginning of this century’s introduc-
tion to this type of nightmarish de-
monic horror, then, yes, I am a peren-
nial son to him and to every World War
II veteran that I looked up to as young
Greek Gods when I was 12 years of age
and all the Army nurses with them, in-
cluding the ones that suffered this type
of captivity in the Philippine conquest
that were taken prisoner at Corregidor.

Mr. Speaker, have a nice Memorial
Day. Mrs. SCHROEDER, about to speak,
have a nice Memorial Day. I know this
touches your heart. Remember these
people when we were young kids that
we looked up to, our World War II vet-
erans. It brings tears to everybody’s
eyes to see the handful of remaining
World War I veterans walking down the
street. Well, 50 years plus 41⁄2 years in
imprisonment, 6 for the British, 31⁄2 for
our Wake Island survivors, there are a
few alive, they will be up in Braintree,
MA, the Bataan Death March survi-
vors. And 10 years from now, at the
60th anniversary, they will be march-
ing at the head of parades, in wheel-
chairs, on crutches, helped along by
the younger veterans from Vietnam or
from Mogadishu or God knows where
else we will have to send young men
and now women to die for liberty.

I hope people on this Memorial Day
and next Armistice Day and on V–J
Day, which you can celebrate twice,
August 15, the cessation of hostilities,
September 2, the deck, remember what
I read, that people were being mur-
dered and beheaded and slaughtered be-
fore the day they surrendered on that
deck of the Missouri. I am going to find
out why our U.S. Army and our chemi-
cal warfare departments used this evil,
satanic, ill-gotten, bloody scientific
knowledge and did not bring these men
to the justice that we did Hitler’s gang.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 72. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment of the two Houses.

f

REGARDING THE ETHICS PROCESS
IN THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the
Speaker very much for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I take the floor really
rather sadly, because as we get ready
to go home for Memorial Day break, I
want to talk a bit about a letter that a
group of us feel we have been forced to
sign, and I think we would like to talk
a bit about why we feel that we were
forced to sign this letter. We certainly
hope something is going to be done
about this letter when we come back.

This letter was addressed to both
NANCY JOHNSON and JIM MCDERMOTT,
care of the Committee on Ethics, and it
is about the issue of the pending mat-
ters in front of the Committee on Eth-
ics that appear, according to news
printed stores, to be in deadlock.

You know, we started this year with
the big check, the big check that we
saw from Rupert Murdoch going to the
Speaker for $4.5 million. And then, all
of a sudden the Speaker said oh, no, no,
no, we tore up that deal, and it is only
going to be $1, and he would not sign
the contract until there was some
agreement with the Committee on Eth-
ics about this.

Well, we still have not heard any-
thing from the Committee on Ethics
that this has been approved, and yet
today we saw announcements that he
was going off on a 35 city tour come
August break, sponsored, I assume, by
the same company that is doing the
book. And there are an awful lot of is-
sues around that.

Congressman DOGGETT and I are
going to talk a bit about this, because
I think one of the real resources we
have in this House is the gentleman
from Texas, who I believe was not only
on the supreme court, but was head of
the Committee on Ethics.

Mr. DOGGETT. If the gentlewoman
will yield, I do approach this whole
issue from a little different perspective
from some of my colleagues who have
been here for a longer time, coming
here new, having at the beginning of
this year just finished up a 6-year pe-
riod on the Texas Supreme Court,
chairing its Ethics Task Force, want-
ing to be sure that this process is fair
to the Speaker or to anyone else who
might be accused in this body of ethi-
cal lapse, ethical wrongdoing.

I have not participated in any of the
earlier letters or the press conferences,
because it had been my hope that this
ethics process, which is set up to be a
nonpartisan and I think has been non-
partisan in the past, would operate,
would provide due process.

Yet almost from the outset, the re-
sponse to the complaints that have
been filed there from the Speaker has
been one of attempting, instead of real-
ly providing a reasonable defense, has
been one of attacking the accuser, even
to the point of intimidation, of saying
well, we will pass legislation here that
would require anyone who complains
about ethics to pay the attorney’s fees
of the person against whom the com-
plaint is made.

That seems to me to be the kind of
special legislation that serves to in-
timidate, rather than to clarify and to
ensure that this House meets the high-
est ethical standards that I think this
Nation has a right to demand.

Then, leaving and entrusting this re-
sponsibility to the Committee on Eth-
ics, we were first told they were just
too busy, because they had their con-
tract on America and they did not have
time to look at the contract with Ru-
pert Murdoch; that there was not time
enough to pass the contract and con-
sider that other contract, that $4.5 mil-
lion book deal that was looming out
there. They did not have time to con-
sider that.

So we waited through the 100 days for
the contract to be passed, and justice
was really delayed. Then the congres-
sional recess came along. Well, we are
taking a little vacation. We do not
have time to look at these very serious
ethical charges against the Speaker
over the book deal because of the fact
that we are on recess. So justice was
again delayed.

Now apparently justice is going to be
delayed through another congressional
recess with the chair of the committee
saying that it will be sometime after
Memorial Day, and I would inquire of
the gentlewoman, apparently there is
some discussion in the Washington
Post that there is a deadlock and the
goal may be justice delayed, justice de-
nied by never giving us an answer on
these very serious charges that we
wanted the Speaker to have due proc-
ess. But process is due now to respond
to these charges, is it not?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman for his insight on this, because
you are fresher from the outside, hav-
ing dealt with these issues in other fo-
rums. I must say to those of us who
have more gray hair and have been
around this is puzzling, because for
those of us on the inside, we have no
idea whether this is justice denied or
delayed, or is this justice totally dead-
locked.

If it is totally deadlocked, and again
we do not know, because all of these
hearings are in secret and we only
know what we read in the paper, if it is
totally deadlocked, how do we move
this off dead center? How does any-

thing go forward? Does this then be-
come a way that our ethics rules mean
nothing if there is real deadlock? Does
deadlock give you the right to go ahead
and do anything you want to then?

So I am a little perplexed.
Mr. DOGGETT. May I inquire of the

gentlewoman, since I am new to this
body, concerning the way these mat-
ters have been handled in this House
before? This is not the first Speaker
against whom charges have been made,
nor is it the first Member of this House
against whom charges have been made.
When those kind of events have hap-
pened in the past, might you inform
the House today and the American peo-
ple about how the House has assured
that there would not be a biased inves-
tigation?

The Speaker charges bias, he says
these are all politically motivated
charges. Can you tell us what the best
way is to get at those charges and de-
termine whether they are blessed or
whether they represent a selling of
public office?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman
from Texas makes a very good point.
Obviously, the Committee on Ethics is
half and half of each party. No matter
what the makeup on this floor is, it is
half and half.

There have been some serious
charges, as we all know, and we are not
happy about them, but there have been
serious charges in the past against
major and senior Members around here,
and everyone I remember, from the
late 1970’s on, ended up getting an out-
side counsel, because the idea was we
needed to get it out of here.

I think if you flipped it and we
stopped talking about how personal it
was here, if you moved it from under
this dome and took it to the other end
of Pennsylvania Avenue and said that
the President had some problems with
his Cabinet or himself and he said he
would let his own people decide that,
that would not work. So they get out-
side counsel, too. In every prior case I
remember getting outside, independent
counsel when there has been someone
of the gravitas of the Speaker.

I would also think that everybody al-
ways says these motives are politically
driven, or whatever. I do not know if
they are or are not. It would seem to
me if you are so sure they were that
politically motivated and there was
nothing to them, you would be more
happy to get an outside counsel, be-
cause that would then clear the air
once and for all.

Mr. DOGGETT. If the gentlewoman
will yield, if the real concern, the real
motivation were to get away from poli-
tics and really get to the bottom and
find out if public office has been sold,
whether it was for $4.5 million or what-
ever the amount involved, whether
there had been abuse of public office,
whether there had been a violation of
the ethics standards that the American
people have every right to demand that
this body, all the Members of this
body, Democrat and Republican alike,
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abide by, would not the best way to get
to the bottom of that be to get some-
one, not a Member of this body, not
owing allegiance to either party, but to
get to the bottom of it, just as quickly
as possible, and someone, of course,
who would have the power not to take
little snippets over the press or to take
little sound bites over television,
snidely attacking one’s critics, but
rather could put people under oath, ask
them to raise their hand, ask them to
place a hand on the Bible, and put
them under oath, so we can know the
truth, so that their veracity can be
tested and get to the very bottom of
the charges and determine whether
they were justified or not.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I totally agree
with the gentleman from Texas. I am
very glad that he is saying that, be-
cause that to me just seems to be the
way to solve this once and for all. It
has been the way we have traditionally
solved it over and over again. There
certainly is enough to do in this body
without having all of these other issues
swirling around and giving this place a
taint. Certainly politicians do not need
any additional taint.

So it seems to me that it would be
very logical to get it out of here, so we
could get on with the normal business
of what is going on. But I must also say
one of the things that I am troubled by
and the gentleman kind of touched it,
was that anyone who asked the ques-
tions we are asking gets attacked.
That really puzzles me. Like we are not
allowed to even speak about this. Free
speech is now gone on this issue, that if
you stand up and ask a question such
as our distinguished whip has, there
were implications that I read in some
of the press clips today that there must
have been something terribly wrong
with the whip, that maybe he needed
counseling or maybe he was psycho-
logically fixated or whatever.

b 1315

I do not think he is psychologically
fixated. He is an officer of this House,
trying to retain some dignity and ethi-
cal standards and have people look out-
side. So I suppose we are going to be
accused of something tomorrow.

Mr. DOGGETT. Down in Texas, it is
said that, if you do not have the facts
on your side on a case, you argue the
law. And if you do not have the law on
your side either, then you attack the
attorney or the complainant on the
other side. That seems to be what is oc-
curring here: That lacking the facts to
support a position, to defend a position
in public, lacking the law, since the
ethical standards are set out for all
Members in this regard, that instead of
relying on the law or the facts, that
the Speaker chooses to attack those
that complain against him.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is right.
And I would like to engage with some
more colloquy with the gentleman
from Texas.

Let me go back to this letter that he
gentleman from Texas and I and other

Members signed today, because I think
it is important that we have the record
very clear, what it is that we have put
in there.

This is going toward the city tour
that was being written up. We asked,
No. 1, whether the ethics committee
had approved the book deal as the
Speaker said that they would before he
did anything and, if not, then how can
they organize these tours before they
made that decision? We thought that
was a very important issue.

No. 2, we were asking who pays for
this tour. A 36-city tour is very, very
expensive. Is it funded out of his ad-
vance. What is going on? We were told
he was only going to get a dollar. I do
not think a dollar is going get you to 36
cities. Do you know what? He has got
another book. If you can figure out
how to do 36 cities on one dollar, boy,
has he got a book there.

Mr. DOGGETT. There are airlines
down where I come from that advertise
peanuts fares, that you can actually fly
around the country for peanuts or you
can take somebody else along. But you
are going to get a dollar and you can
fly to 35 cities around the country.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Nobody has got
that kind of fare. You cannot even buy
a bag of peanuts most places for much
less than a dollar. That is a real ques-
tion that we have.

People will also answer, but he is
doing it on his break, so what is your
problem? The problem is, Members of
Congress are not allowed to take cor-
porate sponsors and have them do their
vacation and are not allowed to do
those kinds of tours without having
some kind of an ethics signing off say-
ing it is okay.

We are also asking questions about,
are there any conflicts of interest? Who
is paying for the tour and is there any
conflict of interest vis-a-vis legislation
in front of this body, because we under-
stand, if it is Mr. Murdoch, Mr.
Murdoch has some very, very impor-
tant interests in this body on the tele-
communications issues and many oth-
ers.

And then we are also asking, what
other kinds of activities will he be
doing on this tour? My understanding
is under the rules you cannot have
someone else pay for your travel
around America to do political events
So that if the gentleman from Texas
were to come to my State to speak at
universities, for example, and they paid
your fare to give your speech, you
could not do a fund raiser for me or
anything else because then the univer-
sities would be underwriting that. So
we asked those kind of questions, too.

We went on to ask for more details to
find out what is happening. It is very
frustrating to have your constituents
asking you these questions and all you
can say is, well, I may be a Member but
we are not allowed in. It is all in se-
cret. We only know that we read in the
paper, and we are very troubled by
these things, too.

I wanted to ask the gentleman from
Texas about what he can make out of

all of this. I know he got so frustrated
he signed a letter, too.

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, it is a very seri-
ous matter that we talk about. It is
disturbing to not have action, to see
justice delayed. But as I look over
some of the news reports about this
tour, on a lighter note, it sounds like
one of these, a concert tour, the notion
that Rupert Murdoch and the Speaker
together have this joint venture and
that this will be the biggest thing since
the Eagles went on tour. I know they
packed a whole stadium down in Aus-
tin, TX. I want to be sure that Austin
gets included. I am sure you want
Boulder and Denver included on the
tour, especially if questions will be per-
mitted so that the people these can ask
questions about all this.

I do not know whether they will put
out T shirts for the Speaker—Murdoch
tour on not, so that everyone can share
and know all the sites where this tour
is being conducted. But it is a mighty
strange thing to right in the middle of
what is supposed to be a district work
period to have, I guess, some major
publishing company of Mr. Murdoch fi-
nance this 35-city tour with T shirts
and promotions and whatever else
might be involved, unless and lest any-
one think as well that we lack humor
in this or that we lack bipartisanship,
I am wondering if the gentlewoman is
familiar with today’s New York Daily
News.

Today’s New York Daily News quotes
Kevin Phillips, a Republican political
analyst, who says, ‘‘You have to won-
der whether Gingrich is’’——

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER] for a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire as to whether this discussion is
within the rules of the House or out-
side the rules of the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers should not engage in debate con-
cerning matters that may be pending
in the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] for a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. DOGGETT. In March of this year,
Speaker GINGRICH announced that
under the speech and debate clause ap-
plying to this Congress that Members
were free to speak on any subject at
any time. I am wondering if that pro-
nouncement does not control in a situ-
ation that applies to the Speaker as
well.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
‘‘Speech and debate’’ clause does not
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apply with respect to the subject of the
parliamentary inquiry just asked by
the gentleman from Illinois.

The Chair will again state that Mem-
bers should not engage in debate con-
cerning matters that may be pending
in the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct.

Mr. DOGGETT. One aspect that we
have not discussed thus far in the
course of this colloquy about this very
serious matter with reference to Mr.
Murdoch are the interests that Mr.
Murdoch has pending here in Congress
and has had pending during this session
of the Congress.

The gentlewoman will recall that
there was a special provision passed
here with regard to taxes, with regard
to health insurance for the self-em-
ployed. And while that bill had a very
important and salutary purpose, to try
to help those who are self-employed
with the cost of health insurance, since
this Congress is doing little or nothing
about the health needs of American
citizens, there was a provision tacked
into it to pay for that provision that
concerned various deals with minority
broadcasters. I am wondering if the
gentlewoman recalls that there were 19
business transactions around this
country that were encompassed by that
provision. And when it went out of this
House, the very body that we are
speaking in, and over to the Senate, all
19 of those deals were disapproved.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Yes. I am aware
of that. The gentleman makes a very
good point, because that was one of the
many issues that made us all wonder
what was happening.

As I recall, and let me ask the gen-
tleman from Texas if this is right,
when we went out of here, our assump-
tion was in that bill it was totally
clean, that we voted for a totally clean
bill, and this body had made the deci-
sion there should be no special tax
breaks vis-a-vis affirmative action
deals that had been done like they had
been done in the past, where people
were really enriched that really were
not benefiting by that. And then we
were very surprised when it came back.

Mr. DOGGETT. Surprised, indeed.
Because though there were 19 trans-
actions that were disapproved, when it
came back from conference committee,
there was one deal that was approved
and that one deal was for Mr. Rupert
Murdoch. I guess just a coincidence
perhaps with what had been going on in
the dealings with Mr. Murdoch having
been involved in book deals with the
Saudis, with book deals with Margaret
Thatcher, with book deals with the
daughter of Deng Xiaoping in China,
just a coincidence that one of the many
deals that he would benefit from that
are the subject of action in this House
and this Congress of the United States
at the same time that all of these con-
cerns were raised about a book deal in
this House, that he is the only one in
the whole country who gets his special
deal cut out.

Does the gentlewoman remember the
debate about that measure here on the
floor of the House and the fact that
when you say surprise, surprise indeed,
because there was never one word men-
tioned. And again, had it not been for
careful journalism, we would never
have known it was even in there, be-
cause it did not say Rupert Murdoch. It
simply changed a date in the bill,
tucked away a hidden provision in se-
cret, done in secret, never mentioned
on the floor of this House, to benefit
Rupert Murdoch and no one else.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman
remembers it very well. And I also re-
member the very distinguished Senator
who had put it in who believes in those
programs. He was very candid. He said
I believe in these programs, that is why
I have put this special thing in. Being
totally surprised it was the only one
that survived and said it survived be-
cause she heard there had been some-
one pressuring for it besides herself
that had much more prominence.

I want to ask the gentleman from
Texas, I am still not sure what was just
said to us. I guess we are not allowed
to talk about anything in front of the
blank committee. Can we say the
word?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman will state it.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Can we say ‘‘eth-
ics committee’’ on the floor? Can we
say the words ‘‘ethics committee’’ on
the floor? Can we say the name of com-
mittee?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the
mention of the conduct that may be
under consideration within that com-
mittee that is questionable.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. So we can say
‘‘ethics committee’’ on the floor?

I have another parliamentary in-
quiry. Can we put the content of our
letter to the committee in the RECORD
at this point?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of the content of
that letter.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. So the Chair
would have to preapprove. How would I
make a motion? Would I ask unani-
mous consent for the Chair to read the
letter?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con-
tent of the letter would be judged on
the same basis as the conduct of speech
on the floor of the House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. So how would I
make my unanimous-consent request
then? I would ask unanimous-consent
to put in the RECORD the letter that we
have drafted, but you are telling me it
is subject to approval of the Chair?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The re-
sponse that was made earlier stated
quite clearly, Members should not en-
gage in debate concerning matters that
may be pending in the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct. And the
letter would have to meet the same re-
quirement; that is, if the letter ad-
dresses conduct of another Member.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, if I
may go one step further. I am still a
little confused, because there is no way
the gentleman from Texas and I can
discuss conduct or anything going on
in the committee because it is all
quiet, it is all silent, and we are not al-
lowed in. What the Chair is saying is,
this would be about anything going to
the committee.

Clearly, we cannot discuss discus-
sions that we are not party to, we have
not seen, and we are not allowed to
participate in, even as an audience or
as a passive listener.

b 1330
I am perplexed. Are these new rules?
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BURTON of Indiana). The Chair will read
from an annotation of clause 1 of rule
XIV:

Members should refrain from references in
debate to the official conduct of other Mem-
bers where such conduct is not under consid-
eration in the House by way of a report of
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, or as a question of privilege of the
House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the
Chair.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if I
might make a related parliamentary
inquiry, because I referred to it gen-
erally earlier, but I would like to be
sure that the Speaker is clear about
the nature of my inquiry, about the
rights of Members on this floor, on
March 8, right here, the Speaker, the
gentleman from Georgia, NEWT GING-
RICH, said, and I quote:

The fact is Members of the House are al-
lowed to say virtually anything on the House
floor, routinely do. It is protected, and has
been for 200 years. It is written into the Con-
stitution under the speech and debate clause.

My inquiry to the Chair is whether
the Speaker’s pronouncement controls
in the discussion that the gentlewoman
from Colorado and I are having, and
that others may choose to have about
the Speaker, or was the Speaker just
mistaken in his constitutional analy-
sis?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). The Chair is un-
aware that the Speaker has ever ut-
tered those pronouncements from the
chair in the House of Representatives.

Mr. DOGGETT. I think they were
just across the hall here in the Ray-
burn Room, Mr. Speaker. I am sure the
Chair is aware that the Speaker, the
gentleman from Georgia, until very re-
cently gave daily pronouncements
there. This is a transcript, verbatim. I
would not misquote the Speaker. I
would be glad to provide the Chair, in
connection with my parliamentary in-
quiry, his commitment to freedom of
expression, which surely must apply to
discussion of his own conduct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has relied on past rulings and
statements from the Chair regarding
parliamentary inquiries and not on
statements outside the Chamber.

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the Chair.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. A parliamentary

inquiry, Mr. Speaker. So the only thing
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we can look to are statements said in-
side the Chamber about Members’
rights to discuss these issues?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Deco-
rum in debate is governed by rule XIV,
and there are countless annotations
under that rule in the House Rules
Manual. Those are the sources on
which the Chair has to rely.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Further par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker.
Where would the gentleman and I go to
be able to have this discussion? Are we
allowed to have this discussion any-
where? The gentleman and I, as I un-
derstand, are not allowed to go to the
committee, because we are not mem-
bers. Is that correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair, unfortunately, cannot treat that
as a parliamentary inquiry.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I must say to the
gentleman, I am perplexed, because ap-
parently we cannot talk about an en-
tity that oversees the rules that sup-
posedly govern us, but we cannot go
there and we cannot talk abut it. I am
a little troubled by what we have just
learned.

Mr. DOGGETT. It does seem to be pe-
culiar, Mr. Speaker, because one would
hope and one would think that we
could rely on the official pronounce-
ments of the Speaker of the House con-
cerning the right of Members, that he
says has been protected for 200 years
under the U.S. Constitution, to discuss
matters, and that those matters ought
to apply to him as well as to other peo-
ple. In compliance with the ruling of
the Chair, I would hope that the gen-
tlewoman might discuss with me a lit-
tle bit this whole question of freedom
of expression.

I certainly do not want to leave the
topic of Mr. Murdoch, because that is
clearly not covered by the Chair’s rul-
ings. I think that needs to be explored
further, given the nature of the letter
that has been submitted today.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gentle-
woman, is it not truly vital to this in-
stitution that we be able to engage in
discussions, in debate and colloquy,
about the standards of conduct that
people express? I know, I heard many
people say last year, before I ever came
to this body, they were not content
with business as usual, that they want-
ed real change here; that they wanted
constructive change, that they wanted
Members of this Congress, certainly
the Speaker of the House, to abide by
the same ethical standards that they
expected of the people that they went
to church with and went to temple
with, that they should have to meet
those standards.

If we cannot debate that here on the
floor of the House, and we cannot go
into the secret committee meeting
that the public does not get a chance
to observe, how can we really fulfill
that responsibility that the American
people have said ‘‘Change business as
usual’’?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I stand here shak-
ing my head with the gentleman from

Texas, because I do not know. I must
say, I am very troubled by this. I have
never, never wanted to violate the
rules of the House. I have never heard
of this type of thing coming out, say-
ing ‘‘Oh, no, no, you cannot do that.’’

I remember when I was studying law,
they used to have these things called
the star chamber and things like that
in England, and that was one of the
things that our forefathers and
foremothers came over to say ‘‘We are
not going to do that.’’

I thought the speech and debate
clause was in the Constitution, and it
said on the House floor we could all en-
gage in speech and debate about issues.
However, I would certainly think is-
sues governing the body that we are
part of would be very important. It
would almost be like saying to doctors,
or to lawyers, ‘‘You cannot talk about
the ethics procedure governing lawyers
or doctors.’’ I hope they do, and I hope
they as a profession are out there po-
licing themselves.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT],
did he have those kinds of laws when
he was on the Supreme Court and when
he was in the ethics—what kind of laws
did he have about people being able to
discuss issues?

Mr. DOGGETT. To be candid with the
gentlewoman, Mr. Speaker, there has
been a tendency across this country for
people to protect their own. One of the
concerns that I had about our process
in Texas was that it was not open
enough. Our commission, the task
force that I headed, actually rec-
ommended that the process be opened
up more in Texas, because people would
lose confidence in their judiciary, in
the impartiality of their judiciary, if
they could not see the process transpir-
ing. There may be some situations with
a frivolous complaint, where it is ap-
propriate initially to evaluate it in se-
crecy. I do not say secrecy has no
place.

However, with matters of this type
dragging on for months without due
process, it seems to me that the public
is entitled to know a little more, and
surely the Members of this House
ought to be able to come here in front
of the American people and have a le-
gitimate debate, given the history of
this country and its commitment to
freedom of expression, given the pro-
nouncement of the Speaker himself
right here in this building on March 8
that Members of Congress could say
anything, and that they usually do
about these matters; an intelligent, an
incisive discussion of how it is that we
can assure the highest ethical stand-
ards, which are demanded of the Speak-
er and demanded of me and the gentle-
woman from Colorado and of every
Member of this House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I am totally
agreeing with the gentleman. I am very
saddened, because I always remember
the things about Caesar’s wife and so
forth; if you are in public office, you
are held to a higher standard. There-

fore, I think it is incumbent upon all of
us to engage in that, and to have a lit-
tle sunshine.

Government is not a fungus, it can
thrive in sunshine. What we are saying,
we cannot even get into that. I almost
feel like it is deja vu. I am back to
where I came. When I joined this body
22 years ago this was going on in the
committee I was assigned to. It was all
closed. Nothing ever went on in public.
All sorts of things transpired. I remem-
ber a young freshman and myself would
try to sit in on those Members, and
they would call the Sergeant at Arms
and threaten to drag us out, and all
sorts of things. We got all that kind of
opened up, and now I see things closing
back down in a limited fashion. I do
not think that is what the American
people wanted to see here.

However, I want to ask the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. Speaker, let us
just think about this. I guess we have
committed a great faux pas, and I
know there are going to be people here
tracking us for the next 10 days. We did
not know we could not come here and
have this discussion. What do you
think you are going to be called, par-
tisan, fixated? What do you think you
are going to be called the next 10 days?

Mr. DOGGETT. It is hard to guess. I
know some were supposed to need to
see their analysts just for having the
audacity to make ethical complaints. I
do find all this—I am still trying to
learn the rules here as a brand new
Member, not having been a part of the
system that existed.

If those are the rules, it seems to me
we need, if within these very restric-
tive rulings it is permissible to do so,
to look at those rules, to look at the
way the ethics process is done here,
and see whether we are really fulfilling
our responsibility to the American peo-
ple to assure the highest ethical stand-
ards.

I suppose if there is not another op-
portunity to do that, and we are pre-
cluded from doing that here, perhaps in
the midst of this tour that is going to
take place that we have written about
today, this tour that is like a rock star
tour to go gallivanting around the
country, 35 or 36 different cities in your
State I am sure, and in mine, that per-
haps we could go out and talk with the
American people ourselves during the
course of that tour and ask them for
their thoughts as to whether they
think their elected representatives,
Democrat and Republican alike, ought
to be able to stand there on the floor of
the House, ought to be empowered by
the voters across this country to stand
here on the floor of the House and at
least be able to discuss the ethics of
the Speaker of the House, the third
most powerful person in the entire
country, and who may think he is even
more powerful than being No. 3.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman has just thought of the per-
fect symbol for this tour. How about a
gag, with the 35 cities, and we could
have a gag. I think we have had a gag
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order. I guess we cannot talk about
some of the issues that drove us to sit
down and write this letter.

Mr. Speaker, we laugh about this,
but I find it very sad, because we go
around the world and talk about how
great our country is and how wonderful
it is, and we believe in free speech, and
we believe that we are all big enough
to be able to deal with these issues in
the open, and we are finding, I guess,
some backsliding on that; that any-
body who asks questions gets called
some names, or that all sorts of innu-
endo was made. I do not know how we
are going to be able to police ourselves
if that continues on.

Mr. DOGGETT. If the gentlewoman
will continue to yield, I do not want to
call names, but I do think, and I want
to comply with the ruling of the Chair,
I think it is within the ruling that we
do have to go back and take up one
name, and that is Mr. Rupert Murdoch.
I am not talking about the $4.5 million
book deal. I am talking about Mr.
Murdoch and his legislative interest
here.

We have talked about the fact that of
all the people in the world, he is the
one that got the special hidden tax
break, the tax break this House was
never told about. He made tens of mil-
lions of dollars that were at stake
there. That has already happened this
year. That is one gift that he has al-
ready gotten, with all the influence
that he has with the Speaker and other
Members of the House, is this special
tax break, corporate welfare.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. As the gentleman
also knows, about telecommuni-
cations——

Mr. DOGGETT. I wanted to inquire of
the gentlewoman about that.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I can hardly get
through the building where my office is
for all the high-priced lobbyists.

Mr. DOGGETT. Is it true there are
more telecommunication lobbyists
here than there are Members?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I think there are.
You can tell them because they have
better shoes. They have much better
shoes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Is not one of those
key issues in the telecommunications
bill, which I believe is being marked
up, perhaps, even as we speak for con-
sideration there in the Committee on
Commerce, one of the real issues about
those foreign shoes that are there,
about whether or not the media of
America are going to be owned, foreign
ownership, by people like Rupert
Murdoch?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is exactly
right. Let us face it. There are two
things going on here that we under-
stand he has a great interest in. No. 1,
we understand that he has been talking
about maybe being able to buy the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting, or
some of the programming, or whatever.
I am not too sure I want him owning
Big Bird. Big Bird was one of the few
things that was on for my kids. That

has been at least in the process as an
interest, that he was interested in.

He has not come and talked to me. I
am way low on the totem pole. My av-
erage campaign contribution is 50
bucks. Murdock does not bother with
poor white trash like me.

The other thing that I understand
that he is very interested in is the for-
eign ownership issues. We have not al-
lowed foreign ownership of our commu-
nications, because we felt it was very,
very important for national defense,
for a lot of things. They are trying to
change that, along with maybe other
things that I am sure he has an inter-
est in. When you get to be that big a
guy, with that much money, mega-
bucks and gigabucks all over the place,
I am sure there are a lot of other inter-
ests that you and I do not know about,
also. It just looks like a conflict, shall
we say.

Mr. DOGGETT. On the same day that
the letter is filed that we are now, ap-
parently, going to be denied an oppor-
tunity to talk about with one commit-
tee of this House, another committee
of this House is there marking up a
telecommunications bill, deciding
whether Rupert Murdoch and other for-
eign interests can come in and can
take over the media outlets which re-
port what it is we can and cannot say
on the floor of this House.

That is one very big interest, in addi-
tion to the great tax break that he got,
that the gentleman from Australia has
at stake here. In between signing book
deals, there is the matter of a few tens
of millions here, and then I guess with
the telecommunications, we are not
talking about tens of millions or hun-
dreds of millions, we are talking about
billions and billions of dollars that are
at stake. That is why all these hun-
dreds of lobbyists are around here, is
that not correct?

b 1345

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is
absolutely right. The very puzzling
thing is there are areas where you
know you should not go, the black
areas and the white areas. Then there
is this big gray area. When you look at
this, if these lobbyists want to give you
money, it must be in the open, it must
be recorded, they must file it at the
Federal Election Commission so you
can see it. But the issue is can they
give it to you in another way so it is
way beyond the limits, like could they
fund a tour for the gentleman from
Texas of 35 cities, setting up public re-
lations for him everywhere he goes. It
would be worth zillions of dollars. Who
knows what that is worth?

But obviously they would be way be-
yond a campaign limit, and could that
possible influence the gentleman? We
do not know those issues. But those are
the things that are out there and those
are the things that trouble an awful lot
of us here.

We hear, well, people have not talked
about this before. Maybe no one has
been quite this creative, who knows?

But I do not like it. I am frustrated by
it.

Mr. DOGGETT. I would ask the gen-
tlewoman, there may be some people,
and I am sure that was a concern with
this letter, who view themselves as lit-
tle more than a butler for the super-
rich, the kind of people who go around
with a tray saying, ‘‘Here, Jeeves,’’ or
‘‘Here, whoever it might be,’’ and for
whom $4.5 million is little more than a
good tip.

When you have something at stake,
and the gentlewoman mentioned the
Public Broadcasting System, the only
really quality children’s programming
in this country, and yet there are peo-
ple right there in the well of the House
who stood up and attacked it as social-
ist television, who criticized the Big
Bird lobby, and yet are there not some
of those super-rich from other parts of
the world who if they can take over the
Public Broadcasting System and can
run it as a giant commercial enterprise
instead of a truly publicly supported
television system like we have in
Texas and a public radio network, a na-
tional radio network that is public
that all the people have a chance to
participate in without commercial en-
terprise, should that happen, would $4.5
million for a book deal not be little
more than a good tip?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman
makes a very interesting point. As you
know the gentlewoman, I think, a cou-
ple of weeks ago was called a socialist
by a Member on the other side of the
aisle, and I said to them, ‘‘You can call
me whatever you want. I believe in free
speech. It doesn’t bother me.’’ But the
interesting thing is I thought he was
for socialism of the rich. Socialism of
the rich is a whole new concept but
that is kind of what we are seeing. How
do we give these benefits to the rich
who already have more than they
should ever have?

But I think the gentleman from
Texas and I have probably been gagged
and shut up and we probably cannot
talk about too much more or they are
going to put us away.

Mr. DOGGETT. I suspect that that is
rather true. I know the gentlewoman
shares my commitment to a truly free
enterprise system. But that free enter-
prise system relying on private capital,
relying on the hard work of millions of
American families who have made this
the greatest country in the world, that
can be perverted when people get spe-
cial favors here and they say they are
for free enterprise and against social-
ism, but they do not really want free
enterprise. They are willing to pay out
substantial amounts of money to those
who would peddle influence in the most
sacred institution of this country, who
would pay out millions of dollars be-
cause they have billions and trillions
at stake.

That is the kind of thing that moti-
vates a letter to say, let’s not delay
justice. The American people demand
justice. They demand justice even if it
involves a person who says he is the
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third most important person in this en-
tire country.

I thank the gentlewoman.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-

tleman from Texas. I just want to end
this by saying, the gentleman that pre-
ceded us in this well was talking about
many of our veterans. It is Memorial
Day that we are breaking for. I must
say they gave their lives for this won-
derful, great Government and not for
the best Government money can buy.
All we want to make sure is that we
are not finding a new way for people to
be able to buy this Government.

We get frustrated with this Govern-
ment, sometimes this Government
makes us absolutely nuts, but I must
say overall I will take this Government
against any other one in the world. I
am going to do everything I can to
make sure everybody has a fair chance,
everybody has a fair shot, and that we
do not surrender to new clever ways
that lobbyists find to get their time.

Mr. Speaker, I am now going to turn
the podium over to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS].

I wish everyone also a happy Memo-
rial Day.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). The gentleman
from Colorado may control the balance
of the hour designated by the leader-
ship.

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OVERSIGHT ACT

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, today, I am pleased to
join Mr. SCHIFF, my colleagues from
New Mexico and a former district at-
torney, in introducing a bill to safe-
guard our constitutional rights as we
fight terrorism.

The tragic bombings in Oklahoma
City, 2 years earlier in New York City,
awakened all of us to the fact that
America is not immune to terrrorist
acts. This has quite appropriately
prompted the President and many
Members of Congress to suggest addi-
tional steps to prevent terrorism and
to make punishment for terrorist acts
swifter and more certain. It is essential
for Congress to see that we are doing
all we should do to prevent the horror
and tragedy of another Oklahoma City.

But talk about stepped-up
counterterrorism efforts has also
raised among the public the concern
that law enforcement agencies may
slip over proper constitutional bound-
aries in combating terrorism, that
their actions to keep us safe may some-
times collide with the Constitution’s
wise restraints that keep us free.

The bill we are introducing today,
the Constitutional Rights Oversight
Act, responds to these concerns.

The bill would establish a top-level
inspector general for counterterrorism
activities to head a new independent
office, to be responsible for ensuring
that Federal counterterrorism activi-
ties comply with constitutional stand-
ards.

The most important feature of the
new inspector general will be the cross-

cutting scope of the authority of this
office. Unlike the existing inspectors
general of various departments, this
new IG will have oversight authority
for many different agencies. The new
IG will review the counterterrorism ac-
tivities of agencies as diverse as the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, and the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms.

In short, this new inspector general
will have the authority not simply to
review the actions of a Department,
but to watch the counterterrorism ac-
tivities of all agencies, to assure their
adherence to the Constitution and
their full respect for constitutional
rights.

Besides the power to review, the new
inspector general would have the power
to act, in two significant ways.

First, agencies would be required to
keep this new inspector general in-
formed of requests for judicial or ad-
ministrative authorization for searches
wiretaps, and similar surveillance ac-
tivities. The new inspector general
would be kept similarly informed
about deportation actions related to
the right against terrorism.

In connection with all these proceed-
ings, the new inspector general could
make suggestions, or oppose the re-
quested authorizations, to the extent
appropriate in order to protect con-
stitutional rights.

Second, the new IG would receive
public complaints about alleged or po-
tential violations of constitutional
rights. Upon receiving these com-
plaints, the IG could require relevant
agencies to respond.

Finally, the new IG will be respon-
sible for submitting periodic reports to
the President and the Congress con-
cerning the observance of constitu-
tional requirements, and the protec-
tion of constitutional rights, in con-
nection with Federal counterterrorism
activities, and to make suggestions for
improvements.

But just as important as these par-
ticular powers I think will be the re-
straining effect of the mere existence
of this new IG. The requirements for
immediate constitutional accountabil-
ity that the office would impose on
counterterrorism, investigations
should serve to deter any tendency a
Government official might have to be
casual about constitutional safeguards.

Mr. Speaker, the American public
has a very real stake in being protected
from terrorism. It also has a high stake
in seeing that the Government doesn’t
cut constitutional corner in providing
that protection. We do not need to
trade our constitutionally protected
rights, including the rights to privacy,
free assembly, and free speech, for en-
hanced protection from terrorists. If
we should make that mistake, terror-
ism will have achieved a victory.

As with all other law enforcement ef-
forts in our country, in fighting terror-
ism the Government must balance the
need for security with the rights of the

people. Sadly, our history provides sev-
eral examples of the Federal Govern-
ment compromising basic constitu-
tional rights to thwart perceived na-
tional security threats.

The FBI’s clandestine COINTELPRO
Program provides but one stark exam-
ple of such governmental arrogance. In
the name of national security, then-Di-
rector J. Edgar Hoover presiding over a
program of unauthorized surveillance
and harassment of those who legiti-
mately protested government policies.
Given this history, there are serious
concerns in the country about giving
expanded investigative powers to Fed-
eral authorities.

We are introducing the Constitu-
tional Rights Oversight Act to help en-
sure that protection of civil liberties is
part of the counterterrorism debate.
The House should consider this meas-
ure as part of any counterterrorism
legislation that comes to the floor. By
its enactment, Congress can dem-
onstrate our commitment to protect-
ing both public safety and personal
freedom and will provide the right re-
sponse to the public’s fears both of vio-
lence and of Government abuse of civil
rights. A nation which so reveres its
constitution deserves no less from its
Government.
f

MEDICARE AND THE FEDERAL
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

RECOGNIZING OUR VETERANS

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the Speaker. I
know the Speaker has appointments he
has to make. I appreciate his willing-
ness to stay and be here for these spe-
cial orders, and also to thank those
that are working on behalf of the
House so that we have this oppor-
tunity.

I do not often seek the opportunity
to address the House in a special order,
but I do so today to talk about our
Federal budget and what we as the
Budget Committee have done to try to
get our financial house in order.

But I first want to say that as I lis-
tened to the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] in talking about the
atrocities that took place with Ameri-
cans under captivity by the Japanese
during World War II, I just could not
help but think how important it is that
that story be told, as gruesome as it is,
and that the families of those men
know that we will not be silenced in
making sure that the truth be told.

When I think of Memorial Day and
the men and women who gave their life
to this great country, I know, as some-
one who never served in the armed
forces, that when I look at the flag be-
hind me, that the flag means a great
deal to me obviously as a Member of
Congress and as an American citizen.
But to someone who fought in battle,
the American flag means something
more than we could ever imagine.
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When they think of the American flag,
they think of the soldiers, their
friends, their comrades, their brothers
who died in battle. They think of the
people, the families they contacted to
let them know about how their brother
or sister or son or grandson died in bat-
tle.

And when I think of Memorial Day,
and when I think of how blessed we are
as American citizens for their ultimate
sacrifice, I also think of the families. I
think of the mothers who held their
sons, who never will be able to hold
their sons again. I think of the fathers
that went and saw their sons or their
daughters playing baseball or go to a
dance, or be there when their children
were sad and needed a reassuring arm,
and I think of what those parents have
to live with.

I also think of the brothers and sis-
ters who lost their brothers or sisters
and the memories that they have. I
think of the precious children who
were denied the opportunity to have
their father or their mother, particu-
larly their fathers in the case of World
War II, come to their baseball games,
come to their schools, see them get
married.

So as a Member of Congress, I just
count my blessings every day, abso-
lutely every day, for the opportunity I
have to serve here.

When I listened to the debate that
was taking place and the comment
made by the Speaker and the ruling
made by the Speaker, I thought of an
experience that happened to me a bit
earlier when I brought a complaint
against a chairman of a committee
after he had been indicted, and I want-
ed to do just what these two Members
had done. I wanted to share my com-
plaint and my letter, and I was ruled
out of order.

I did not like it at the time, but I
began to think about it and I began to
realize, first, the rule that you in-
voked, Mr. Speaker, has existed for
over 70 years. And part of the reason
for that rule is that in this Chamber it
is important that a Member who is
being accused of something have the
opportunity to be present and to defend
themselves.
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I also realize that you did not make
up a new ruling, you just enforced a
ruling that was enforced on me under
Democrats, a rule that was in their
rules for as long as we can remember
and we just continued their rule.

So, as disappointed as I was when I
was not able to submit my letter, I re-
alize that in this Chamber we work
with each other, we deal with each
other and we have to be fair to each
other. There is nothing to prevent me,
as I ultimately did, to just speak di-
rectly to the public but not in this
Chamber.

With regard to what we are trying to
do in this Chamber, last year in an
election we established what we
thought would be a very important dia-

logue with the American people, we es-
tablished a concept that said we were
going to make a contract with the
American people, and we had 8 things
that we wanted to do on opening day
and we had 10 things that we wanted to
do during the course of the first 100
days.

What was memorable about that for
me was when I was up for reelection
and I met with an editorial board they
said how could you have signed such a
document, and the question I answered
this way by asking a question, I asked:
What do you think of what the major-
ity party, then the Democrats, were
going to do on the opening day; what
did you think about the 10 things they
were going to do in the first 100 days;
what did you think about their plan
and their contract with the American
people? And I just waited for the an-
swer. Obviously there was not a con-
tract with the American public, there
was no sense of what they wanted to do
on the first day, the 8 reforms we want-
ed to do and the 10 major pieces of leg-
islation in the first 100 days. And I
think I take extraordinarily pride in
the fact that when we were up for elec-
tion as the minority party we came
forward with a plan, and it did not
criticize Democrats, it did not criticize
the President, we said we want to
change this place. We want to downsize
Government, we want to have open
rules, we want to pass legislation
which I helped author saying Congress
should abide by the same laws that we
impose on the private sector. The first
bill that passed that Chamber, signed
by the President, it was bipartisan. But
we came forward with a plan, and one
of the parts to that plan was a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Over 300 Members voted for a bal-
anced budget amendment. But last
week we did something more impor-
tant. We voted to balance the budget,
and to my left I have a chart which de-
scribes what we intend to do and what
we will be doing. The red line is the
spending that seems to go parallel with
the bottom line which is revenues; they
never meet. As long as I have been a
Member of Congress we have had defi-
cits. In fact, when I was a State legisla-
tor and I watched Congress in the
State legislature, we have to balance
our budgets, but in Congress we have
not. And when I was in the State legis-
lature I kept waiting for Congress to
get its financial House in order. Thir-
teen years I waited and then I had an
opportunity to serve in Congress, and I
worked and waited for an opportunity
to finally vote on a budget that would
get us balanced. And that is what we
do. We slowed the growth in spending;
spending still goes up on the average in
the aggregate and it ultimately meets
the growth of revenues in the 7th year.

We are going to spend more money
each year on the aggregate in our Gov-
ernment. We are just slowing the
growth, and what we are trying to do is
end deficit spending. There are some
young people in this audience who may

not know that if we do not succeed in
slowing the growth in spending, by the
time the young people are adults they
will be paying 70 percent of every dol-
lar they earn in taxes to the Federal
Government to help pay for the debt
that is taking place today. And what is
starting to happen in our dialog is we
are having the elderly say you cannot
do this, and we have the young who are
not aware of what we need to do, and
hopefully during the course of the next
few months we will have an open dia-
log, young and old, talking about what
we need to do. We need to slow the
growth in revenue, and that is what we
are going to do and that is what we
voted to do last week.

The second chart shows spending in
three ways. The yellow is the national
debt, the interest that we pay each
year on the national debt. we pay $235
billion of interest payments on the na-
tional debt. That could go for housing,
it could go for our military, it could go
for our schools, it could go for a whole
host of other things if past generations
had not deficit spent, but they have.
We have just such a large debt that our
interest is now 15.4 percent of our
budget.

Only about a third of our budget is
domestic spending and defense spend-
ing, what we call discretionary spend-
ing. There is foreign aid in here. I vote
on one-third of the budget as a Member
of Congress; as a Member of Congress I
do not vote on anything over here in
the blue. All of that is entitlement.
These are Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid and other entitlements, food
stamps, agricultural subsidies. They
are an automatic pilot, they just keep
happening and happening and happen-
ing.

But I vote on this, what is in the
pink, what is discretionary spending,
and what we are looking to do is actu-
ally have real cuts in discretionary
spending. We are going to try to slow
the growth of entitlements but still
allow entitlements to grow, and we are
going to try to keep down the interest
payments that we are making every
year.

Half of the budget is on automatic
pilot.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
fro Michigan [Mr. EHLERS].

Mr. EHLERS. I would like to thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise
to comment on the charts and to com-
pliment the gentleman for what he has
done.

I had two town meetings last week-
end and I used charts similar to those
the gentleman is using, and I deeply
appreciate the work the gentleman has
put into this. I have found that in my
town meetings by the use of the charts
the gentleman is displaying the public
was fully understanding of the prob-
lems that we are trying to address, rec-
ognized the importance of them, and
are able to get past all of the rhetoric
they have heard from those who are
trying to make political hay out of the
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problems of Medicare and the problems
of balancing the budget.

I simply want to commend the gen-
tleman and I hope many people hear
his message, and I certainly thank the
gentleman for preparing these charts,
and I find them a valuable educational
tool.

Mr. SHAYS. That was a nice treat,
and I thank the gentleman from Michi-
gan and thank him for his work in try-
ing to get this story out. The bottom
line is what we want to do is slow the
growth in Government spending and
get our financial house in order so fu-
ture generations will not have so much
debt.

In particular, what I have singled out
as a focus is the amount of money we
spend on Medicare and Medicaid. You
cannot see it very easily, but it
amounts to about 17 percent of our en-
tire Federal budget. It is equal to all
domestic spending. Medicare and Med-
icaid are equal to everything we spend
in the legislative branch, everything
we spend in the judicial branch, every-
thing we spend in the executive branch
under the President of the United
States, all the various departments and
agencies, all of their grants are equal
to 16.7 percent or $256 billion. Medicare
and Medicaid are greater than that
amount. The difference is Medicare and
Medicaid are growing at alarming rates
and we need to find a way to slow that
growth.

Defense spending is equal basically to
discretionary spending. But a third of
the budget is what we vote on in the
House.

Some people say to us well, why did
not Gramm-Rudman make a dif-
ference? The reason is Gramm-Rudman
only focused in on the pink part of that
pie, only on discretionary spending. It
did not focus at all on entitlements.

What we have done in defense spend-
ing is to have a basic level playing
field. It is not going to go up; it is not
basically going to go down. Discre-
tionary domestic spending is going to
go down, and foreign aid is going to go
down.

Then we come to Medicaid. Medicaid
is health care for the poor. It is also
health care for poor elderly as it re-
lates to nursing care, and it is going
up. Medicaid spending is going to go up
by about 36 percent in the next 7 years.
We are not cutting Medicaid; we are al-
lowing it to grow.

Some Members of Congress say we
are cutting Medicaid and/or we are cut-
ting Medicare. We are cutting them if
you use this definition, if it costs $100
million to run a program this year and
the next year to run the same program
with the same level of service, not
changing the program, it costs $105
million and we appropriate $103 mil-
lion, in my home, in business, that is a
$3 million increase.

Congress, the White House, the press
in Washington, and only in Washing-
ton, they call that a $2 billion cut.
Medicare is going to go up by 36 per-
cent in the next 7 years. We are going

to spend $324 billion more in the next 7
years than we spent in the last 7 years.

Now admittedly we are not going to
allow it to grow as quickly, but the im-
portant point, when you look at this, is
to recognize that Medicare is going to
go up, Medicaid is going to go up in
terms of what we will spend in the next
7 years by 36 percent more than the
growth in the population.

What is happening to Medicare? Med-
icare is actually having an extraor-
dinary challenge facing us. The chal-
lenge that faces us with Medicare, and
it is Medicare part A, that is Medicare
that goes for hospitals, Medicare part
B is what goes for health care services,
Medicare part A is starting to go bank-
rupt next year. In other words it is
going to take in less money than it
spends out, but it still has money in
the trust fund. Ultimately in 7 years
Medicare part A goes bankrupt, it lit-
erally runs out of money. In other
words, in the seventh year there will be
a $7 billion deficit in the trust fund.
The trust fund will have run out of
money.

What we are looking to do with Medi-
care is to save it. We are looking to im-
prove the service. We are looking to
preserve Medicare. We are looking to
save it. And this is not a report done by
Republicans or Democrats in Congress,
this is a report given to us by the
trustees of the Medicare system. It is
going bankrupt unless we save it, and
that is what our objective is.

The way we save it is to slow the
growth in Medicare, by slowing the
growth in Medicare so that it does not
grow at over 10 percent a year, but
grows approximately 5 percent a year.

If we allow Medicare to grow each
year, in other words spend more, not
cut, grow, and spend more, we are
going to allow it to grow by 45 percent
in the next 7 years. Only in Washington
is a growth in spending of 45 percent
called a cut, only in Washington.

And unfortunately we are hearing
people saying we want to cut Medicare.
No, we want it to grow; we want it to
grow at 45 percent. We just want to
make sure when it grows it does not
bankrupt the rest of the country. So it
will go from $178 to $259 billion.

What that means is that we want to
spend $659 billion more in the next 7
years than we spent in the last 7 years.
We want to spend that amount of
money.

What will we spend, almost $1.6 tril-
lion as opposed to $925 billion in the
past 7 years.

I think the most important statistic
though is the one that shows what we
do per beneficiary. We want to spend
$4,116 per beneficiary instead of $6,000
and have it grow to $6,361 in the sev-
enth year. We are going to spend 45
percent more in Medicare. We are
going to allow it to grow, and the in-
crease per beneficiary is 32 percent.
Only in Washington would an increase
per beneficiary of 32 percent, 32.1 per-
cent be called a cut, only in Washing-
ton. I do not know anywhere else where

when you spend even more money you
call it a cut. We are going to spend 45
percent more total in Medicare and 32
percent more in the next 7 years per
beneficiary.

Which gets me to the last point that
I want to make. If we do not control
the growth in Medicare and Medicaid,
we are doomed. We are already to bal-
ance the budget in the next 7 years
going to see foreign aid go down 5.4
percent more a year. We are already
going to see domestic discretionary
spending go down 1.6 percent a year,
that is a cut, that is a cut any way you
look at it. We are going to spend less
dollars in the next year. Defense spend-
ing goes up one-half percent, and there
are some, and I am one, who would like
it not to be as high. The challenge we
have in defense spending is we are $150
billion oversubscribed in defense. We
have to find a way to reduce defense
spending $150 billion in the next 7 years
just to stay within this number. And
how do we get oversubscribed? Because
Congress and the White House kept
pushing off the procurement of certain
defense systems to the sixth year and
we were working on 5-year budgets so
the full cost of these programs never
truly showed up.

We are going to have a difficult time
staying within this number, only be-
cause we are oversubscribed in defense.

But what is happening in Social Se-
curity? It is going up 5.1 percent. What
is happening in Medicare? It is going
up 5.5 percent. What is happening in
the Medicaid? It is going to go up 4.5
percent a year? What is happening in
other elements? They are going to go
up 3.9 percent.

Recognize this is the growth in
spending and this is half of the Federal
budget. It is going to grow. Sadly, the
interest payments we make are going
to go up about 1 percent a year, but be-
fore we passed our budget they were
going to go up 5 percent a year.

So we have slowed the growth of in-
terest payments, we have slowed the
growth of defense, we are actually
making real cuts in foreign aid and do-
mestic spending.

b 1415
And I have to say this in conclusion

about domestic spending, there are
some cuts I do not want to make in do-
mestic spending. I mean, there prob-
ably is not any Member of Congress
who likes every part of our budget, but
if we take the logic, ‘‘I do not like 10
percent of the budget, I am voting
against it,’’ that is just going to dupli-
cate what has happened during the last
10 years. We can always find something
we do not like in the budget.

What do I like in this budget? I like
the fact that we are getting a handle
on Government spending. I like the
fact that we are slowing the growth of
entitlement programs. I like the fact
that we are saving Medicare from
bankruptcy. I like the fact that for the
first time in my 20 years in public life
I got to vote for a budget that gets us
balanced.
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Admittedly, it is going to take us 7

years, but we are doing it, and I am
proud to be part of that effort.

I will just conclude by saying ulti-
mately what we do is going to have to
be worked out with the President of
the United States. He has to sign this
legislation. I am hopeful he will finally
weigh in on trying to find ways to save
Medicare. I do not mean that sarcasti-
cally. I just mean it as openly as I can,
because right now there is no plan
coming out of the administration. But
ultimately we need to pass a budget
that gets us balanced in the next 7
years. We need to do it for the people
who are in this country today, and we
need to do it for our children and for
our children’s children, and for our
children’s children’s children.

We have simply got to wake up and
do it, and in the process of our plan, we
are going to spend more on health care
for the elderly, more on health care for
the poor. We are going to spend more
on some of our entitlement programs,
But we are going to reduce spending in
a whole host of areas.

Farmers are going to feel the reduc-
tions. People in urban areas are going
to feel the reductions. People in rural
areas are going to feel the reductions.
We are all going to be part of this ef-
fort. We are going to save this country.
We are going to save this country so it
can be the great Nation it has been for
so long.

And, Mr. Speaker, I really thank
your kindness in staying. I know you
needed to go. I appreciate the time you
have afforded me.

f

AGENTS OF INFLUENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, Japanese
auto companies enjoy a 25-percent
share of our American automotive
market. By contrast, our auto firms
have only a 1.5-percent share of Japan’s
market. In fact, all foreign automotive
companies, including the European, the
Asian, only have a 4-percent, 4-percent
share of Japan’s market.

This is because of the insurmount-
able, unfair trade barriers Japan erects
to protect its home market from any
kind of foreign import that would real-
ly give competition to Japan’s home
market suppliers.

What does that mean to our country?
It means that last year we, again, for
the 10th time in this past decade had a
$66 billion trade deficit with Japan, and
over half of it in the automotive arena.
For each billion dollars of deficit, that
translates into 20,000 more jobs we
could have right here at home.

In fact, when you think about it, if
we could have auto trade equity with
Japan, we could build 100 more compa-
nies in this country each employing
5,000 people in an industry that pays its
people a living wage.

America also fails to stand tall in the
ongoing United States-Japan trade
standoff because of the influence exer-
cised by lobbyists here in this city by
Japanese industry throughout the cor-
ridors of power. What do I mean? This
past week, the Washington Post re-
vealed that one of our most prominent
and influential political writers and
columnists and broadcasters, George
Will, that we have all seen on tele-
vision, in the newspapers is married to
a lobbyist for foreign interests who
earns almost $200,000 a year working
for, are you ready for this, Japan’s
automobile manufacturers’ associa-
tion, the chief lobbying group for Ja-
pan’s interest in this country and
around the world.

Mr. Will has been writing columns
and has been on television fulminating
against the Clinton administration’s
actions against Japan’s automakers,
but he fails to mention that his wife’s
lucrative affiliation with these compa-
nies is providing very adequate income
for his family. Astoundingly, when this
connection was revealed, his response
to this conflict of interest is, ‘‘Well,
it’s just too silly.’’ That is what he is
quoted in this article as saying.

The article says his wife’s firm is
paid $200 an hour to deal with report-
ers, to follow legislation, to place ad-
vertising, issue press releases and draft
articles for newspapers with such titles
as ‘‘Selling Cars this Japan: It Isn’t
About Access’’ or ‘‘Fixing the Outcome
of Trade with Japan is a Dangerous
Way to do Business,’’ castigating the
approach that the Government of the
United States is taking on behalf of the
people of the United States.

The article says her firm also sought
to arrange for the industries, Japan’s
industries’ top Washington lobbyists to
meet, guess who, the Chicago Tribune
editorial board, she tried to place an
opinion piece in the Washington Times,
and drafted letters to the New York
Times and Detroit Free Press.

What does Mr. Will say about all
this? He says, ‘‘Well, to me, it is be-
yond boring. I don’t understand the
whole mentality.’’

Well, as one Member of Congress, I do
not think it is silly. I do not think it is
boring. I understand what influencing
opinion is all about. I think it is a
question of agents of influence who op-
erate in ways that influence our press,
press who are supposed to be objective
and factual, and as one professor says
in this article who is an associate dean
of Columbia University’s Journalism
School, he says, the same kind of con-
flict questions that apply here also
apply to extended families. The fact
Mr. Will does not see a problem shows
he just does not get it.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the Clinton ad-
ministration to hang tough for Amer-
ica and the American people.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for May 23, 24, and
25, on account of illness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. DORNAN) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. HOKE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MARTINEZ, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LAFALCE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. SKAGGS) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. FATTAH, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today, at

her own request.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHAYS). Pursuant to the provisions of
House Concurrent Resolution 72, 104th
Congress, the House stands adjourned
until noon on Tuesday, June 6, 1995.

Thereupon, at 2 o’clock and 22 min-
utes p.m., pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 72, the House ad-
journed until Tuesday, June 6, 1995, at
12 noon.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

911. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to repeal various report-
ing requirements of the Department of De-
fense, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on National Security.

912. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend chapter 47 and
49 of title 10, United States Code, and chap-
ter 15 of title 37, United States Code, to im-
prove the quality and efficiency of the mili-
tary justice system; to the Committee on
National Security.

913. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the an-
nual report on the operations of the Ex-
change Stabilization Fund [ESF] for fiscal
year 1994, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 5302(c)(2); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.
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914. A letter from the Executive Director,

Oversight Board, Resolution Trust Corpora-
tion, transmitting a report on the status of
various savings associations, pursuant to 12
U.S.C. 1441a(k); to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

915. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter-
mination No. 95–21: Transfer of $3.0 Million
in fiscal year 1995 Economic Support Funds
to the Peacekeeping Operations Account to
Support African Peacekeeping Efforts in Li-
beria, pursuant to section 610(a) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended; to
the Committee on International Relations.

916. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a letter expressing his concerns
with regard to H.R. 1561, the American Over-
seas Interests Act; to the Committee on
International Relations.

917. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s report pursuant to section
1352 of title 31 U.S.C. for the period from Oc-
tober 1, 1994 through March 31, 1995, pursuant
to Public Law 101–121, section 319(a)(1) (103
Stat. 753); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

918. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Maritime Commission, transmitting the
semiannual report on activities of the in-
spector general for the period October 1, 1994
through March 31, 1995, pursuant to Public
Law 95–452, section 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

919. A letter from the Chairman, Railroad
Retirement Board, transmitting the annual
report under the Federal Managers’ Finan-
cial Integrity Act for 1994, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

920. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the bien-
nial report on the quality of water in the
Colorado River Basin (Progress Report No.
17, January 1995), pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1596;
to the Committee on Resources.

921. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a re-
port on the study of the feasibility of con-
structing, in accordance with standards ap-
plicable to Interstate System highways, a 4-
lane highway connecting Interstate Route 65
and Interstate Route 10 in the vicinity of
Pensacola, FL, pursuant to Public Law 102–
240, section 1086(b) (105 Stat. 2022); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

922. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
informational copies of 12 lease prospectuses
for fiscal year 1996, pursuant to 40 U.S.C.
606(a); to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

923. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, to authorize the termination
of Servicemen’s Group Life Insurance when
premiums are not paid; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

924. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the 1995 Base-
line Environmental Management Report,
pursuant to Public Law 103–160, section
3153(b) (107 Stat. 1950); jointly, to the Com-
mittees on National Security and Commerce.

925. A letter from the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled, the
‘‘American Community Partnerships Act’’;
jointly, to the Committees on Banking and
Financial Services and Ways and Means.

926. A letter from the General Counsel, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize appro-

priations for the Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972, as amended, for fiscal years 1996
through 2000, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Resources and Transportation and
Infrastructure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 156. Resolution providing for fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 1561) to
consolidate the foreign affairs agencies of
the United States; to authorize appropria-
tions for the Department of State and relat-
ed agencies for fiscal years 1996 and 1997; to
responsibly reduce the authorizations of ap-
propriations for United States foreign assist-
ance programs for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
and for other purposes (Rept. 104–130). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as followed:

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER):

H.R. 1709. A bill to amend the Military Se-
lective Service Act to suspend the registra-
tion requirement and the activities of civil-
ian local boards, civilian appeal boards, and
similar local agencies of the Selective Serv-
ice System, except during national emer-
gencies, and to require the Director of Selec-
tive Service to prepare a report regarding
the development of a viable standby reg-
istration program for use only during na-
tional emergencies; to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

By Mr. HYDE (for himself, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. GEKAS,
Mr. CANADY, Mr. HOKE, and Mr.
BONO):

H.R. 1710. A bill to combat terrorism; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BACHUS:
H.R. 1711. A bill to improve the administra-

tion of the Fair Debt Collection Practices
Act; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (for him-
self and Mr. KINGSTON):

H.R. 1712. A bill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States with re-
spect to imports of civil aircraft; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COOLEY (for himself, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
EMERSON, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. TAYLOR
of North Carolina, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. LEWIS of Califor-
nia, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. BUNN of Oregon,
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. HUN-
TER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. CREMEANS, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. ALLARD, and
Mrs. VUCANOVICH):

H.R. 1713. A bill to provide for uniform
management of livestock grazing on Federal
land, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in

each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. DOOLEY:
H.R. 1714. A bill to amend the Endangered

Species Act of 1973 to require that species
which are being considered for listing under
that act or are currently listed under that
act are expeditiously reviewed for listing or
continued listing, respectively, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
FAZIO of California, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. FUNDERBURK, and Mr. DOOLEY):

H.R. 1715. A bill respecting the relationship
between workers’ compensation benefits and
the benefits available under the Migrant and
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protection
Act; to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. COOLEY, and Mr. INGLIS of
South Carolina):

H.R. 1716. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to assure that the operations of
the Forest Service are free of racial, sexual,
and ethnic discrimination, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LAFALCE:
H.R. 1717. A bill to establish minimum

standards of fair conduct in franchise sales
and franchise business relationships, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. KANJORSKI:
H.R. 1718. A bill to designate U.S. court-

house located at 197 South Main Street in
Wilkes-Barre, PA, as the ‘‘Max Rosenn Unit-
ed States Courthouse’’; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Ms. LOWEY:
H.R. 1719. A bill to amend the Food Secu-

rity Act of 1985 to limit farm program pay-
ments to producers who earn less than
$100,000 annually from off-farm sources; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MCKEON:
H.R. 1720. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965 to provide for the ces-
sation of Federal sponsorship of two Govern-
ment sponsored enterprises, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 1721. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act to provide for programs
regarding ovarian cancer; to the Committee
on Commerce.

H.R. 1722. A bill to amend the act of March
3, 1931—known as the Davis-Bacon Act—to
require that contract work covered by the
act which requires licensing be performed by
a person who is so licensed; to the Commit-
tee on Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties.

H.R. 1723. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to require the National
Labor Relations Board to assert jurisdiction
in a labor dispute which occurs on Johnston
Atoll, an unincorporated territory of the
United States; to the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

H.R. 1724. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that any Federal em-
ployee serving under a temporary appoint-
ment who has completed at least 1 year of
service in such position within the preceding
2 years shall be eligible for the Government’s
health benefits program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

H.R. 1725. A bill to amend the Radiation
Exposure Compensation Act to remove the
requirement that exposure resulting in stom-
ach cancer occur before age 30, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
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H.R. 1726. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to extend eligibility to use the
military health care system and commissary
stores to an unremarried former spouse of a
member of the uniformed services if the
member performed at least 20 years of serv-
ice which is creditable in determining the
member’s eligibility for retired pay and the
former spouse was married to the member
for a period of a least 17 years; to the Com-
mittee on National Security.

H.R. 1727. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to expand eligibility for com-
missary benefits for persons qualified for
certain retired pay but under age 60; to the
Committee on National Security.

H.R. 1728. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to undertake the necessary fea-
sibility studies regarding the establishment
of certain new units of the National Park
System in the State of Hawaii; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

H.R. 1729. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that providers
rather than purchasers of funeral services
shall be treated as the owners of certain pre-
need funeral trusts; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 1730. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that individuals
who are required to leave their employment
because of certain medical or family reasons
will not be denied unemployment compensa-
tion when they are ready to return to work;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 1731. A bill to provide for a Federal
program of insurance against the risk of cat-
astrophic earthquakes, volcanic eruptions,
and hurricanes, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, and in addition to the Committee
on Science, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself and
Mrs. SCHROEDER):

H.R. 1732. A bill to amend chapter 30 of
title 35, United States Code, to afford third
parties an opportunity for greater participa-
tion in reexamination proceedings before the
Patent and Trademark Office, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 1733. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, to provide for early publication
of patent applications, to provide provisional
rights for the period of time between early
publication and patent grant, and to provide
a prior art effect for published applications;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself, Mr.
COBLE, and Mr. BONO):

H.R. 1734. A bill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Film Preservation Board, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on
House Oversight, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. MORAN (for himself, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SCOTT,
Mr. COYNE, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. MAS-
CARA, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
THORNTON, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. PETERSON of
Florida, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
FAZIO of California, Mr. WOLF, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. GEKAS, and
Mr. NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 1735. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to research

regarding the health of children; to the Com-
mittee of Commerce.

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Ms.
LOWEY, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Ms. NORTON, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms. PELOSI, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Miss COLLINS
of Michigan):

H.R. 1736. A bill to amend various acts to
establish offices of women’s health within
certain agencies, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mrs. SEASTRAND (for herself, Mr.
BAKER of California, Mr. BILBRAY,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. POMBO, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. HORN, and Mr.
GALLEGLY):

H.R. 1737. A bill to encourage the develop-
ment of the commercial space industry by
establishing State-run spaceports, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Science, and in addition to the Committees
on Transportation and Infrastructure, and
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SKAGGS (for himself and Mr.
SCHIFF):

H.R. 1738. A bill to further the protection
of constitutional rights in connection with
the conduct of Federal counterterrorism ac-
tivities; to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STEARNS:
H.R. 1739. A bill to establish the Bipartisan

Commission on the Future of Medicare to
make findings and issue recommendations
on the future of the Medicare Program; to
the Committee on Commerce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. HAN-
COCK, Mr. BAKER of California, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, MR. EWING,
Mr. STUMP, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CHRYSLER,
Mr. WILSON, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. KLUG, Mr. BAKER of Louisi-
ana, and Mr. METCALF):

H.J. Res. 93. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide that no person born in
the United States will be a U.S. citizen un-
less a parent is a U.S. citizen, is lawfully in
the United States, or has a lawful immigra-
tion status at the time of the birth; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ARMEY:
H. Con. Res. 72. Concurrent resolution pro-

viding for the adjournment of the two
Houses; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
MONTGOMERY, and Mr. EDWARDS):

H. Con. Res. 73. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing and commending American airmen
held as prisoners of war at the Buchenwald
concentration camp during World War II for
their service, bravery, and fortitude; to the

Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mr. ARMEY:
H. Res. 157. Resolution designating major-

ity membership on certain standing commit-
tees of the House; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. HAMILTON,
Mr. LEACH, and Mr. ROHRABACHER):

H. Res. 158. Resolution congratulating the
people of Mongolia on the fifth anniversary
of the first democratic multiparty elections
held in Mongolia on July 29, 1990; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (for herself
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H. Res. 159. Resolution honoring the con-
tributions of Father Joseph Damien de
Veuster for his service to humanity, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. WARD (for himself, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BENT-
SEN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEUTSCH,
Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FARR, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr.
FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.
PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. HAYES, Mr. HEFNER, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. HOYER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. JA-
COBS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
LOWEY, Mr. LUTHER, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. MFUME,
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. MINGE,
Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. NEAL
of Massachusetts, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. RICHARDSON, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SABO, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
SKAGGS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. STARK, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. VOLK-
MER, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
WYNN, and Mr. YATES):

H. Res. 160. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1535) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to revise
the tax rules on expiration, to modify the
basis rules for nonresident aliens becoming
citizens or residents, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

101. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to the 911th Airlift Wing
facility; to the Committee on National Secu-
rity.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. EDWARDS introduced a bill (H.R. 1740)
for the relief of Michael Patrick McNamara
and Thomas Parnell McNamara, Jr.; which
was referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 218: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mrs.
FOWLER, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
GEKAS, and Mr. GOSS.

H.R. 246: Mr. SMITH of Texas.
H.R. 354: Mr. BONILLA.
H.R. 359: Mr. DICKEY.
H.R. 436: Mr. BUYER.
H.R. 499: Mr. VOLKMER.
H.R. 534: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. COX, Mr.

EVANS, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr.
PALLONE, Ms. DUNN of Washington, Mr. WIL-
LIAMS, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
SABO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 703: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 789: Mr. NUSSLE.
H.R. 820: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.

MCDADE, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. INGLIS of
South Carolina.

H.R. 835: Mr. BISHOP, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and
Mr. SOLOMON.

H.R. 864: Mr. CARDIN, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. WELLER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. PETE
GEREN of Texas, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. RADANOVICH,
and Mr. FARR.

H.R. 878: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
NEY, Mr. FARR, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mrs.
THURMAN.

H.R. 892: Mr. BAKER of California.
H.R. 895: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 896: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 899: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.

FAWELL, and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 922: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.

LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 958: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.

CLEMENT, and Mr. MCHALE.

H.R. 972: Mr. BROWN of California.
H.R. 983: Mr. NADLER, Mr. FILNER, Mr. LU-

THER, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. FLAKE, and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD.

H.R. 1010: Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
WAXMAN, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. YATES,
Mr. FOX, and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1033: Mr. WELLER and Mr. BRYANT of
Tennessee.

H.R. 1073: Mr. VOLKMER and Mr. SABO.
H.R. 1114: Mr. CHRYSLER.
H.R. 1148: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
H.R. 1149: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
H.R. 1172: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.

COSTELLO, and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 1189: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 1192: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 1193: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 1299: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 1381: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. RO-

MERO-BARCELO, and Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 1535: Mr. OBEY, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.

SKAGGS, Mr. BECERRA, and Mr. BROWN of
Ohio.

H.R. 1540: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GALLEGLY, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. SOL-
OMON, Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. DORNAN, and Mr. BUNNING of Ken-
tucky.

H.R. 1541: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 1546: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. ACKERMAN,

Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Mr. THOMPSON.

H.R. 1547: Mrs. MALONEY.
H.R. 1614: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LU-

THER, and Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 1627: Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. PICKETT,

Mr. BARR, Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. GEKAS,
Mr. BONO, Mr. JONES, Mr. BAKER, of Califor-
nia, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. KLUG,
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. BURTON
of Indiana.

H.R. 1660: Mr. FROST, Mr. CANADY, Mrs.
KENNELLY, and Mr. HOLDEN.

H.J. Res. 79: Ms. MCCARTHY and Mrs. KEN-
NELLY.

H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H. Res. 21: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 571: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, and Mr. TORRICELLI.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,
22. The SPEAKER presented a petition of

the Legislature of Rockland County, NY, rel-
ative to condemning the attack on the Al-
fred P. Murrah Federal Building in Okla-
homa City; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 4 by Mr. BRYANT on House Reso-
lution 127: Harold L. Volkmer, John W.
Olver, Lynn C. Woolsey, Barney Frank, Lynn
N. Rivers, Peter A. DeFazio, David Minge,
Marcy Kaptur, Sidney R. Yates, John Lewis,
John Baldacci, and Martin T. Meehan.
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Senate 
(Legislative day of Monday, May 15, 1995) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

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

Gracious God, our source of spiritual, 
intellectual, and physical strength, we 
thank You for a good night’s rest after 
an intensely busy yesterday, filled with 
many votes in a long and demanding 
agenda. Now, You have replenished our 
wells of energy and given us a fresh 
new day in which we have the privilege 
of serving You. Lord, it’s great to be 
alive. 

Lord, grant the Senators more than 
the courage of their convictions. Rath-
er, give them convictions that arise 
from Your gift of courage. May this in-
domitable courage be rooted in pro-
found times of listening to You that re-
sult in a relentless commitment to 
truth that is expressed in convictions 
that cannot be compromised. 

We trust You to guide them so that 
all they say and decide is in keeping 
with Your will. We ask for Your wis-
dom in the crucial matter to be voted 
on today. Lord, take command of their 
minds and their thinking, speak Your 
truth through their speaking, and then 
give them clarity for hard choices. 
Help them to live this day to the full-
est. In Your holy name. Amen. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

f 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS AND RESCISSIONS 
ACT, 1995—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 

proceed to vote on the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 1158, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The conference report to accompany H.R. 
1158, an act making emergency supplemental 
appropriations for additional disaster assist-
ance, and making rescissions for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the conference report. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 203 Leg.] 

YEAS—61 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 

Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 

Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Roth 
Santorum 

Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 

Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—38 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 
minutes on this rescissions package. 

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
merely wanted to say, in conclusion of 
this process on the rescissions package, 
I am very hopeful that the President 
will sign this bill. If he does not sign 
this bill, of course, there are problems 
relating particularly to the supple-
mental appropriations that are in-
cluded in this bill. 

We have worked long and hard on 
this. I want to take this occasion to 
thank my colleague from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, Senator BYRD, 
the ranking member of the full com-
mittee; each of subcommittee chairs 
and each of the subcommittee ranking 
members, and the extraordinary staff 
that we have on both sides that have 
worked together very carefully. 

Mr. President, I cannot predict what 
will happen. There have been discus-
sions between the Republican leader-
ship of the House and the Senate with 
the White House wondering if there 
might be a better way to achieve a 
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common goal that the President has 
and we have. I make no predictions. 

I must say, I am terribly dis-
appointed we had so few Democrats 
support this measure today, because I 
can say one thing: If there is a revision 
or if there is a new package that comes 
down the track, we will not have 
enough votes on this side to pass it. I, 
therefore, would urge that the White 
House take a very careful view of the 
politics of getting any other package 
passed, even one that we might be able 
to agree to. 

I thank my colleagues on the com-
mittee, both the Republicans and 
Democrats, for having brought us to a 
conclusion at this point on the rescis-
sions conference report. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
voted against the bill before the Senate 
today because of its misplaced prior-
ities: cuts in education, cuts in train-
ing, cuts in housing, but no cuts in pro-
grams which do not address critical 
needs or waste tax dollars. 

Mr. President, President Clinton has 
shown real leadership by drawing a line 
in the sand and standing up for impor-
tant investments in our future. The 
President has repeatedly made it clear 
that he wants to work with the Con-
gress to reduce spending, but that it is 
his responsibility to protect important 
investments in our future. The Presi-
dent does not want to pile up a stack of 
veto messages. He wants to work with 
the Congress to move legislation that 
will help the American people. He saw 
gridlock in the last Congress and does 
not want to repeat the experience. 

Despite his efforts to cooperate, the 
House of Representatives crafted a bill 
to cut programs which the President 
found unacceptable. The Senate, after 
a great deal of effort, came up with a 
deficit reduction bill which every Mem-
ber voted for and which the President 
said he could sign. In conference with 
the House of Representatives, however, 
it changed again. Almost 85 percent of 
the funding for priorities important to 
the President was eliminated. That was 
done, in many cases, without Demo-
cratic members of the Appropriations 
Committee having access to the deci-
sionmaking process. I support the 
President’s decision to veto this bill, 
and have voted against it. 

Mr. President, rather than force a 
useless confrontation, we can and 
should have revised this legislation and 
passed it. Everyone agrees that the dis-
aster relief in this bill is important. 
Everyone agrees that the aid to Okla-
homa in this bill is critical. Everyone 
agrees that the aid to Jordan in this 
bill protects our national self-interest. 
And everyone agrees that we can and 
should cut some of the funding appro-
priated for certain programs last year. 

It was irresponsible for the Repub-
lican majority, in a fit of partisan po-
litical pique, to simply refuse to revise 
this legislation and get it passed. Yet 
the most ardent budget cutters claimed 
they were too busy to save the Amer-
ican taxpayers a mere $10 billion or so 

in what they see as unnecessary and 
wasteful spending. That, Mr. President, 
is ridiculous. If we had worked with the 
administration, we could have quickly 
adopted legislation to give people the 
aid they need and the reductions in 
overall spending they want. 

Mr. President, I voted for the initial 
Senate version of this bill, a bill which 
more closely met my own priorities, es-
pecially when compared to the House 
measure. I was not entirely satisfied 
with the Senate bill. We cut billions 
from housing programs, but we did not 
touch a penny of military spending. We 
cut billions from education and train-
ing programs, but we did not touch 
wasteful subsidies which go to wealthy 
and corporate agricultural interests. 
We cut millions for dozens of impor-
tant, productive, and efficient pro-
grams, but we did not look for the 
waste and mismanagement which per-
meates too many of our programs. 
That situation did not get better in 
conference. We cut $1.4 billion in job 
training funds and another $831 million 
in education. Look at the specifics: $65 
million for adult job training, gone; $67 
million for displaced workers, gone; 
$12.5 million for school to work pro-
grams, gone; $236 million for the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools Program, gone; 
$91 million for vocational and adult 
education, gone. Those programs rep-
resent an investment in our future, and 
those cuts make that future a little 
darker. 

So, Mr. President, I oppose this con-
ference report. I still believe the Gov-
ernment can play a role in improving 
the lives of the American people. I ac-
cept and embrace the need to reduce 
the deficit and get control over spend-
ing, but I believe we can do that while 
still addressing the needs we face as a 
nation. 

Given that, Mr. President, I voted 
against this bill and will support the 
President’s veto. I hope our colleagues 
will quickly move to put together a bill 
which meets our obligations to reduce 
overall Federal spending while pre-
serving programs that help people. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I voted for 
the original rescissions bill because the 
reductions were reasonable and because 
we had restored 80 percent of the edu-
cation cuts that were contained in the 
House bill. I fervently hoped that the 
Senate position on education would 
prevail in the House-Senate con-
ference. Unfortunately, it did not. As a 
result there are drastic cuts in several 
important Federal education programs, 
such as safe and drug free schools, 
dropout prevention, and education re-
form. Because of this, I cannot support 
the conference report. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of this emergency 
disaster supplemental conference re-
port. We are faced with a difficult deci-
sion: Parts of the Nation, including 
California, desperately need the emer-
gency disaster funds contained in this 
bill, yet many of the cuts in this legis-
lation, such as the Safe and Drug Free 

Schools Program and the Summer 
Youth Employment Program, will 
harm many of those very people we are 
intending to help the most. 

However, emergency spending is just 
that, and American families affected 
by natural disasters cannot wait for us 
in Washington to get our acts together 
to begin providing relief. Since the be-
ginning of this year, there have been 
seven new disaster declarations, in-
cluding two floods in California, flood-
ing in South Dakota, tornadoes in Ala-
bama, the great tragedy of Oklahoma 
City, and flooding in Louisiana and 
Mississippi. FEMA has also undertaken 
preliminary damage assessments in 
Tennessee and Kentucky as a result of 
the tremendous rain and hail storms 
that recently swept through that area, 
and in South Dakota as a result of 
flooding. 

Also, and more recently, the specter 
of the Mississippi River’s recent crest-
ing and the snowpacks melting in Cali-
fornia reinforces the urgency for this 
timely assistance. I note with trepi-
dation and concern that tornado season 
in the South and Midwest, and hurri-
cane season in the Gulf and East Coast 
States will both soon be here. 

In addition to this year’s disasters, 
this funding will also go to continue or 
closeout the disaster assistance ac-
counts in 40 other States for over 280 
separate Federal disaster assistance 
obligations. 

I understand President Clinton has 
said he will veto this bill. I welcome 
the recent comments by Chairman 
HATFIELD and Chairman LIVINGSTON 
which would indicate at the very least 
a willingness to work toward providing 
this needed relief. I urge the adminis-
tration and the leadership of both par-
ties to work together toward a speedy 
resolution of the impasse we will soon 
face. 

I fully support efforts to cut spending 
and reduce the deficit and look forward 
to working with my colleagues in the 
future toward that end. However, there 
are other vehicles for deficit reduction; 
we spent most of this week on the fis-
cal year 1996 budget resolution. Very 
soon we will also begin considering the 
fiscal year 1996 appropriations bills. I 
respectfully submit to my colleagues 
that these are the proper vehicles for 
controlling spending and deficit reduc-
tion and I pledge to work with them at 
the appropriate time to make those 
difficult decisions. 

Let me reiterate that this is a na-
tional disaster relief bill. Now is the 
time for the Congress to come through 
for Americans who have been affected 
by national disasters. Let us not allow 
this obligation to get mired down in 
partisan bickering over which pro-
grams to cut and when to cut them. We 
will have the opportunity to make 
these cuts later; this emergency assist-
ance, however, cannot wait. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this con-
ference report and to work with the ad-
ministration toward formulating a dis-
aster assistance bill that can both pass 
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the Congress and be signed by the 
President. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate passed the conference report on 
the emergency supplemental and re-
scission bill. Some of the cuts in the 
report were well deserved. The emer-
gency relief for California and Okla-
homa is certainly much needed. But 
you do not buy a horse because it has 
two good legs, and I will not vote for a 
rescission bill whose cuts have such a 
lopsided affect on low- and middle-in-
come Americans. There is a better way 
to cut spending. 

Last month I supported the Senate in 
overwhelmingly passing a rescission 
bill that, while far from perfect, put 
the emphasis of cuts where it should 
be, on pork not the poor. The Senate 
bill included cuts to earmarked court-
house construction, American sub-
sidized broadcasting to Europe—a hard 
program to support when public broad-
casting at home is being cut, and un-
used funding for transportation 
projects. 

The House cuts had a much dif-
ference focus, a focus that unfortu-
nately the conference report has adopt-
ed. The conference package cuts $319 
million from low-income fuel assist-
ance programs, $113 million—five times 
the Senate level of cuts—to low-income 
education programs, and $1.5 billion 
more than the Senate proposed in cuts 
to assisted housing programs. Afford-
able housing took the biggest cut, with 
the conference report rescinding $7 bil-
lion from Department of Housing and 
Urban Development—30 percent of this 
year’s budget. 

These cuts are not equitable, they 
are not fair to working American fami-
lies, they are not the cuts the Senate 
voted for on April 6. I hope that there 
will be an opportunity to return the 
focus of this rescission bill to the pro-
grams that the Senate bill targeted. 
The disaster victims need the assist-
ance the supplemental will provide. 
Let us get it to them without making 
victims of middle-class American fami-
lies. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, regret-
tably, I do not support the conference 
agreement before us today. While it 
cuts this year’s funding by $16.4 billion, 
and adds new spending for the Cali-
fornia earthquake, other disasters and 
the Oklahoma City catastrophe, it 
misses the target on some very funda-
mental issues. I support cutting spend-
ing and reducing the deficit. But the 
cuts in this bill are in the wrong pro-
grams and in the wrong amounts. 

Mr. President, I voted for this bill 
when it originally passed the Senate. I 
did so because immediately before final 
passage a carefully crafted bipartisan 
amendment by Senators DOLE and 
DASCHLE was adopted to restore some 
money for certain critical health, edu-
cation, and training programs that had 
been deeply cut in the bill. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
Dole-Daschle amendment was gutted 
by the conferees. This bill now rescinds 

$813 million in education funding, al-
most three times the amount that was 
included in the original Senate bill. It 
cuts education reform programs, it 
cuts student loan programs, and it cuts 
money to keep schools safe and kids off 
of drugs. That is simply unacceptable. 
What could be a higher national pri-
ority than investing in our kids? How 
can we say on the one hand that drugs 
in our schools have reached epidemic 
proportions, and on the other hand cut 
funding for the Safe and Drug Free 
Schools Program? These cuts just do 
not meet the commonsense test, and I 
think most Americans will agree. 

Equally disturbing to me is the 
amount of funding that was cut from 
training programs. These cuts total 
$1.4 billion. The bill makes deep cuts in 
the Youth Job Training Program, the 
Youth Unemployment Program, and 
the School-to-Work Program. These 
are programs that help disadvantaged 
kids obtain the skills they will need to 
move into the work force and become 
productive citizens. 

How can we in good conscience sup-
port big cuts in programs for children 
from struggling families in order to 
pay for tax cuts for the wealthy? I do 
not think average Americans support 
these reductions. I think they would 
prefer that we close corporate tax loop-
holes rather than eliminate the helping 
hand low-income youth might need to 
have a brighter future. I think they 
would rather have us spend $1 billion 
on youth training programs than $50 
billion on star wars. I think the aver-
age American family would rather have 
us spend money to keep poor seniors 
from freezing in the winter than paying 
for some Member’s pork project. 

There also appears to be a hidden 
agenda in this bill. Rather than ear-
marking all the spending cuts in the 
bill for deficit reduction, there are $50 
billion in long-term savings that are 
not set aside for that purpose. The mo-
tive of Republican tax cut proponents 
is clear. They want that money to fi-
nance a big tax cut package for the af-
fluent. 

Because I think this conference 
agreement establishes the wrong set of 
spending priorities and does not use all 
the savings for deficit reduction, I am 
pleased that the President has threat-
ened to veto it. We start over, we can 
produce a better product. 

The President has sent us his guide-
lines for a package of cuts he will sup-
port. His proposal has deeper spending 
cuts than are contained in this bill. 
But his priorities are different. He 
would restore money for education, 
training, health, veterans and poor 
pregnant women. And he would pay for 
spending on these programs by cutting 
funding for Federal buildings, govern-
ment travel, and highway projects. 

The President wants us to continue 
to invest in people, not pork. I happen 
to share that view. Investing in our 
people, especially in kids who are at 
risk of falling through the cracks of 
the social safety net, is the value sys-

tem I want to represent, and those are 
the values I believe most Americans 
support. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Conference Report 
on H.R. 1158. While I am a strong sup-
porter of deficit reduction, I am op-
posed to the precedent of requiring 
large budget cuts in order to pay for 
emergency disaster relief. In addition, 
I believe this bill undermines programs 
which make the investments in our Na-
tion’s future. In addition, my own 
State of Maryland suffers a dispropor-
tionate share of the rescissions which 
will have a negative impact on Mary-
land’s economy. For these reasons, I 
am opposed to this bill. 

The conference report made a very 
deep cut in funding for the consolida-
tion of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion facilities in Montgomery County, 
MD. The conferees’ decision to rescind 
$228 million will delay the consolida-
tion of FDA facilities which are in des-
perate need of modernization. I believe 
that modernizing the FDA is a national 
priority that is vital to protecting pub-
lic health and safety and improving the 
regulatory capability of this agency. 

This conference report also makes 
significant cuts in the VA/HUD Sub-
committee budget in order to pay for 
disaster funding for Northridge, CA and 
Oklahoma City. It is wrong to require 
programs within the jurisdiction of sin-
gle appropriations subcommittee to 
bear the costs of funding national dis-
asters. Funding assistance for national 
disasters is a national responsibility 
requiring everyone to contribute. 

During the Senate’s consideration of 
H.R. 1158, I offered an amendment to 
that would have made an across-the- 
board cut in discretionary spending to 
pay for disaster relief in a more equi-
table manner. Unfortunately, this 
amendment was defeated. 

As the flood waters once again rise 
throughout the Midwest, we are re-
minded of the need to establish a rainy 
day fund to prepay the costs of disaster 
relief. Our failure to establish such a 
fund is costing VA-HUD programs $8.5 
billion—over 10 percent of all the funds 
appropriated for VA-HUD programs in 
FY 1995. 

The conference agreement also near-
ly triples the Senate-passed rescissions 
for education programs and doubles the 
amount of funding rescinded for na-
tional service. These programs rep-
resent the kind of strategic invest-
ments that I believe the we have to 
make if we are to prepare future gen-
erations for the 21st century. 

While the conferees did recognize the 
value and need of moving forward with 
this project in the future, I will con-
tinue to fight for FDA consolidation 
despite the rescission contained in this 
bill. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I 
am opposed to the conference report to 
H.R. 1158. 
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 

THE BUDGET 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of Senate Con-
current Resolution 13, which the clerk 
will report 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 13) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1168 

(Purpose: To allow the shift of up to $1 bil-
lion from wasteful bureaucratic overhead 
and wasteful procurement in the military 
budget for use in strengthening enforce-
ment of immigration laws) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator LAUTENBERG and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1168. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-

lowing: ‘‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this 
section shall not apply to legislation that 
proposes to eliminate up to $1,000,000,000 
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and 
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use 
in strengthening enforcement of immigra-
tion laws.’’. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment would allow the shift 
of up to $1 billion from wasteful bu-
reaucratic overhead and procurement 
in the military budget, for use in fight-
ing illegal immigration. 

Let me take a moment and explain 
why the amendment is needed. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
proposes to reestablish a so-called fire-
wall that will give special protection 
to the military budget—protection not 
provided to any other program in the 
entire Government. Under this provi-
sion, a majority of the Senate would be 
blocked from shifting funds from the 
military budget for use in meeting do-
mestic needs here at home. The only 
way to waive the prohibition would be 
to obtain a supermajority of 60 votes. 

Mr. President, I strongly object to 
this supermajority vote requirement. 
In my view, if a majority of the Senate 
thinks it’s more important to address a 
particular domestic problem than to 
spend more money on the Pentagon bu-
reaucracy, or on an outdated weapon 
system, a majority ought to have that 
right. 

Unfortunately, the Senate seems de-
termined to establish a firewall for the 

military budget. And so it seems inevi-
table that the firewall will indeed be 
erected. However, I am hopeful that my 
colleagues will agree to reasonable ex-
ceptions to allow the transfer of funds 
for particularly compelling purposes. 

The premise of my amendment, Mr. 
President, is that fighting illegal im-
migration is one such compelling pur-
pose. 

Mr. President, illegal immigration is 
rampant in this country. Some esti-
mates show that 300,000 illegal immi-
grants come to this country each year. 
Despite its past admirable work, the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice is woefully understaffed and under-
funded. 

We need more border patrol agents to 
stop illegal immigration and other INS 
officials to help deport those who are 
living in this country illegally. 

Mr. President, illegal immigration is 
a major problem. Ask State and local 
officials from California, Texas, Flor-
ida, New York, and New Jersey about 
the toll that illegal immigration takes 
on their economies and local services. 

Mr. President, at a minimum a ma-
jority of the Senate ought to be free to 
provide up to $1 billion into fighting il-
legal immigration, if we can identify 
savings from military spending that 
the Senate agrees is wasteful. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment will allow the transfer of 
up to $1 billion from the wasteful bu-
reaucratic overhead and wasteful pro-
curement in the military budget for 
use in strengthening enforcement of 
the immigration laws without the 60- 
vote point of order that would other-
wise apply to such transfer. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment exempts legislation, which 
would transfer $1 billion from defense 
to immigration, from the point of order 
for breaching the nondefense firewall. 

This amendment is not germane and 
is subject to a point of order. There-
fore, I make a point of order, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. EXON. 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. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are about 54 amendments, 
but only about 30 will require rollcall 
votes. I thought maybe we would do 20 
today and 10 tomorrow—whatever is 
left tomorrow—and still try to accom-

modate the President on the 
antiterrorism bill. But it is going to be 
very difficult to do that. As long as he 
understands why we cannot do it, I as-
sume he will not hold me responsible. 
We do not want to do all these today, 
we have so many. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to an agreement I had made with 
the minority, I withdraw my point of 
order at this point. Therefore, we will 
be voting up or down on the Lauten-
berg amendment, which is what I indi-
cated a moment ago. 

Mr. EXON. Have the yeas and nays 
been ordered? I ask for the yeas and 
nays, if they have not been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1168, offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 31, 
nays 68, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 204 Leg.] 

YEAS—31 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—68 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1168) was re-
jected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1169 

(Purpose: To allow the shift of up to $2 bil-
lion from wasteful bureaucratic overhead 
and wasteful procurement in the military 
budget for use in addressing the problem of 
domestic violence) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, for himself and Mr. 
WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1169. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-

lowing: ‘‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this 
section shall not apply to legislation that 
proposes to eliminate up to $2,000,000,000 
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and 
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use 
in addressing the problem of domestic vio-
lence.’’. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment would allow the shift 
of up to $2 billion from wasteful bu-
reaucratic overhead and procurement 
in the military budget, for use in ad-
dressing the problem of domestic vio-
lence. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
proposes to reestablish a so-called fire-
wall that will give special protection 
to the military budget—protection not 
provided to any other program in the 
entire Government. Under this provi-
sion, a majority of the Senate would be 
blocked from shifting funds from the 
military budget for use in meeting do-
mestic needs here at home. The only 
way to waive the prohibition would be 
to obtain a supermajority of 60 votes. 

This supermajority vote require-
ment, in my view, is wrong. As I see it, 
if a majority of the Senate believes it’s 
more important to address a particular 
domestic problem than to lavish more 
money on the Pentagon bureaucracy, 
or on an unnecessary weapons system, 
a majority ought to have that right. 

Unfortunately, the Senate seems de-
termined to establish a firewall for the 
military budget. And so it seems inevi-
table that the firewall will indeed be 
erected. However, I am hopeful that my 
colleagues will agree to reasonable ex-
ceptions to allow the transfer of funds 
for particularly compelling purposes. 

Mr. President, fighting domestic vio-
lence deserves to be a very high pri-
ority. 

Mr. President, every 12 seconds, a 
woman is battered in the United 
States. Each year, over 4,000 women 
are killed by their abusers. 

Mr. President, domestic violence has 
reached crisis proportions. And we 
have got to do—it is critical that we do 
everything possible to respond. 

Mr. President, I know that many of 
my Republican colleagues do not be-

lieve that there is any waste in the 
Pentagon budget. I think they are 
wrong. But even if they are not yet 
convinced, I hope they will support the 
amendment. Under my proposal, it will 
be up to the Senate to decide whether 
any particular item of military spend-
ing is wasteful. That is a judgment 
that a majority of Senators should be 
allowed to make in the future. Also, 
the amendment limits transfers to $2 
billion, which represents less than 1 
percent of the military budget. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment 
poses this question to my colleagues: 
Whose side are you on? Do you want to 
support wasteful bureaucratic overhead 
at the Pentagon? Or do you want to 
stand with America’s women, and sup-
port the fight against domestic vio-
lence? 

I think it is an easy choice. And I 
hope my colleagues agree. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment would allow the transfer of 
up to $2 billion from the wasteful bu-
reaucratic overhead and wasteful pro-
curement in the military budget for 
use in addressing the problems of do-
mestic violence without the 60 vote 
point of order that would otherwise 
apply to such a transfer. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 
a little different interpretation. So I 
would like to state it. This legislation 
would transfer $2 billion out of the De-
partment of Defense. We have no assur-
ance what it would be used for, but it 
would be transferred out of Defense. 

Mr. EXON. 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 are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 73, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 205 Leg.] 

YEAS—26 

Akaka 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 

Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—73 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 

Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Ford 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 

Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1169) was re-
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1170 

(Purpose: Expressing the sense of the Senate 
regarding the nutritional health of children) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator LEAHY and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. LEAHY, for himself, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. 
BAUCUS, proposes an amendment numbered 
1170. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 
NUTRITIONAL HEALTH OF CHIL-
DREN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Federal nutrition programs, such as the 

school lunch program, the school breakfast 
program, the special supplemental nutrition 
program for women, infants, and children 
(referred to in this section as ‘‘WIC’’), the 
child and adult care food program and oth-
ers, are important to the health and well- 
being of children; 

(2) participation in Federal nutrition pro-
grams is voluntary on the part of States, and 
the programs are administered and operated 
by every State; 

(3) a major factor that led to the creation 
of the school lunch program was that a num-
ber of the recruits for the United States 
armed forces in World War II failed physical 
examinations due to problems related to in-
adequate nutrition; 

(4)(A) WIC has proven to be extremely val-
uable in promoting the health of newborn ba-
bies and children; and 

(B) each dollar invested in the prenatal 
component of WIC has been shown to save up 
to $3.50 in medicaid costs related to medical 
problems that arise in the first 90 days after 
the birth of an infant; 

(5) the requirement that infant formula be 
purchased under a competitive bidding sys-
tem under section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) saved $1,000,000,000 
in fiscal year 1994 and enabled States to 
allow 1,600,000 women, infants, and children 
to participate in WIC at no additional cost to 
taxpayers; and 

(6) a balanced Federal budget will provide 
economic benefits to children alive today 
and to future generations of Americans. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
include the assumptions that— 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7410 May 25, 1995 
(1) schools should continue to serve 

lunches that meet minimum nutritional re-
quirements based on tested nutritional re-
search; 

(2) the content of WIC food packages for in-
fants, children, and pregnant and 
postpartum women should continue to be 
based on scientific evidence; 

(3) the competitive bidding system for in-
fant formula under section 17 of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) should 
be maintained; 

(4) foods of minimum nutritional value 
should not be sold in competition with 
school lunches in the school cafeterias dur-
ing lunch hours; 

(5) some reductions in nutrition program 
spending can be made without compromising 
the nutritional well-being of program recipi-
ents; 

(6) in complying with the reconciliation in-
structions in section 6 of this resolution, the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate should take this sec-
tion into account; and 

(7) Congress should continue to move to-
ward fully funding the WIC program. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I think 
this has wide bipartisan support. Basi-
cally this says we will continue the nu-
trition guidelines that this Senate has 
voted for many times, feeding pro-
grams, and will require competitive 
bidding in the sale of infant formula on 
WIC programs. 

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. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, No. 1170. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 206 Leg.] 

YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 

Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 

Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 

Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 

Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 

Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1170) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1171 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

that Federal funding of law enforcement 
programs should be maintained, Federal 
funding for the violent crime reduction 
trust fund should not be reduced, and for 
other purposes) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in behalf of 

Senator LEAHY, I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1171. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III of the resolution, add 

the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MAINTAINING 

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) Federal, State, and local law enforce-

ment officers provide essential services that 
preserve and protect our freedoms and secu-
rity; 

(2) law enforcement officers deserve our ap-
preciation and support; 

(3) law enforcement officers and agencies 
are under increasing attacks, both to their 
physical safety and to their reputations; 

(4) on April 7, 1995, the Senate passed S.J. 
Res. 32 in which the Senate recognizes the 
debt of gratitude the Nation owes to the men 
and women who daily serve the American 
people as law enforcement officers and the 
integrity, honesty, dedication, and sacrifice 
of our Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment officers; 

(5) the Nation’s sense of domestic tran-
quility has been shaken by explosions at the 
World Trade Center in New York and the 
Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City 
and by the fear of violent crime in our cities, 
towns, and rural areas across the Nation; 

(6) Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment efforts need increased financial com-
mitment from the Federal Government and 
not the reduction of such commitment to 
law enforcement if law enforcement officers 
are to carry out their efforts to combat vio-
lent crime; and 

(7) on April 5, 1995, and May 18, 1995, the 
House of Representatives has nonetheless 
voted to reduce $5,000,000,000 from the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund in order to 
provide for tax cuts in both H.R. 1215 and H. 
Con. Res. 67. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to fund Federal law enforcement 
programs and programs to assist State and 
local efforts should be maintained and fund-
ing for the Violent Crime Reduction Trust 
Fund should not be reduced by $5,000,000,000 

as the bill and resolution passed by the 
House of Representatives would require. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment by Senator LEAHY was ex-
plained in some detail but not fully 
during our limited debate. 

Simply stated, this amendment cor-
rects the House money removed from 
the antiterrorism and violent crime 
trust fund to be used for a tax cut. In 
light of the Oklahoma bombing and the 
increased terrorist threat, this amend-
ment says we should put back the 
money that was taken out by the 
House. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
discussed this with the managers. I 
know their concern in moving forward. 
I do not think anybody is going to op-
pose this, and I would accept a voice 
vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
This is in the Senate package, and ac-
tually we will accept it without a roll-
call vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from 
Vermont. 

The amendment (No. 1171) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank—I am sure I would be joined by 
my colleague—Senator LEAHY for his 
offer. We are moving much faster than 
we had anticipated because we are co-
operating. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1172 
(Purpose: To provide for additional Medicare 

payment safeguards) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 
Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1172. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 77, between lines 3 and 4, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . MEDICARE SAFEGUARDS COMPLIANCE 

INITIATIVE. 
(a) ADJUSTMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of points of 

order under the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and con-
current resolutions on the budget— 

(A) the discretionary spending limits under 
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits 
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year; 

(B) the allocations to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of that Act; 

(C) the levels for the major functional cat-
egories that are appropriate and the appro-
priate budgetary aggregates in the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on 
the budget; and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7411 May 25, 1995 
(D) the maximum deficit amount under 

section 601(a)(1) of that Act (and that 
amount as cumulatively adjusted) for the 
current fiscal year, 
shall be adjusted to reflect the amount of ad-
ditional new budget authority or additional 
outlays (as defined in paragraph (2)) reported 
by the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives in 
appropriation Acts (or by the committee of 
conference on such legislation) for the 
Health Care Financing Administration medi-
care payment safeguards programs (as com-
pared to the base level of $396,300,000 for new 
budget authority) that the Congressional 
Budget Office has determined will result in a 
return on investment to the Government of 
at least 4 dollars for each dollar invested. 

(2) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—As used in this 
section, the term ‘‘additional new budget au-
thority’’ or ‘‘additional outlays’’ (as the case 
may be) means, for any fiscal year, budget 
authority in excess of $396,300,000 for pay-
ment safeguards, but shall not exceed— 

(A) for fiscal year 1996, $50,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $50,000,000 in outlays; 

(B) for fiscal year 1997, $55,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $55,000,000 in outlays; 

(C) for fiscal year 1998, $60,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $60,000,000 in outlays; 

(D) for fiscal year 1999, $65,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $65,000,000 in outlays; 

(E) for fiscal year 2000, $70,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $70,000,000 in outlays; 

(F) for fiscal year 2001, $75,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays; 
and 

(G) for fiscal year 2002, $75,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays; 

(b) REVISED LIMITS, ALLOCATIONS, LEVELS, 
AND AGGREGATES.—Upon reporting of legisla-
tion pursuant to paragraph (1), and again 
upon the submission of the conference report 
on such legislation in either House (if a con-
ference report is submitted), the chairman of 
the Committees on the Budget of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives shall file 
with their respective Houses appropriately 
revised— 

(1) the discretionary spending limits under 
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits 
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year; 

(2) the allocations to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of that Act; and 

(3) the levels for the appropriate major 
functional categories that are appropriate 
and the appropriate budgetary aggregates in 
the most recently agreed to concurrent reso-
lutions on the budget; 
to carry out this subsection. These revised 
discretionary spending limits, allocations, 
functional levels, and aggregates shall be 
considered for purposes of congressional en-
forcement under that Act as the discre-
tionary spending limits, allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates. 

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives may report 
appropriately revised allocations pursuant to 
sections 302(b) and 602(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this 
section. 

(d) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section 
shall not apply to any additional budget au-
thority or additional outlays unless— 

(1) in the Senate, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee certifies, based on the in-
formation from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the General Accounting Office, the 
Health Care Financing Administration (as 
well as any other sources deemed relevant), 
that such budget authority or outlays will 
not increase the total of the Federal budget 
deficits over the next 5 years; and 

(2) any funds made available pursuant to 
such budget authority or outlays are avail-
able only for the purpose of carrying out 
Health Care Financing Administration pay-
ment safeguards. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the Health 
and Human Services inspectors general 
have found Medicare losses in billions 
of dollars every year because of the in-
adequate payment safeguards like au-
dits and computer checks. Every dollar 
of investment in payment of safeguards 
saves $11 according to the GAO. 

In order to increase efforts to cut 
Medicare waste, the amendment pro-
vides an exclusion from the domestic 
discretionary caps only for increases 
above current spending levels for Medi-
care payment safeguards. This would 
occur only if the CBO finds that they 
will provide at least a 4-to-1 return on 
investment. A limit is set at $50 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1996, rising to $100 
million in fiscal 2002. 

It cannot be used as a loophole to 
provide for any other kind of addi-
tional spending. 

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. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I be-

lieve we should turn this amendment 
down. This once again increases spend-
ing for a special purpose. We denied 
that for the IRS as to others taking it 
off budget. 

That is essentially what this would 
do. 

I move to table the amendment, and 
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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Mexico to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa. On this question, 
the yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 63, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 207 Leg.] 

YEAS—63 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 

Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 

Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 

Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—36 

Akaka 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1172) was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1173 

(Purpose: Sense of the Senate regarding the 
need to enact long-term care reforms to 
achieve lasting deficit reduction) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator FEINGOLD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. FEINGOLD, for himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. SIMON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1173. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . NEED TO ENACT LONG TERM HEALTH 

CARE REFORM. 
It is the Sense of the Senate that the 104th 

Congress should enact fundamental long- 
term health care reform that emphasizes 
cost-effective, consumer oriented, and con-
sumer-directed home and community-based 
care that builds upon existing family sup-
ports and achieves deficit reduction by help-
ing elderly and disabled individuals remain 
in their own homes and communities. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Senator 
FEINGOLD’s amendment requests the 
sense of the Senate that the 104th Con-
gress should enact fundamental long- 
term health care reform that empha-
sizes cost-effective home and commu-
nity-based care and achieves deficit re-
duction by helping elderly and disabled 
individuals remain in their homes and 
communities. 

I believe this amendment has pos-
sibly been agreed to and possibly could 
be handled by a voice vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, our 
priority in this budget is ensuring the 
short- and long-term solvency of Medi-
care, not necessarily restructuring the 
entire health care system. But I am 
willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the 
majority and I thank Senator FEIN-
GOLD. 

I ask that the amendment be agreed 
to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1173) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1174 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding losses to Medicare and Medicaid 
and other health programs due to disease 
and disability caused by tobacco products) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator HARKIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. HARKIN, for himself and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, proposes an amendment numbered 
1174. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

LOSSES CAUSED BY USE OF TO-
BACCO PRODUCTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-

vention estimates that tobacco products im-
pose a $20,000,000,000 cost per year on Federal 
health programs like medicare and medicaid 
through tobacco-related illnesses; 

(2) tobacco products are unlike any other 
product legally offered for sale because even 
when used an intended they cause death and 
disease; and 

(3) States such as Florida, Mississippi, 
Minnesota, and West Virginia are currently 
taking action to recover State costs associ-
ated with tobacco-related illnesses. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that any proposal by the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate to reduce 
Federal spending on medicare and medicaid 
as required by Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13 should include a proposal to recover from 
tobacco companies a portion of the costs 
their products impose on American tax-
payers and Federal health program including 
medicare and medicaid. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, a brief 
summary of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Iowa would indicate 
that it is the sense of the Senate that 
any proposal by the Finance Com-
mittee to reduce spending on Medicare 
and Medicaid should include a proposal 
to recover from the tobacco companies 
a portion of the cost of their products 
imposed on Medicare and Medicaid and 
other Federal health programs. The 
Center for Disease and Prevention esti-
mates that products sold by tobacco 
companies impose $200 billion a year on 
Medicare and Medicaid and other Fed-
eral health programs through tobacco- 
related illnesses. 

The adoption of this amendment 
would put the Senate on record in sup-

port of the efforts to have tobacco com-
panies pay a portion of the costs of 
their products imposed on American 
taxpayers and the Medicare and Med-
icaid Programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
just going to make a statement, then I 
will yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I say to Senator EXON, 
I have been kind of patient in letting 
him just read what any Senator has to 
say. It is getting more and more like a 
speech. It was supposed to be a little 
brief statement of purpose. 

I hope we can kind of work together 
and keep it to a statement of purpose 
in the future, or we will have to have 
somebody debate the issue on each one 
for an equal amount of time, and we do 
not want to do that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is a 

$140 billion tax increase. Therefore, on 
behalf of myself, Senator ROBB, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, Senator HELMS, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, Senator FAIRCLOTH, 
Senator COVERDELL, Senator THOMP-
SON, Senator WARNER, Senator FRIST, 
and Senator THURMOND, I move to table 
the amendment and 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
FORD] to table the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 68, 
nays 31, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.] 

YEAS—68 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—31 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 

Dorgan 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 

Pell 
Rockefeller 

Sarbanes 
Simon 

Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1174) was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me re-
mind my colleagues that we do have 10 
minutes—1 minute for the explanation, 
9 minutes for the vote. I want to ac-
commodate everybody, but if we are 
going to finish this at a reasonable 
time, we are going to have to stick to 
the 9 minutes. I just give that alert to 
people. Nobody wants to miss a vote. I 
do not want anybody to miss a vote. 
Some people would like to be out of 
here late tonight or early tomorrow. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1175 
(Purpose: To restore funding to Medicare) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator JOHNSTON, I send an amend-
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. MIKULSKI and Mr. 
BREAUX, proposes an amendment numbered 
1175. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, delete lines 12 through 24 and 

insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation 
that reduces revenues and/or increases fund-
ing for the Medicare trust fund not to exceed 
the following amounts: 

‘‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$12,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$22,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$24,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays provided that, if 
CBO scores this surplus differently, then the 
numbers provided above shall be increased or 
decreased proportionally. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate appropriately re-
vised allocations under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
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1974; budgetary aggregates; and levels under 
this resolution, revised by an amount that 
does not exceed the additional deficit reduc-
tion specified under subsection (d).’’ 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Senator 
JOHNSTON’s amendment would allow 
the $170 billion fiscal dividend to be 
used for either a tax cut or restoring 
cuts in Medicare. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. This will be one of 

those amendments where a big portion 
of the reserve fund will be spent. I do 
not think we ought to do that. I think 
we ought to leave it as it came out of 
the committee, as a reserve. It is sub-
ject to a point of order for the same 
reasons and subject to the same provi-
sions of the Budget Act. I raise the 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Pursuant to section 904 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, I 
move to waive the act for consider-
ation of the pending amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 42, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 209 Leg.] 
YEAS—42 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—57 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
question, the yeas are 42, the nays are 
57. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

The point of order is sustained and 
the amendment falls. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1176 
(Purpose: To restore funding for our national 

parks by using amounts set aside for a tax 
cut) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] for 

Mr. REID, proposes an amendment numbered 
1176. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 

insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect $1,000,000,000 
in budget authority and outlays of the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation 
that reduces the adverse effects on discre-
tionary spending on our national parks sys-
tem by restoring funding for rehabilitation, 
restoration, and park maintenance. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, budgetary ag-
gregates, and levels under this resolution, re-
vised by an amount that does not exceed the 
additional deficit reduction specified under 
subsection (a).’’. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, a brief de-
scription of Senator REID’s amend-
ment, which would restore $1 billion in 
funding to the National Park System 
to alleviate the devastating more than 
$2 billion backlog of needs. 

These funds would be drawn from the 
$170 billion fiscal dividend. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 
another effort to divert the reserve 
fund. There is no assurance how the 
money would be used, regardless of 
what the resolution says. 

I raise a point of order, subject to a 
point of order on the Budget Act. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as pre-
viously stated on numerous occasions, 
I move to waive the Budget Act for 
consideration of the pending amend-
ment, and 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nebraska. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 210 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—53 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 53. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is sustained. The amend-
ment falls. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1177 

(Purpose: To restore funding for water 
infrastructure grants) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. SARBANES, for himself, Senators 
LIEBERMAN, MIKULSKI, and KERRY, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. SARBANES, for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. KERRY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1177. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 

insert the following: ‘‘budget, the revenue 
and spending aggregates may be revised and 
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other appropriate budgetary allocations, ag-
gregates, and levels may be revised to reflect 
the additional deficit reduction achieved as 
calculated under subsection (c) for legisla-
tion that reduces revenues, and legislation 
that will provide $10,805,000,000 to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to administer 
federal grants for water infrastructure pro-
grams in the following manner: 

‘‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$962,000,000 in budget authority and 42,000,000 
in outlays; 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$1,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$346,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$2,462,000,000 in budget authority and 
$920,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$1,679,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,291,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,679,000,000 in outlays; and 

‘‘(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,798,000,000 in outlays. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; discretionary 
spending under section 201(a) of this resolu-
tion; and budgetary aggregates and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction calculated under subsection (d).’’ 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution we are debating 
today assumes that Federal grants for 
sewage treatment construction and 
safe drinking water infrastructure 
would be phased out over the next 3 
years. If approved, this proposal would 
end the Federal Government’s 20-year 
commitment to assist cities and towns 
in cleaning up our Nation’s waters. My 
amendment would restore these 
funds—funds which are absolutely vital 
to State and local Government’s efforts 
to meet water quality standards under 
the Clean Water Act. 

Since 1972—when we passed into law 
the Clean Water Act—Congress has 
provided grants to States to help local 
governments meet water quality stand-
ards. These Federal dollars are used to 
capitalize what are known as State re-
volving funds or loan programs. Under 
these revolving funds, States provide 
low-interest construction loans to cit-
ies and towns to construct and improve 
wastewater treatment facilities. These 
grants have been a centerpiece in our 
efforts to reduce point source water 
pollution—the pollution that comes 
from sewer pipes and industrial waste-
water pipes. They have also been in-
strumental in once again making many 
of the rivers, lakes, and estuaries in 
this country fishable and swimmable. 

In my home State of Maryland, these 
moneys, together with millions of dol-
lars in State funds, have been a key to 
efforts to improve water quality and 

restore living resources in the Chesa-
peake Bay—the largest estuary in the 
United States and Maryland’s most 
valuable resource. We still have a long 
way to go, however, before the water 
quality of the bay is sufficient to sus-
tain viable populations of many fish, 
shellfish, and bird species. Maryland 
has been counting on its State revolv-
ing fund as one of its primary mecha-
nisms for reaching the water quality 
goals that it and the other Chesapeake 
Bay Agreement signatories made for 
the bay. In Maryland, the State revolv-
ing fund is used to upgrade treatment 
facilities, correct failing septic sys-
tems, retrofit urban areas with 
stormwater management facilities, and 
restore degraded stream systems im-
pacted from stormwater runoff from 
developed and agricultural areas. All of 
these improvements have a direct im-
pact on the water quality of the Chesa-
peake Bay and its living resources. 

This budget resolution eliminates 
grants to State revolving funds. it 
phases them out over the next 3 years, 
leaving State and local governments on 
their own to come up with the funds 
for adequate wastewater infrastructure 
and setting back our efforts to clean up 
the approximately 40 percent of the Na-
tion’s water bodies that are still im-
paired. Even the rewrite of the Clean 
Water Act that passed the House last 
week—which in my judgment would 
gut some of the most important clean 
water programs provided for in current 
law—continues funding for sewage 
treatment State revolving funds 
through the year 2000. 

The burden this budget proposal 
places on State and local governments 
is staggering. EPA estimates that over 
$137 billion are still needed to achieve 
waste treatment objectives nationwide. 
The State of Maryland estimates that 
its water infrastructure needs over the 
next 5 years are nearly 10 times the 
proposed funding level in the budget 
resolution. 

This proposed cut would also ad-
versely impact the labor market, 
eliminating approximately 100,000 con-
struction related jobs over 5 years, and 
an additional 200,000 jobs over the next 
20 years. It would also jeopardize U.S. 
commitments to the environmental 
provisions of bilateral agreements that 
call for investment in water infrastruc-
ture in the United States-Mexico bor-
der area. 

Mr. President, water pollution is an 
interstate problem that demands a 
Federal response. Water from six 
States flows into the Chesapeake Bay. 
Even if Maryland had the resources to 
complete construction of all needed 
wastewater infrastructure, the Chesa-
peake Bay cleanup efforts will only be 
successful if similar investments are 
made in the five other States in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed. Without 
Federal assistance, however, it is un-
likely that the upstream States will 
make a substantial investment in the 
water quality of the bay. The Congress 
understood the interstate dynamic of 

pollution in 1972 when a bipartisan ma-
jority passed the Clean Water Act and 
began funding waste treatment infra-
structure. We seem to have forgotten 
this lesson. 

This budget resolution also phases 
out on the same schedule all Federal 
funding for grants to assist local gov-
ernments in improving drinking water 
quality. Municipalities need significant 
resources to comply with drinking 
water standards to prevent the serious 
adverse health effects that can and do 
occur from drinking water contamina-
tion. In 1993—just 2 years ago—100 peo-
ple died and over 400,000 fell ill from a 
bacteria outbreak in the public water 
supply in Milwaukee, WI. The Congress 
appropriated money last year for the 
very first time to prevent problems 
like this from happening in the future. 
Mr. President, I remind my colleagues 
that we appropriated these funds to 
save the lives of Americans; to prevent 
illness and disease. This is not pork. 
This is not a make-work public work 
project. It is an investment in the 
health of Americans and in a clean en-
vironment. 

Mr. President, balancing the budget 
should not, and need not, come at the 
expense of human health or a clean en-
vironment. The amendment I offer 
today is deficit neutral and will restore 
water infrastructure grants, including 
money for the clean water, and drink-
ing water State revolving loan funds 
for the next 7 years at 1995 levels. I 
urge my colleagues’ support for this 
amendment to continue this country’s 
investment in clean water and safe 
drinking water. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the Maryland Department of 
the Environment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT 
OF THE ENVIRONMENT, 

Baltimore, MD, May 19, 1995. 
Hon. PAUL S. SARBANES, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SARBANES: This letter is to 
bring an urgent matter to your attention 
and to request your immediate assistance in 
amending the Senate Budget Resolution in 
order to continue the State Revolving Loan 
Fund authorizations through the year 2000, 
as opposed to the current language which 
phases out the program in three years. 

This environmental financing mechanism 
is the largest and only source of funds, other 
than some very small State grant programs, 
now available to local governments strug-
gling to meet the demands of providing ade-
quate infrastructure and protecting surface 
and groundwater resources. 

In addition, the State of Maryland faces 
the special challenge of working to restore 
the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries to-
gether with its neighboring jurisdictions and 
the federal government. Without this fund-
ing mechanism, Maryland will not be able to 
fulfill its commitment to reduce pollution to 
the Bay by the year 2000, as agreed to by the 
signatories of the Chesapeake Bay Agree-
ment. 
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Maryland has been particularly aggressive 

in establishing and maximizing its Revolving 
Loan Fund by leveraging federal and state 
funds through the sale of revenue bonds. 
However, as described below, the needs will 
continue to exceed the availability of funds 
for many years to come. 

The 1994 Annual Needs Survey conducted 
by the Maryland Department of the Environ-
ment documents $1.26 billion in wastewater 
projects needed to: correct areas of failing 
septic systems; eliminate excess inflow and 
infiltration into sanitary collection systems; 
upgrade treatment facilities to meet water 
pollution control standards; and accommo-
date planned development in designated 
growth areas across the State. 

The Survey also identified over $30 million 
in projects to retrofit existing urban areas 
with stormwater quality management facili-
ties and to restore degraded stream systems 
impacted by stormwater runoff from devel-
oped and agricultural areas. These types of 
projects can be financed through the Mary-
land Revolving Loan Fund. 

In addition, the Department estimates 
that there is a need for over $500 million to 
remediate existing municipal landfills, in 
order to restore and protect water quality, 
which is also fundable through the Revolving 
Loan Fund. 

This represents a total need of about $1.8 
billion for water quality improvements in 
the State. The Senate Resolution proposes a 
total of $3.5 billion nationally over the next 
three years, after which no appropriations 
are provided. Of this amount, Maryland 
would receive $76 million over the three 
years, assuming an allocation of 2.1867%. 
Fully leveraging these federal grants and 
state match will generate approximately $180 
million for loans to local governments. Even 
when the portion of the program now revolv-
ing is added, only another $24 million is gen-
erated over this three year period. Thus our 
needs are nearly ten times the proposed 
funding level in the Senate Resolution. 

Not to extend the authorization of the fed-
eral revolving loan funds through the year 
2000 could be the single most devastating set-
back to federal, state and local efforts to 
achieve the restoration of the Chesapeake 
Bay, which has become the national model 
for improving water quality under the Clean 
Water Act. 

I think we would agree that this is a crit-
ical issue requiring your immediate inter-
vention. Please let me know what additional 
support I can provide to assist you with the 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 
JANE T. NISHIDA, 

Secretary. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor, with my friend 
and colleague Senator SARBANES, an 
amendment to Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 13, the congressional budget 
resolution, which would restore fund-
ing for clean water and safe drinking 
water State revolving funds [SRF’s], 
the low-interest loan programs that as-
sist local communities to provide qual-
ity water to their residents. 

Mr. President, there are many things 
in this budget resolution before us that 
I find absolutely amazing. Ranking 
right up there at the top of the list of 
bad ideas is a provision to eliminate 
the Federal low-interest revolving loan 
program which helps communities fi-
nance important water infrastructure 
projects. This provision in the Repub-
lican budget proposal cuts one of the 
very important Federal programs 

which helps local communities meet 
their financial obligations to safeguard 
our citizens’ water. 

Our amendment would restore the 
water infrastructure revolving fund ac-
counts to the 1995 levels of $2.96 billion 
annually through 1996–2002. In addition, 
our amendment is deficit neutral in 
that it provides funding by allocating 
money from section 204 of the budget 
resolution’s surplus allowance. 

I find it extremely ironic that the 
Republican leadership would allow a 
provision which totally eliminates as-
sistance to local communities when 
just weeks ago the Congress passed and 
the President signed into law a bill 
which would require such assistance in 
future legislation. As we all know, the 
unfunded mandates legislation requires 
the Federal Government to fund 100 
percent of certain requirements for 
local and State governments to meet 
Federal safeguards in areas such as 
water or air quality beginning on Janu-
ary 1, 1996. However, at the same time, 
this bill would phase out the very Fed-
eral assistance that the Federal Gov-
ernment has provided for over two dec-
ades. 

While I would have liked to see cer-
tain changes in the unfunded mandates 
legislation and while I offered and sup-
ported amendments to improve the 
bill, I voted for the final version spe-
cifically because I have always believed 
and continue to believe in a strong 
Federal-State-local Government part-
nership. Have we forgotten so quickly 
the concerns we heard expressed from 
towns and cities across this country? I 
have not. I remember the concerned 
conversations I had with dozens of con-
cerned local officials and the letters I 
received from hundreds of concerned 
citizens about the need for assistance 
from the Federal Government. That is 
why I am supporting this amendment 
today. 

Why is Federal assistance still need-
ed in this area? Americans have come 
to expect a certain level of protection 
in the water they drink, the air they 
breathe and the food they eat. Polls 
show that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans believe that the appropriate role 
of the Federal Government is to pro-
vide the necessary safeguards to main-
tain the public health and safety stand-
ards to which they have become accus-
tomed during their lifetimes. 

With approximately 40 percent of our 
Nation’s water sources still impaired, 
we must continue our commitment to 
water pollution prevention and abate-
ment. As we seek to balance the budg-
et, we must be mindful not to hastily 
eliminate the public infrastructure in-
vestments that for too long have been 
short-changed in the recent budget pro-
posals. 

In 1972, a bipartisan Congress passed 
and a Republican President signed into 
law the original Clean Water Act, the 
comprehensive measure to protect and 
restore the quality of water in our Na-
tion’s rivers, lakes, and streams. Since 
then, the water infrastructure program 

has been an important component of a 
well-balanced effort to help local com-
munities reduce pollution from sewage 
and industrial wastewaters. In addi-
tion, the Safe Drinking Water Act pro-
vides a similar program to protect the 
Nation’s ground waters from which we 
get the water that flows from our taps. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy estimates that outstanding water 
infrastructure needs total over $135 bil-
lion nationwide. Phasing out the SRF 
Programs over the next 3 years will 
leave many local towns and cities 
stranded in their financial pursuits. 

In my home State of Massachusetts, 
even with the assistance provided by 
the Federal Government over the 
years, the cost of meeting the water 
quality standards has placed and con-
tinues to place an extraordinary bur-
den on many families and commu-
nities. Many Massachusetts residents 
currently pay water and sewer bills 
that exceed their property taxes. Com-
panies are considering moving their ac-
tivities out of State and lower income 
families worry about paying the ever- 
increasing water bills. 

Ratepayers in the greater Boston 
area must shoulder the burden of a $5.2 
billion water infrastructure construc-
tion project, with only minimal assist-
ance from the Federal Government. 
However, it is not just large cities such 
as Boston or Baltimore or San Diego 
that need assistance. Small- and me-
dium-sized towns across the country 
borrow funds from the State revolving 
fund to upgrade septic systems and 
build wastewater treatment and 
stormwater management facilities. In 
Massachusetts, communities across the 
State—Fall River, Gloucester, New 
Bedford, South Essex, Lynn, to name 
just a few—have mounting water rates 
because of their water projects, and 
need the assistance available from the 
revolving funds. I hope my colleagues 
will support this amendment because it 
is setting the right priorities for this 
country by investing in our local com-
munities to help them to do the long- 
term planning that is vital to sus-
tained economic growth and pros-
perity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator SARBANES and the other co-
sponsors I previously announced, I pro-
pose this amendment to restore water 
infrastructure grants to assist the 
State and local governments in meet-
ing clean water and drinking water 
standards. 

As the amendment draws the funding 
from the $170 billion fiscal dividend, it 
would not increase the deficit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
is, I hope, the last in a series of amend-
ments that attempts to spend the divi-
dend. I do not know how much dividend 
there will be left if we would have 
spent all of it as requested by Demo-
cratic amendments. But, in addition, 
we have no assurance that if this were 
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granted, it would be spent in the man-
ner suggested. 

It is subject to a point of order under 
the Budget Act, and I make the point 
of order. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
waive the Budget Act for consideration 
of the pending amendment, and 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nebraska. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 43, 
nays 56, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 211 Leg.] 
YEAS—43 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Ford 
Glenn 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
are 43, the nays are 56. Three-fifths of 
the Senators duly chosen and sworn 
not having voted in the affirmative, 
the motion is not agreed to. The point 
of order is sustained. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might just ask the Senate if I 
could have 1 minute as if in morning 
business for a completely unrelated 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 852 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent 

that I might have 1 minute, as the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

ABSENCE OF SENATOR MIKULSKI 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland [Ms. 
MIKULSKI] asked me to inform her col-
leagues that she is necessarily absent 
today because of a special event in the 
Mikulski family. 

Today, her niece, Val, and her neph-
ew, Jimmy, are receiving their college 
degrees from Johns Hopkins University 
in Baltimore. 

In addition, I would like my col-
leagues to know that Senator MIKULSKI 
is giving the commencement address at 
Johns Hopkins as well. She is also 
being honored by the university with 
an honorary doctorate for her out-
standing life in public service, her com-
mitment to strengthening higher edu-
cation, and her work on behalf of the 
university. 

On behalf of all my colleagues, I ex-
tend the Senate’s congratulations to 
the family on this very happy day. And 
we know that the Senator and her fam-
ily are very proud of the accomplish-
ments of Val and Jimmy. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1178 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding mandatory major assumptions 
under Function 270: Energy) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator BAUCUS, I send an amend-
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] for 
Mr. BAUCUS, for himself, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. ROBB, Mr. WARNER, Mr. FORD, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. EXON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1178: 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING MAN-
DATORY MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS 
UNDER FUNCTION 270: ENERGY. 

It is the sense of the Senate that within 
the mandatory major assumptions under 
budget function 270, none of the power mar-

keting administrations within the 48 contig-
uous States will be sold, and any savings 
that were assumed would be realized from 
the sale of those power marketing adminis-
trations will be realized through cost reduc-
tions in other programs within the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution assumes $1.6 billion 
from the sale of unnamed power mar-
keting administrations, and I have co-
sponsored this amendment to express 
the Senate’s view that savings should 
be sought from other Department of 
Energy spending rather than from sale 
of the PMA’s. 

Some in Congress and the executive 
branch have tried for years to sell off 
parts or all of the public power genera-
tion, transmission and marketing sys-
tem that we built in the middle of this 
century to bring affordable power to 
rural areas and many small cities. 

From the standpoint of our respon-
sibilities to the public purse, such pro-
posals are penny-wise but pound fool-
ish. For a one-time gain in sale of as-
sets, some propose selling off a system 
that has generated about $50 billion in 
power revenues, a system that has paid 
its way on time and with interest. 

In addition to net power revenues 
that come to the Treasury, the $21.6 
billion that was invested to build the 
PMA’s is being repaid by the power 
customers in the same way most of us 
repay our home mortgages. The system 
has paid off more than $5 billion of the 
initial investment, and $9 billion in in-
terest. 

But, for me, the worst part about 
selling the PMA’s would be the effect 
on rural America. The PMA’s were 
built so our farms and small towns 
would have assess to dependable, af-
fordable electricity. That promise has 
been fulfilled. 

However, the sale of the PMA’s would 
cancel the mortgage, so to speak, upon 
which the PMA’s and their customers 
have been faithfully making payments 
for years. It would add debt to the sys-
tem and force substantial power rate 
increases across rural America. I have 
received estimates that customers in 
my State would see rate increases 
averaging 24 percent. 

In a budget resolution that would cut 
taxes to the most wealthy in this coun-
try, the provision for PMA sales would 
impose a kind of back-door tax in-
crease upon rural America. 

The sale of PMA’s is foolish from a 
public policy standpoint, and it is un-
fair and hurtful to rural America. This 
body should voice its opposition to 
such a proposal by voting for this 
amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from South Dakota would state the 
sense-of-the-Senate that none of the 
Power Market Administrations [PMA] 
should be sold and that the savings as-
sumed from these sales should be taken 
from elsewhere in the Department of 
Energy’s budget. I intend to vote 
against this amendment, and I would 
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like to take a brief moment to explain 
why. 

Many people have offered their inter-
pretations of last November’s elec-
tions. The theme which reoccurs in al-
most all of these analyses is the desire 
of the American people to have a 
smaller and more efficient government. 
The budget before us lays out a road 
map which attempts to accomplish 
that goal. 

My colleagues are well aware that 
the assumptions included in the budget 
resolution are not binding. The author-
ization committees can set their own 
priorities as to how to meet the budget 
outlined in the resolution. We should 
not follow the advice of this sense-of- 
the-Senate amendment that urges the 
authorizing committee to refrain from 
exploring all of the available budget 
options. 

The Power Marketing Administra-
tion sells power generated at Federal 
water projects to millions of Ameri-
cans across the Nation. The power gen-
erated by these facilities is essential to 
many small and rural communities 
throughout my home State of Arizona. 

We should of course be very careful 
not to enter into any agreement which 
would result in unfair rate increases to 
the many people served by these sys-
tems, or that would result in the ineffi-
cient operation of these facilities. 

Nevertheless, the committee should 
be allowed to at least examine the 
issue. Several ideas have been dis-
cussed on how to down size the Federal 
Government in relation to the PMA’s 
either through sale, lease, or manage-
ment contracts. 

The budget resolution suggests that 
existing customers could be given the 
first option to buy the PMA’s. Under 
this scenario, it may be possible for 
users to operate these facilities more 
efficiently than the Federal Govern-
ment and actually reduce power rates. 
These and other ideas could and should 
be discussed to determine if it is pos-
sible to resolve this issue in a manner 
which will meet the public interest. 

Mr. President, I feel it would be inap-
propriate and an abdication of our re-
sponsibility to not even examine if and 
how we can reduce the size of the Gov-
ernment by exploring opportunities to 
provide power in a more efficient and 
cost effective manner. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the amend-
ment that I have just offered proposes 
a sense of the Senate that the budget 
resolution not include language to sell 
the power marketing administrations 
except for Alaska; that offsetting rev-
enue be found in the Department of En-
ergy programs. 

This amendment recognizes that the 
production marketing associations 
contribute an annual $240 million a 
year in revenue to the Treasury while 
providing affordable, reliable power to 
32 rural States. The PMA’s are a vital 
part of this Nation’s infrastructure and 
should not be sold to net an estimated 
$165 million. 

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. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 

budget resolution scales back on the 
President’s proposals to sell PMA’s. 

We reduce the savings in the Presi-
dent’s budget by two-thirds or $2.9 bil-
lion. Our assumption can be accom-
plished by dropping the sale of the 
western PMA’s from the President’s 
budget. We also assume that existing 
customers get a preferential right to 
purchase the PMA’s. I think there are 
some Senators who know which PMA’s 
were in neither proposal. 

I wish to move to table the amend-
ment. 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. The 

question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to table the amendment. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 35, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 212 Leg.] 
YEAS—35 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Helms 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Roth 
Santorum 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Thompson 

NAYS—64 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Moseley-Braun 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 1178) was rejected. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered on the un-
derlying amendment. 

In view of the vote on the motion to 
table, I ask unanimous consent that 
the yeas and nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the yeas and nays are viti-
ated. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1178) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, unless it 
was previously ordered, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senators 
WELLSTONE, MOSELEY-BRAUN, and EXON 
be included as cosponsors of the 
amendment that was just agreed to. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I say to all 
Senators we are making great progress. 
There has been great progress on both 
sides. 

We have two amendments that I 
think we have tentatively agreed to ac-
cept by voice vote. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1179 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding reducing overhead expenses in 
the Department of Defense) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. LEVIN, for himself, and Mr. SIMON, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1179. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . DEFENSE OVERHEAD. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the major discretionary assumptions in 
this concurrent budget resolution include 15 
percent reduction in overhead for programs 
of nondefense agencies that remain funded in 
the budget and whose funding is not inter-
connected with receipts dedicated to a pro-
gram; 

(2) the Committee Report (104–82) on this 
concurrent budget resolution states that 
‘‘this assumption would not reduce funding 
for the programmatic activities of agencies.’’ 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Committees on Armed 
Services and Appropriations should make a 
reduction of at least three percent in over-
head for Fiscal Year 1996 programs of defense 
agencies, and should do so in a manner so as 
not to reduce funding for the programmatic 
activities of these agencies. 

Mr. EXON. This is the Levin-Simon 
amendment. The budget resolution as-
sumes the 15 percent reduction in over-
head for nondefense agencies. The 
Levin-Simon amendment is a sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution which calls on 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the Appropriations Committee to 
make at least a 3-percent reduction in 
overhead in defense agencies without 
reducing programmatic activities. I be-
lieve that, after a lot of discussion, this 
can be accepted by a voice vote. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 

a sense of the Senate, and it in no way 
cuts the dollar amount of defense. De-
fense receives the exact amount of 
money as prescribed in the budget reso-
lution. I have agreed to accept it and 
see how it works out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1179) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1180 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding the essential air service program 
of the Department of Transportation) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BAUCUS, for himself, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. STEVENS and Mr. EXON, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1180. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 
ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the essential air service program of the 

Department of Transportation under sub-
chapter II of chapter 417 of title 49, United 
States Code— 

(A) provides essential airline access to iso-
lated rural communities across the United 
States; 

(B) is necessary for the economic growth 
and development of rural communities; 

(C) connects small rural communities to 
the national air transportation system of the 
United States; 

(D) is a critical component of the national 
transportation system of the United States; 
and 

(E) provides air service to 108 communities 
in 30 States; and 

(2) the National Commission to Ensure a 
Strong Competitive Airline Industry estab-
lished under section 204 of the Airport and 
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve-
ment, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 
1992 recommended maintaining the essential 
air service program with a sufficient level of 
funding to continue to provide air service to 
small communities. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the essential air service 
program of the Department of Transpor-
tation under subchapter II of chapter 417 of 
title 49, United States Code, should receive 
to the maximum extent possible a sufficient 
level of funding to continue to provide air 
service to small rural communities that 
qualify for assistance under the program. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this is an-
other amendment that I believe we 

have worked out with the cooperation 
between both sides. This amendment is 
a sense-of-the-Senate amendment by 
Senator BAUCUS on essential air serv-
ice, which I believe can be accepted by 
the managers. 

Mr. EXON. We have agreed to this 
and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senator 
STEVENS as an original cosponsor. He 
was part of working this amendment 
out. 

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

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent 
that I be added as a cosponsor if I am 
not already one. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 1180) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1181 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding funding for the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1181. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR NATIONAL RAILROAD 
PASSENGER CORPORATION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution include the following: that 
Congress should redirect revenues resulting 
from the 1⁄2 cent of the excise tax rate di-
rected by the amendments made by the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 for 
fiscal years 1996 through 1999 to the account 
under subsection (e) of section 9503 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to a new account 
under such section for grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation for oper-
ating expenses and capital improvements in-
curred by the Corporation. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is the next one on our list. 
It is a sense-of-the-Senate amendment 
by Senator BAUCUS on Amtrak. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 
oppose this amendment on a couple of 
bases. One is that a half cent of the 
gasoline tax would be transferred from 
the highway fund to a special new fund 
called the Amtrak trust fund. I believe 

we ought not do business that way. I 
urge that this amendment be tabled. 

I therefore move to table the amend-
ment and 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 213 Leg.] 

YEAS—50 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Glenn 

Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 

Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1181) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). The clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1182 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
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Senator GRAMS and Senator ABRAHAM 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. Senator LIEBERMAN is also an 
original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI] for Mr. GRAMS, for himself, Mr. ABRAHAM 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1182. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 73, line 2, strike ‘‘may be reduced’’ 

and insert ‘‘shall be reduced’’. 
On page 73, line 2, strike ‘‘may be revised’’ 

and insert ‘‘shall be revised’’. 
On page 74, line 12, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 

‘‘shall’’. 
On page 74, line 13, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 

‘‘shall’’. 
On page 74, line 21, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 

‘‘shall’’. 
On page 74, line 16, insert the following be-

fore the period, ‘‘by providing family tax re-
lief and incentives to stimulate savings, in-
vestment, job creation, and economic 
growth.’’ 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
support this amendment because I be-
lieve that at least a substantial part of 
the fiscal dividend in the budget before 
us is set aside for family tax relief, in-
centives to stimulate savings, invest-
ment, job creation, and economic 
growth. 

Getting our fiscal house in order by 
balancing the budget represents a sig-
nificant investment in our economic 
future. At the same time, I very much 
believe that providing family tax relief 
and savings and investment incentives 
is a significant investment in our col-
lective and individual futures as well. 

The budget will inevitably require 
some painful adjustments. If we are 
asking the American people to make 
some of these adjustments, to share in 
this sacrifice, there should also be a 
light at the end of the tunnel. We 
should provide much-needed tax relief 
to the working families of this coun-
try, and tax incentives to the busi-
nesses of this country so that people 
will continue to have jobs at which 
they can work. 

As I understand it, the family tax re-
lief envisioned by this amendment 
could embrace not only a middle-class 
child credit but a deduction for college 
and vocational training, much like the 
$10,000 education deduction proposed 
earlier this year by President Clinton. 
In my travels across Connecticut, I 
have found that the level of anxiety 
among parents over how to pay for the 
higher education of their children is 
very high. Even those parents who 
have scrupulously saved over the years 
are wondering how they can ever foot 
education bills that run up to hundreds 
of thousands of dollars. And it is im-
portant to point out that while an edu-
cation deduction will make it easier 

for families to invest in the future of 
their children, an education deduction 
also represents a collective investment 
in the future of this country. 

We are all aware of two additional 
facts. First, savings and investment 
are critical to our future economic 
well-being, and second, we are not 
doing enough of either. At present, our 
budget deficit eats up our national sav-
ings by borrowing from our national 
savings pool to pay for our current 
spending. Our national savings rate, 
which has been hovering between 3 and 
4 percent of national income is not 
only historically low for us but three 
to four times lower than competitor 
countries such as Japan. This is a na-
tional crisis which the balanced budget 
before us attempts to address. 

That is one side of the equation. The 
other side is to jump start savings and 
investment in this country by pro-
viding tax incentives for savings and 
investment. Short of a complete over-
haul of the Tax Code, along the lines of 
the thoughtful proposal that has been 
put forth by Senators NUNN and 
DOMENICI, I believe we should act now 
to reverse the downward savings trend 
in this country. 

The initiatives outlined above, com-
bined with a steady path toward a bal-
anced budget, will take us up to a high-
er plateau of savings and investment 
which will translate into new jobs and 
new growth in this country. I encour-
age my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
amendment states that once balance is 
achieved and certified by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, a reserve fund is 
provided to the Finance Committee for 
reduced revenues. 

If the Finance Committee reports a 
tax bill, it would include provisions for 
family tax relief and to stimulate sav-
ings and investment. 

Mr. DOLE. 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 214 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 

Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 

Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 

Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 

Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 

Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1182) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1183 
(Purpose: To propose a substitute) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator CONRAD, I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. CONRAD, for himself, Mr. REID, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. SIMON, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. ROBB, and Mr. BYRD, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1183. 

(The text of the amendment appears 
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amendments 
Submitted.’’) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment received some debate, al-
though limited. I think most Members 
of this body understand the proposal 
very, very well. I do not have enough 
time to explain it in great detail. 

Let me try to sum up very briefly. 
The fair share alternative offered by 
Senator CONRAD and others makes 
some very hard and necessary choices 
in the whole area of budget fairness. 
The Republican plan makes the wrong 
choices. 

This alternative gives us a plan that 
asks everyone to contribute. The fair 
share plan balances the budget by the 
year 2004 without counting the sur-
pluses in the Social Security trust fund 
and achieves more deficit reduction in 
2002 than the Republican plan. 

The fair share plan freezes discre-
tionary spending but restores $190 bil-
lion in public investment. The fair 
share plan restores funding to Medi-
care, Medicaid, student loans, and 
other high priorities. It rejects the tax 
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cut targeted to wealthy and instead 
asks them to contribute by limiting 
the growth of tax loopholes that ben-
efit the wealthy. 

The alternative does not balance the 
budget on the backs of the middle 
class, children, college students, and 
our elders. 

FINALLY, A ‘‘REAL’’ BALANCED BUDGET 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to applaud my colleague and 
friend, Senator CONRAD, for his work in 
constructing this amendment. As I 
learned in 1980 and again in 1985, it is 
not an easy task. But the Senator from 
North Dakota should be commended 
for his courage and resolve to focus his 
budget alternative on three bedrock 
principles that are essential if we real-
ly want to do the job. 

First, the Conrad alternative would 
comply with section 13301 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act and would bal-
ance the budget without counting the 
surpluses in the Social Security trust 
fund. We’ve heard a lot of talk in the 
last few days about how the Republican 
budget resolution would balance the 
budget in 7 years, but the hard facts 
tell otherwise. Again, I would invite 
my colleagues to turn to page 7 of the 
Republican resolution where the deficit 
for fiscal year 2002 is listed as $113.5 bil-
lion. In contrast, the Conrad amend-
ment is designed not only to talk the 
talk, but to walk the walk. Under this 
proposal by the year 2004, the Federal 
budget, excluding Social Security, 
would be in balance. 

Second, the Conrad approach recog-
nizes that the Federal budget cannot 
be balanced through spending cuts 
alone. If we want a balanced budget, we 
have to have a balanced approach. No 
one relishes the idea of raising taxes, 
but the simple fact is that we could 
eliminate all spending on non-defense 
discretionary programs and the budget 
would still be out of whack. Instead of 
facing this budget reality, the Repub-
lican resolution plays Santa Claus, 
promising $170 billion in tax cuts that 
will be written in stone out of a eco-
nomic dividend that may never mate-
rialize. 

Finally, the Conrad amendment pro-
tects programs that are crucial to our 
Nation’s well-being. The Republican 
strategy is an alarming permutation of 
a justification that we heard during 
Vietnam—that we had to burn the vil-
lage in order to save it. Mr. President, 
that line was wrong then and it is 
wrong now. Programs such as edu-
cation and biomedical research are cru-
cial investments in our Nation’s fu-
ture; drastic cuts in such programs are 
penny wise and pound foolish. 

While the Conrad approach offers a 
far more honest and realistic approach 
to balancing the budget, it is not a per-
fect plan. Specifically, I am concerned 
that the $170 billion economic dividend, 
which Senator CONRAD puts towards 
deficit reduction, may never mate-
rialize and that the elimination of tax 
loopholes may fall short of its $228 bil-
lion target. A far more certain and eq-

uitable alternative, I believe, would 
rely on a comprehensive 5 percent 
value added tax that would be ear-
marked specifically for deficit and debt 
reduction. Such an approach would 
reap additional benefits in encouraging 
national savings over consumption and 
in improving our international trade 
position through a border neutral tax. 

While we may differ on some of the 
specifics, let me again applaud the ef-
forts of Senator CONRAD for his willing-
ness to stop the gamesmanship of the 
past few days and to propose the first 
real balanced budget that we have 
seen. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as we ap-
proach final passage of the fiscal 1996 
budget resolution, I want to take a few 
moments to outline my views and con-
cerns on this historic vote. 

CONRAD ALTERNATIVE 

This morning I voted to support Sen-
ator CONRAD’s Fair Share Balanced 
Budget Plan offered as a substitute to 
the majority’s resolution. While this 
plan is far from perfect, it represents a 
fairer, more honest approach to fiscal 
discipline than the underlying budget 
resolution. 

The Fair Share plan would balance 
the budget by 2004 without counting 
the Social Security trust fund in the 
calculation. In other words, it would 
not use the Social Security surpluses 
to mask the true size of the deficit, as 
the majority’s resolution would do. It 
would produce $16 billion more in def-
icit reduction in 2002 than does the Re-
publican plan. 

The plan would freeze non-defense 
discretionary spending, instead of cut-
ting it $190 billion below a freeze, as 
the Republican resolution would do. As 
a result, this alternative would save 
critical investments such as education, 
technology, medical research, and im-
portant environmental clean-up efforts 
from far more severe cuts. 

The alternative would also lessen the 
severity of the Republicans’ cuts in 
Medicare, Medicaid, nutrition and vet-
erans benefits. The plan would fully 
fund student loans. 

The alternative wisely contains no 
tax cuts. As I have said previously, I do 
not believe that now is the time to cut 
taxes. Revenue reductions only serve 
to make the hole we must dig ourselves 
out of that much deeper. Tax cuts 
skewed toward the affluent, as are 
those passed by the House, are espe-
cially difficult to justify. 

Finally, the Fair Share plan would 
cap the rate of growth for tax loopholes 
that benefit corporations and the 
wealthy. It would therefore ensure that 
all segments of society, including the 
most affluent, sacrifice to attain a bal-
anced budget. This stands in stark con-
trast to the Republican plan. 

I do not support every element of 
this alternative, but I believe it makes 
an important statement: There are 
other, fairer routes to a balanced budg-
et than the one offered by our Repub-
lican colleagues. 

FISCAL 1996 RESOLUTION 

Mr. President, in my view, the under-
lying resolution is fundamentally 
flawed. It treats our people not as as-
sets to be developed, but as items in a 
spending cut process. It burns the 
bridges that ordinary Americans use, 
or hope to use, or hope to use, to cross 
over to a better life for themselves and 
their families. And it requires the mid-
dle-class and the less affluent to clean- 
up from the fiscal train wreck of the 
1980’s. I would remind my colleagues 
that our budget would be in balance if 
we were not required to pay interest on 
the debt accumulated solely during the 
Reagan/Bush era. 

In an effort to lessen its adverse im-
pact, I have supported numerous 
amendments to restore funding for 
vital Federal investments such as 
health care, education, and the envi-
ronment. The cost of all of these 
amendments has been fully offset from 
other sources. I regret that few of these 
amendments have passed, but I am 
pleased that we were able to achieve bi-
partisan cooperation in restoring fund-
ing for the National Institutes of 
Health and partial restoration for stu-
dent loans. I offered and cosponsored a 
number of amendments that would 
have restored greater funding for our 
critical investment in education. They, 
unfortunately, failed. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, the American middle- 
class is collapsing around us. A report 
just released by the Casey Foundation 
states that today, nearly a third of all 
men between the ages of 25 and 34 don’t 
earn enough to support a family of 4 
above the poverty level. That’s about 
two and a half times the number from 
25 years ago. 

There was a time when blue collar 
workers formed the bedrock of the 
middle-class. High-wage jobs for people 
without years of advanced education 
were plentiful, and a high school edu-
cation was a passport to a healthy fu-
ture. That time is gone. 

The United States now has the larg-
est gap between rich and poor of any 
industrialized nation in the world. The 
richest 1 percent of American families 
now own 40 percent of our Nation’s 
wealth, whereas in Britain—our closest 
rival—the top 1 percent own just 18 
percent of the wealth. 

If we care about restoring oppor-
tunity and security to our people, then 
we’ve got to do better by them. If we 
want them to obtain the best jobs that 
the new economy has to offer, then 
they’ll need the best education, job 
training, and health care that this 
country has to offer. 

American politics is about change, 
Mr. President. But it is not about this 
kind of change. This debate should be 
about how we build a stronger and a 
richer America, not just fiscally, as im-
portant as that is, but economically 
and socially and morally, as well. 
Using this standard, this resolution 
fails. 
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In the days ahead, it is my sincere 

hope that we can work cooperatively 
together to put our fiscal house in 
order without jeopardizing our neigh-
borhoods, our communities, and our fu-
ture in the process. We can do better, 
and we must. 

GETTING PRIORITIES RIGHT 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of the alternative budget pro-
posed by my colleague from North Da-
kota, Senator CONRAD. 

I have cosponsored this alternative 
because a budget debate is about prior-
ities. The Republican budget resolution 
has its priorities all wrong. And the 
CONRAD alternative, which I helped put 
together, gets our priorities right. 

Mr. President, the problem with the 
Republican budget resolution is that it 
hits middle America in the stomach. It 
tells the elderly, most of whom live on 
fixed incomes, to absorb $256 billion in 
Medicare cuts. This budget asks the 
poor to suffer $175 billion in Medicaid 
cuts. It requires students from middle- 
income families to pay interest on 
their loans during their schooling, a 
total hit of $14 billion. And it would 
cut food and farm programs by $46 bil-
lion. 

As I have mentioned on the floor be-
fore, what is truly galling about the 
Republican budget is that it would use 
this hit to middle-income Americans to 
pay for $170 billion in tax cuts pri-
marily for the wealthy. Tax cuts are ir-
responsible when we are trying to cut 
the budget deficit. And the budget 
passed by the House is even worse. It 
takes $350 billion from programs that 
people depend on and then uses that 
money to pay for tax cuts that would 
overwhelmingly benefit the rich. 

Our alternative is a sharp contrast to 
the Republican budget. My colleague 
from North Dakota and I are interested 
in very different priorities. 

While achieving more deficit reduc-
tion than the Republican plan, we 
would restore much of the funding for 
a few key domestic programs that the 
GOP budget would cut. We would add 
back $100 billion for Medicare. We 
would restore $50 billion for Medicaid. 
We would provide $24 billion more for 
food and farm programs. And we would 
soften the blow to our Nation’s stu-
dents by $14 billion. All of these pro-
grams would still be cut, but not near-
ly so much under our alternative as 
under the Republican budget. 

To pay for our changes, we simply 
would ask the wealthy and big corpora-
tions to give up some of their tax 
breaks, get out of the corporate welfare 
wagon, and help the rest of us pull to-
ward a balanced budget. 

We would require the Finance Com-
mittee to close $228 billion in tax loop-
holes for the wealthy and for big busi-
ness. Foreign corporations that try to 
avoid taxes here could expect a crack-
down under the Conrad budget. Multi-
national firms that try to hide their in-
come from the IRS would have a far 
more difficult time. Billionaires who 
renounce their citizenship and retire to 

tax havens abroad would have to pay 
the taxes the rest of us have to pay. 

We have chosen these tax changes 
carefully. We would not touch the 
home mortgage interest deduction, the 
deduction for State and local taxes, or 
the deduction for charitable giving. 
These are provisions that millions of 
Americans depend on. We would also 
insist that any reduction in tax pref-
erences target those who earn over 
$140,000 a year. 

Also, Mr. President, let me empha-
size that we would use the $170 billion 
fiscal dividend for deficit reduction, 
not for tax cuts for the wealthy. That 
is what the American people want us to 
do—reduce the deficit first. 

And reduce it we do. This alternative 
budget would balance the budget (with-
out counting the Social Security trust 
fund surplus) in the year 2004, two 
years earlier than the Republican 
budget would do so. We achieve more 
deficit reduction than the majority’s 
budget by the year 2002. 

Mr. President, there you have it. I 
will vote for this alternative because it 
does more to reduce the deficit and it 
shares the pain fairly. It asks all Amer-
icans to pay their fair share, and that 
is the right way to cut the deficit. 

Thank you Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 
Republicans, in particular Representa-
tive KASICH and Senator DOMENICI, de-
serve credit for focusing the attention 
of Congress on the great need to bal-
ance the Federal budget. The ever- 
growing national debt is a weight on 
the growth of the economy. Merely 
paying the interest on the debt costs 
taxpayers hundreds of billions of dol-
lars each year and limits the Govern-
ment’s ability to act effectively. I 
strongly support balancing the budget 
at the earliest possible date, and I real-
ize that a lot of sacrifices will need to 
be made in order to reach a balanced 
budget. 

The Republican budget leaders in 
both the Senate and the House were 
brave enough to submit plans that call 
for a great deal of fiscal restraint and 
some hard choices. For that we should 
commend them. 

But, unfortunately for a lot of Amer-
icans and a lot of New Mexicans, the 
choices the Republicans have asked us 
to make are the wrong choices. With 
their eyes firmly fixed on providing tax 
loopholes to the rich and to providing 
an unspecified tax cut, the Republicans 
in Congress are forced to balance the 
budget in an unbalanced way. 

I am sure in coming weeks I will be 
criticized for not voting for the Repub-
lican budget. People will say I did not 
support a balanced budget. But the 
truth is that today I will be recorderd 
as having voted in favor of a balanced 
budget, the very same day the Repub-
lican budget passed. But the balanced 
budget I voted for—the Democratic al-
ternative budget I helped craft—is a 
budget just as strict fiscally as the Re-
publican budget, but fairer to seniors, 
students and working families. 

The Republican budget, in my view, 
is anti-working families, anti-seniors, 
anti-future, and anti-New Mexico. In 
contrast, the Fair Share Plan—formu-
lated by my colleague from North Da-
kota, Senator CONRAD, myself and a 
small group of Democratic Senators— 
does the following: 
I. ACHIEVES EVEN GREATER FISCAL DISCIPLINE 

THAN THE REPUBLICAN PLAN 

A. Balances the budget (on a unified 
basis) by 2002, just as the Republican 
plan does. 

B. Achieves total on-budget balance 
(that is, without using Social Security 
surpluses) by 2004, or 2 years before the 
Republican plan does. 

II. PROTECTS CRITICAL INVESTMENTS IN OUR 
FUTURE COMPETITIVENESS 

A. Restores non-defense discre-
tionary spending to a hard freeze, pro-
viding almost $200 billion more than 
the Republican plan for critical invest-
ments in: First, education and train-
ing, second, infrastructure, third, re-
search & development, and fourth, 
other areas that will boost our eco-
nomic competitiveness in the 21st cen-
tury. 

B. Freezes defense spending to the 
same extent as the Republican plan. 

III. REDUCES THE BURDEN ON MIDDLE CLASS 
FAMILIES 

A. Protects middle class seniors by 
restoring $150 billion from the Repub-
lican cuts in Medicare and Medicaid 
benefits. 

B. Restores to middle class college 
students and their families the full $14 
billion that Republicans propose to cut 
from student loans and other manda-
tory education accounts. 

C. Reverses the Republican plan’s cut 
in the earned income tax credit for 
lower-middle class and poor working 
families, by restoring $60 billion of the 
Republican proposal on income assist-
ance programs. 

D. Only cuts $22 billion from family 
farm and nutrition assistance pro-
grams, $24 billion less than the Repub-
lican proposal. 

E. Restores half of the Republican $10 
billion cuts in veterans benefits. 
IV. ASKS THE WEALTHY TO PAY SOME FAIR 

SHARE OF THE BURDEN OF BALANCING THE 
BUDGET 

A. Rejects the Republican $170 billion 
reserve for tax cuts that will mostly 
benefit wealthy taxpayers. 

B. Asks big corporations and wealthy 
taxpayers (couples making over $140,000 
per year, e.g.) to pay some share of the 
deficit reduction burden, by closing tax 
loopholes and by just limiting the 
growth in tax breaks and tax pref-
erences for corporations and these 
wealthy taxpayers to inflation plus one 
percent (CPI + 1 percent). 
V. BRINGS ALL, AND NOT JUST SOME, OF THE 

COMPONENTS OF FEDERAL EXPENDITURES 
UNDER CONTROL 

A. The Republican budget proposal 
limits Federal direct spending to less 
than a 25-percent increase over the 
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next 7 years, but allows Federal tax ex-
penditures in the form of loopholes, tax 
preferences, and tax breaks to increase 
by almost 50 percent over the next 7 
years. 

B. The Fair Share Budget corrects 
this imbalance by limiting direct 
spending to just over 25-percent in-
crease (cutting over $1 trillion in 
spending and interest over the next 7 
years), but also by slowing the growth 
of Federal tax breaks and tax pref-
erences to a 35-percent increase over 
the same period. The alternative budg-
et requires the cutting of just 5.7 per-
cent of a projected $4 trillion of tax ex-
penditures over the 7 years, and limits 
the cuts only to wealthy corporations 
and wealthy taxpayers (couples earning 
over $140,000, e.g.). 

VI. IS NOT ABOUT RAISING ANYBODY’S TAXES 
A. Tax preferences or tax entitle-

ments are one of the fastest growing 
categories of Federal spending. The 
Fair Share Balanced Budget resolution 
does not reduce these entitlements. It 
only slows their growth to inflation 
plus 1 percent. 

B. The Republicans cannot have it 
both ways. They cannot claim, on the 
one hand, that the Fair Share Budget’s 
proposed slow-down in the growth of 
tax entitlements for the wealthy con-
stitutes a tax increase, but, on the 
other hand, claim that their slow-down 
in the growth of the earned income tax 
credit [EITC] (which is also a tax ex-
penditure) is not a tax increase. If they 
claim that the Fair Share Budget in-
cludes a tax increase on the rich and 
big corporations, they must also admit 
that the Republican budget plan in-
cludes a tax increase on lower-middle 
class and poor working families. 

While not perfect, this Democratic 
alternative plan achieves the goal of a 
balanced Federal budget without ask-
ing America’s working families, sen-
iors and students to bear all of the bur-
den. But the Republican budget does 
not ask the wealthiest corporations 
and the wealthiest Americans to con-
tribute one dime to balance the budget. 
Moreover, in order to secure a $170 bil-
lion reserve for tax cuts to benefit 
mostly wealthy people, the Republican 
budget trades away investments in our 
future—in education, infrastructure, 
and research and development—invest-
ments in our children. 

Remember that the main reason 
given for eliminating the deficit is that 
we are doing it for our children. But, if 
we free our children from the burden of 
the Federal deficit by depriving them 
of the education and training that they 
will need to compete and succeed in the 
global and technologically driven econ-
omy of the next century, then we have 
not been responsible. 

Education programs, for example, are 
especially important to New Mexico. 
My State has the third highest rate of 
children living in poverty of any State 
in the Nation. More than one in four 
children in New Mexico live in families 
with incomes below the poverty line. 
One-third of the students in New Mexi-

co’s schools have limited proficiency in 
English. Its school-age population has 
grown tremendously, and a 12-percent 
increase in New Mexico’s population of 
school-age children is projected over 
the next 7 years. The Republican budg-
et will cut programs for New Mexico’s 
schools by about 30 percent over the 
next seven years; that translates into 
tens of millions of dollars that New 
Mexico’s schools will have to do with-
out as they struggle with these special 
problems. 

By cutting programs to help the chil-
dren of working families go to college 
by nearly a third, which is being pro-
posed by the GOP, tens of thousands of 
New Mexico’s students could lose the 
opportunity to go to college. That 
would be devastating to their futures 
and to the future of our State. In New 
Mexico, most higher education stu-
dents receive Federal financial aid, in-
cluding 33,000 students who receive Pell 
Grants. 

I do not believe that America will be 
well-served by the Republican budget, 
nor do I feel that most Americans 
would agree with the specific proposals 
contained within it. And that is why I 
am proud to have cosponsored the fair 
share balanced budget alternative and 
to vote for it today. 

In conclusion, I want to remind the 
Senate that the passage of any budget 
resolution today is only the beginning 
of a long process that will determine 
the priorities of our Government. The 
budget is only a framework for the ap-
propriations committees to work with 
as they spend the summer determining 
specific spending levels for agencies 
and programs. 

Throughout this process, I pledge to 
continue to fight for proper funding for 
programs that will contribute to pro-
viding educational opportunities for 
our children, meet the health care 
needs of our senior citizens, and reward 
work and encourage innovation in the 
marketplace. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 2 
years ago, we passed the largest tax in-
crease in American history. This will 
be the second largest tax increase in 
American history. I do not think we 
ought to adopt it. 

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. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 60, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 215 Leg.] 
YEAS—39 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Sarbanes 
Simon 

NAYS—60 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 

Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1183) was re-
jected. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to say to the Senate, I apologize 
for the delay I caused. I thought I 
voted before I left. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE TWO HOUSES 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
turn to the adjournment resolution, 
House Concurrent Resolution 72. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Providing for an adjournment of the two 

Houses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur-
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 72) was agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday, 
May 25, 1995, it stand adjourned until noon 
on Tuesday, June 6, 1995, or until noon on 
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the second day after Members are notified to 
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first; 
and that when the Senate recesses or ad-
journs at the close of business on Thursday, 
May 25, 1995, Friday, May 26, 1995, or Satur-
day, May 27, 1995, pursuant to a motion made 
by the Majority Leader or his designee, in 
accordance with this resolution, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until 10 a.m. on Monday, 
June 5, 1995, or until noon on the second day 
after Members are notified to reassemble 
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 
of the House and the Minority Leader of the 
Senate, shall notify the Members of the 
House and Senate, respectively, to reassem-
ble whenever, in their opinion, the public in-
terest shall warrant it. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1184 
(Purpose: To eliminate section 207 of the 

budget resolution) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. SIMON, for himself, Mr. PELL, and Mr. 
KENNEDY, proposes an amendment numbered 
1184. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike section 207 in its entirety. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, a little- 
noticed provision of the budget resolu-
tion will make it more likely that stu-
dent loan cuts will come out of the 
pockets of students, rather than banks, 
bureaucrats, and other middlemen. 
Section 207 changes the way the loan 
costs are scored in the budget by re-
quiring administrative costs—such as 
collection expenses—to be counted on a 
long-term—accrual—basis, rather than 
on a cash basis over the 5-year budget 
window. While this may sound like a 
reasonable change, it is accomplished 
in a manner that is inconsistent and 
biased. 

Section 207 is not applied consist-
ently to all loan programs. Instead, it 
targets student loans in particular. 
Furthermore, this type of end-run 
around the Budget Act is not appro-
priate on a budget resolution. 

Section 207 is biased. There are a 
number of problems with the way that 
loans are scored in the budget. Section 
207 only fixes one of them, skewing the 
scoring against direct student loans. 
This makes it more difficult to achieve 
savings without eliminating the in- 
school interest exemption or increasing 
fees and other student costs. A com-
plete reform of the budget scoring rules 
for loan programs would consider: 

Cost-of-funds. The most significant 
item that overstates the cost of direct 
lending is the discount rate that is cur-
rently used. The interest rates that 

students pay vary annually, and the 
subsidized rates that the Federal Gov-
ernment promises to banks vary each 
quarter. A Council of Economic Advi-
sors memorandum of April 30, 1993, 
points out that ‘‘a multiple year loan 
with an interest rate that resets each 
year should be treated for pricing pur-
poses as having a maturity of one 
year,’’ meaning that a short-term rate 
should be used. But CBO and OMB as-
sume that the Government’s cost-of- 
funds is a higher, long-term rate, the 
10-year bond. This makes direct lend-
ing appear much more costly than it 
really is. Indeed, in a February 8, 1993, 
letter, GAO pointed out that using 
shorter term interest rates would have 
more than doubled the direct loan sav-
ings. 

Tax-exempt bonds. Many student 
loan secondary markets use tax-ex-
empt bonds, costing the Federal Treas-
ury an estimated $2.3 billion over 5 
years. This cost is not considered when 
the Congressional Budget Office deter-
mines how much direct lending saves, 
or how much the guarantee program 
costs. 

Taxpayer bailouts. When guaranty 
agencies agree to share the risk under 
FFEL by paying a larger portion on de-
faulted loans, they are using money 
that belongs to the Federal Govern-
ment—so the Federal Government is 
essentially sharing with itself. Fur-
thermore, when any agency can’t pay 
its share, the Federal Government 
steps in. These costs aren’t currently 
considered. 

I would hope that the chairman 
would reconsider this provision prior to 
conference. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply strikes section 207 
in order to keep all of our options open 
to avoid imposing costs on college stu-
dents and their families. 

The amendment has no cost impact. 
The amendment strikes budget scoring 
rules in the budget resolution that sin-
gle out a particular program. 

This amendment will allow commit-
tees of jurisdiction to look at these 
issues in a comprehensive manner. 
First, last, and always, this amend-
ment protects students. 

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. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

a slightly different impression. The 
Simon amendment would strike lan-
guage in the resolution that corrects a 
bias against guaranteed student loans. 

If adopted, the Simon amendment 
would favor the Clinton administration 
policies for direct Government student 
lending. The budget resolution does not 
do that. 

I move to table the amendment and 
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, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 216 Leg.] 
YEAS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—43 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1184) was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1185 
(Purpose: To reduce military spending by 

$100 to reduce the deficit) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] for 

Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1185. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 7, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 7, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 8, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 8, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 9, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
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On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 66, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$100. 
On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$100. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment would simply reduce the 
defense budget by $100. Let me repeat 
that. This amendment would simply re-
duce the defense budget by $100 in fis-
cal year 1996. The savings is applied to 
the deficit reduction. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance 
of my 30 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If I were you, I 
would, too. 

Mr. President, the sponsor of the 
amendment is here. I am willing to ac-
cept this amendment without a vote. 
Would the Senator agree to that? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment is ludicrous on its face. We 
will spend more than $100 printing the 
cost of this amendment and wasting 
time of this Senate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1186 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1185 
(Purpose: To reduce swine research spending 

by $100 to reduce the deficit) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

a second-degree amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for Mr. CRAIG, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1186 to amendment No. 1185. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed, insert the 

following: 
On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 7, line 3, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 7, line 15, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 8, line 1, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 9, line 14, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 66, line 10, decrease the amount by 

0. 
On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 

0. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

functional levels assume that the swine re-
search be reduced by $100.00. 

Mr. EXON. 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. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa cannot reserve the 
right to object. 

Is there an objection to the dis-
pensing of the quorum? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we are at a 

critical moment here. I would suggest 
that if the Senator from Iowa wishes to 
take $100 out of defense, the second de-
gree-amendment, as I understand it, 
would take $100 out of swine research. 

I would suggest to both sides, why do 
we not agree to sensibly take $100 out 
of defense and $100 out of the swine 
program, and move the Senate ahead. 

Mr. DOLE. Or just raise $100. 
Mr. EXON. I will pay it myself. 
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. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the call of the 
quorum be rescinded. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. The clerk will con-
tinue to call the roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska made a suggestion 
a few moments ago that is now being 
seriously considered. I would simply 
ask, since we are moving so rapidly, 
and since we are near completing this 
in the next 2 hours if we hang on, I 
would just suggest once again that we 
have a voice vote on the proposition 
that we take $100 out of the defense 
budget and $100 out of the swine re-
search facility in Iowa. 

I suggest that be agreed to on a voice 
vote. I would like to know. We will put 
it in proper form if we can get approval 
of it on both sides. 

Informally, I would ask if anyone 
would object if the Senator would put 
it in written form, what I have just 
orally stated? 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there is no 

debate. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the regular order, the question is on 
the amendment. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. 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. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der for purposes of trying to move 
ahead with the budget, if the Senator 
might agree, and we will agree to take 
the two amendments, the one pending 

and the amendment to it, set it aside 
without prejudice and let us move 
ahead with some of the other amend-
ments? 

Mr. EXON. We agree. I think that is 
a good suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1187 

(Purpose: To eliminate the firewall between 
defense and nondefense discretionary ac-
counts) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk for Senators 
SIMON and BUMPERS, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], 

for Mr. SIMON, for himself, and Mr. BUMPERS, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1187. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 65, strike lines 13 through 18 and 

insert ‘‘$477,820,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $526,943,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 65, strike lines 20 through 25 and 
insert ‘‘$466,192,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $506,943,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 2 through 7 and in-
sert ‘‘$479,568,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $499,961,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 9 through 14 and in-
sert ‘‘$477,485,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $502,571,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 16 through 21 and 
insert ‘‘$492,177,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $511,761,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike beginning with line 23 
through line 3, page 67, and insert 
‘‘$496,098,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$517,258,000,000 in outlays; and’’. 

On page 67, strike lines 5 through 10 and in-
sert ‘‘$495,498,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $518,160,000,000 in outlays.’’. 

On page 67, line 22, strike ‘‘sum of the de-
fense and nondefense’’. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Simon- 
Bumpers amendment eliminates the 
resolution’s provision that establishes 
a firewall between defense and non-
defense discretionary accounts. The 
amendment does not change the levels 
of budget authority and outlays, and 
does not add a single cent to the def-
icit. 

The amendment simply assures that 
Congress maintains flexibility to re-
spond to changing spending priorities 
in a prudent, fiscally sound way. That 
sort of flexibility is particularly impor-
tant in light of the vast uncertainties 
concerning the Nation’s domestic and 
military commitments in the years 
ahead. 

As we debate the Nation’s priorities 
within the overall constraints of the 
balanced budget, we should not bind 
ourselves needlessly to subcategories 
within the discretionary caps. Remov-
ing the firewall is a vital step in 
achieving the necessary flexibility. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while 

this does not change the numbers, it 
permits the defense moneys and the 
nondefense moneys to be fungible and 
move back and forth between the two. 

The Budget Committee said we 
should not do that for the next 7 years. 
I believe they are right. 

I move to table the amendment. 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. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-

dicate we have lost about 10 or 15 min-
utes here. I would ask the clerk: At the 
end of the time we will turn in the 
scorecard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. 

The yeas and nays are ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 65, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 217 Leg.] 
YEAS—65 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—33 

Akaka 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Feingold 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Kassebaum Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1187) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 
I suggest that Senators ought to take 

heed of this now. What we are going to 
do, there are three more amendments 
from that side that we are ready to 
take up. Senator EXON is going to ex-
plain each of the three. I will have a 
brief explanation. Then everybody 
ought to stay here because we are 
going to vote on them one after an-
other. We are not going to have an ex-
planation at the end of each one. So 
three explanations, three amendments, 
and vote on those three amendments in 
sequence and immediately upon com-
pleting one go to another, no time in-
terval for explanations. 

Mr. EXON. I would just simply add 
then we will go on with the process 
that had been established by the ma-
jority leader for 10 minutes and 10 min-
utes only thereafter. That does not 
mean—— 

Mr. SIMON. Nine minutes. 
Mr. EXON. Nine minutes thereafter. 

That does not mean we are going to 
change. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Oh, no. 
Mr. EXON. Anything other than to 

maybe expedite things for just a mo-
ment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Right. 
Mr. EXON. We are getting very close. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1188 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the inclusion of reductions in 
Medicare spending in the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 1996) 

Mr. EXON. The first of the three 
amendments that have just been sug-
gested by the Budget Committee chair-
man I send to the desk in behalf of Sen-
ator KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1188. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-

DUCTIONS IN MEDICARE SPENDING. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Medicare protection is as important as 

Social Security protection in guaranteeing 
retirement security and is truly a part of So-
cial Security; 

(2) senior citizens have contributed 
throughout their working lives to Medicare 
in the expectation of health insurance pro-
tection when they retire; 

(3) because of gaps in Medicare coverage, 
senior citizens already spend more than one 
dollar in five of their limited incomes to pur-
chase the health care that they need; 

(4) low and moderate-income senior citi-
zens will suffer most from Medicare cuts, 
since 83 percent of all Medicare spending is 
for older Americans with annual incomes 
below $25,000 and two-thirds is for those with 
annual incomes below $15,000; 

(5) at the present time, Medicare only pays 
68 percent of what the private sector pays for 

comparable physicians’ services and 69 per-
cent of what the private sector pays for com-
parable hospital care; 

(6) piecemeal, budget-driven cuts in Medi-
care will only shift costs from the Federal 
budget to the family budgets of senior citi-
zens and working Americans; 

(7) deep cuts in Medicare could damage the 
quality of American medicine, by endan-
gering hospitals and other health care insti-
tutions that depend on Medicare, including 
rural hospitals, inner-city hospitals, and aca-
demic health centers; 

(8) deep cuts in Medicare will make essen-
tial health care less available to millions of 
uninsured Americans, by endangering the fi-
nancial stability of hospitals providing such 
care; and 

(9) cuts in Medicare benefits should not be 
used to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this con-
current resolution assume that reductions in 
projected Medicare spending included in the 
reconciliation bill for fiscal year 1996 should 
not increase medical costs such as pre-
miums, deductibles, and coinsurance or di-
minish access to health care for senior citi-
zens, and further, that major reductions in 
projected Medicare spending should not be 
enacted by the Congress except in the con-
text of a broad, bipartisan health reform 
plan that will not— 

(1) increase costs or reduce access to care 
for senior citizens; 

(2) shift costs to working Americans; or 
(3) damage the quality of American medi-

cine. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Senator 
KENNEDY’s amendment urges that any 
reductions in Medicare should not in-
crease premiums, deductibles and co- 
insurance for senior citizens and that 
Medicare reductions should not be en-
acted except as part of a broader health 
reform. 

I send a second amendment to the 
desk. 

Mr. DOLE. Could I have an expla-
nation of the one we just did, an expla-
nation of the first Kennedy amend-
ment? 

Mr. EXON. I thought we were going 
to do it in sequence. 

Go ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We interpret the 

Kennedy amendment to propose that 
we hold Medicare reform hostage until 
we have a national health care reform 
package. But I am going to move to 
table it at the appropriate time in any 
event. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1189 
(Purpose: To restore $28,000,000,000 in outlays 

over seven years to reduce by $22,000,000,000 
the discretionary cuts proposed in elemen-
tary and secondary education programs 
and reduce the reconciliation instructions 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources (primarily affecting student loans) 
by $6 billion by closing corporate tax loop-
holes) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk, a second 
amendment, offered by Senator KEN-
NEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. KENNEDY, for himself, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
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SIMON, and Mr. PELL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1189. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$5,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$5,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$5,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 

$5,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$28,300,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$5,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$3,400,000,000. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$3,600,000,000. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$3,800,000,000. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000,000. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$4,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 
$28,300,000,000. 

On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 64, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 64, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$4,600,000,000. 

On page 64, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$6,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 
$26,700,000,000. 

On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Senator 
KENNEDY’s amendment would restore 
$28 billion over the budget period for 
education, $6 billion to student loan ac-
counts, $22 billion to restore funding to 
elementary and secondary education 
programs. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
increases taxes $22 billion and provides 
for the expenditure thereof without 
any assurance it will be spent that way 
under budget law. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1190 
(Purpose: To add $8,871,091,316 in budget au-

thority and $6,770,659,752 in outlays to 
Function 500 over 7 years to restore fund-
ing to the Pell Grant Program by closing 
tax loopholes) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send a 

third amendment by Senator KENNEDY 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. KENNEDY, for himself and Mr. PELL, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1190. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$65,246,479. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$430,766,179. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$832,941,958. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,222,899,409. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,648,270,247. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$2,097,874,450. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
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On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 

$65,246,479. 
On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 

$430,766,179. 
On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$832,941,958. 
On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,222,899,409. 
On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,648,270,247. 
On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,097,874,450. 
On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 

$65,246,479. 
On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 

$430,766,179. 
On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 

$832,941,958. 
On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 

$1,222,899,409. 
On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,648,270,247. 
On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,097,874,450. 
On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is about something that we 
all know a great deal and have gen-
erally supported very well, Pell grants. 
This amendment, also sponsored by 
Senator PELL, would restore $8.8 bil-
lion over the budget period to protect 
the value of Pell grants against infla-
tion and increasing college enroll-
ments. Under the pending budget pro-
posal, the Pell grants would decline in 
value by 40 percent over the next 7 
years. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, again, 

we are going to raise taxes by $8.8 bil-
lion to spend that amount of money. I 
believe we have held firm on that here-
tofore, and I hope we do so again. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order that 
all three amendments be ordered to be 
for a rollcall vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not waive a right to table the amend-
ments, do I, with that? 

Mr. EXON. No, the Senator does not. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Fine. I have no ob-

jection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we 
have a way to dispose of Harkin- 
McCain. I would add that as a fourth 
effort and move to table the underlying 
amendment—that will take care of 
both of them—and 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. 
Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob-

ject to make sure we understand 
that—— 

Mr. DOLE. I have cleared it with 
Senator HARKIN. 

Mr. EXON. I believe what the major-
ity leader just said has been agreed to 
by Senator HARKIN, but I do want to 
check with him. As I understand it, 
you on that side will offer a tabling 
motion. 

Mr. DOLE. I just did it. 
Mr. EXON. The Senator just did it. 
Mr. DOLE. To table both of them. 
Mr. EXON. And that will be the 

fourth of the series of votes that we 
have just scheduled. 

Mr. DOLE. Right. 
Mr. HARKIN. That is a motion to 

table Harkin. 
Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. Anyone may reserve the 

right to offer a motion to table. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, were the 

yeas and nays ordered on the three 
amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not been ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object, is this the Harkin amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a request pending. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, was the re-
quest granted that the yeas and nays 
will be in order on all three? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That re-
quest has been agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on all three. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table the 

first Kennedy amendment and 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. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1188 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 218 Leg.] 
YEAS—58 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—41 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 1188) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the second Kennedy 
amendment and 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. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1189 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 
1189, offered by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 219 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1189) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, is the 
pending business the third pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and 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. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1190 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Massachu-
setts. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 220 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 

D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 

Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 

Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 

Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1190) was agreed to. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1185 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on agreeing to the mo-
tion to table amendment No. 1185. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 73, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 221 Leg.] 

YEAS—73 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—26 

Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Craig 
Daschle 
Dorgan 
Feingold 

Grassley 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Rockefeller 
Simon 
Snowe 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1185) was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous-consent—and I have talked to 
Senator DOMENICI about this—that we 
might recognize the Senator from Cali-
fornia very briefly for a unanimous 
consent request that I think will be ap-
proved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
thank you very much. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to change my 
vote on rollcall No. 220, amendment 
numbered 1190, from a ‘‘yea’’ to a 
‘‘nay.’’ It will not make a difference in 
the vote count. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1191 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the priority that should be given 
to renewable energy and energy efficiency 
research, development, and demonstration 
activities) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment submitted by Senator 
BINGAMAN and Senator JEFFORDS that 
expresses the sense of the Senate on re-
newable energy and energy efficiency 
technologies and research development 
and demonstration activities in these 
areas, and our priority within the Fed-
eral Energy Research Program. Co-
sponsors of this amendment are Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. LEAHY. I 
think it has been cleared on both sides. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
have no objection. We accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send the 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BINGAMAN, for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. LEAHY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1191. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 
PRIORITY THAT SHOULD BE GIVEN 
TO RENEWABLE ENERGY AND EN-
ERGY EFFICIENCY RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, AND DEMONSTRATION 
ACTIVITIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) section 1202 of the Energy Policy Act of 

1992 (106 Stat. 2956), which passed the Senate 
93 to 3 and was signed into law by President 
Bush in 1992, amended section 6 of the Re-
newable Energy and Energy Efficiency Tech-
nology Competitiveness Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 
12005) to direct the Secretary of Energy to 
conduct a 5-year program to commercialize 
renewable energy and energy efficiency tech-
nologies; 

(2) poll after poll shows that the American 
people overwhelmingly believe that renew-
able energy and energy efficiency tech-
nologies should be the highest priority of 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7429 May 25, 1995 
Federal research, development, and dem-
onstration activities; 

(3) renewable technologies (such as wind, 
photovoltaic, solar thermal, geothermal, and 
biomass technology) have made significant 
progress toward increased reliability and de-
creased cost; 

(4) energy efficient technologies in the 
building, industrial, transportation, and util-
ity sectors have saved more than 3 trillion 
dollars for industries, consumers, and the 
Federal Government over the past 20 years 
while creating jobs, improving the competi-
tiveness of the economy, making housing 
more affordable, and reducing the emissions 
of environmentally damaging pollutants; 

(5) the renewable energy and energy effi-
ciency technology programs feature private 
sector cost shares that are among the high-
est of Federal energy research and develop-
ment programs; 

(6) according to the Energy Information 
Administration, the United States currently 
imports more than 50 percent of its oil, rep-
resenting $46,000,000,000, or approximately 40 
percent, of the $116,000,000,000 total United 
States merchandise deficit in 1993; and 

(7) renewable energy and energy efficiency 
technologies represent potential inroads for 
American companies into export markets for 
energy products and services estimated at 
least $225,000,000,000 over the next 25 years. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the assumptions underlying the 
functional totals in this resolution include 
the assumption that renewable energy and 
energy efficiency technology research, devel-
opment, and demonstration activities should 
be given priority among the Federal energy 
research programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment (No. 1191) is 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. At the suggestion of 
the majority leader, we have engaged 
in taking three amendments in a row 
and explaining them in advance, and 
then voting on them one after another 
so that there is no time lost. Senator 
EXON is going to offer three amend-
ments, all three Bradley amendments. 
We know what they are. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order now for the managers to explain 
each of the three in sequence and 
thereafter, when the explanations are 
completed, each of the amendments be 
voted in sequence and that time for 
each amendment be 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague for the explanation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1192 
(Purpose: To establish a process to identify 

and control tax expenditures by setting a 
target for cuts) 

Mr. EXON. I send an amendment to 
the desk, the No. 1 Bradley amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BRADLEY, for himself and Mr. DASCHLE, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1192. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 79, between lines 3 and 4, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . IDENTIFICATION AND CONTROL OF TAX 

EXPENDITURES. 
(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 

order in the Senate to consider any concur-
rent resolution on the budget (or amend-
ment, motion, or conference report on such a 
resolution) that does not include— 

(1) appropriate levels for the budget year 
and planning levels for each of the 6 fiscal 
years following the budget year for the total 
amount, if any, tax expenditures should be 
increased or decreased by bills and resolu-
tions to be reported by the appropriate com-
mittees; and 

(2) tax expenditures for each major func-
tional category, based on the allocations of 
the total levels set forth in the resolution. 

(b) CBO.—The Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office shall include alter-
natives for allocating tax expenditures in ac-
cordance with national priorities as required 
by section 202(f)(1) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this 
amendment makes a very simple point: 
we can spend money just as easily 
through the Tax Code as we can 
through the appropriations process or 
through the creation of mandatory 
spending programs. 

The amendment that I have offered 
would simply require that in our an-
nual budget process we establish tar-
gets for reducing tax loopholes—just as 
we do for all other types of spending. 
Those targets would be enforced 
through a separate line in our budget 
reconciliation instructions for reduc-
tions in tax loopholes. We already do 
this for other entitlement programs. 
There is no reason not to do so for tax 
loopholes. The Senate would pass a 
budget resolution asking the Finance 
Committee to reduce tax loopholes, for 
example, by $10 billion a year or $20 bil-
lion or whatever the Senate decides is 
prudent. It would be up to the Finance 
Committee to meet those targets 
through the reconciliation process. 

This separate tax expenditure target 
would not replace our current revenue 
targets. Instead, it would simply en-
sure that the committee take at least 
the specified amount from tax loop-
holes. In other words, we would ensure 
that the committee would not raise the 
targeted amount from rate increases. 

I think we should be honest about the 
hundreds of billions of dollars that we 
spend each year through tax loopholes. 
Spending is spending, whether it comes 
in the form of a government check or 
in the form of a special exception from 
the tax rates that apply to everyone 
else. 

Tax expenditures are a large and rap-
idly growing form of spending by the 
Federal Government. According to the 
Budget Committee, in 1996, tax expend-
itures will cost over $480 billion; left 
unchecked, we will spend roughly $4 
trillion on tax expenditures between 
now and 2002. In 1986, we dramatically 
scaled back these loopholes. However, 
since that time, they have grown at an 
astronomical rate. At a time when we 
are properly talking about other spend-
ing cuts, I do not believe that tax ex-
penditures should be off the table. 

Tax expenditures or tax loopholes 
allow some taxpayers to lower their 
taxes and leave the rest of us paying 
higher taxes than we otherwise would 
pay. By requiring that Congress estab-
lish specific targets for tax loopholes 
as part of the budget reconciliation 
process, this amendment simply places 
tax loopholes under the same budg-
etary scrutiny as all other spending 
programs. 

Tax loopholes do not, as some would 
say, simply allow people to keep more 
of what they have earned. Rather, they 
give the few a special exception from 
the rules that oblige everyone to share 
in the responsibility of the national de-
fense and protecting the young, the 
aged, and the infirm. 

Mr. President, in the face of a Fed-
eral debt rapidly approaching $5 tril-
lion, we cannot afford to be timid. Our 
children’s way of life is dependent upon 
our acting on the Federal deficit today 
and tomorrow and every year there-
after until we restore fiscal sanity to 
our budget. We cannot wait until we 
grow our way out of the debt. And we 
should not and cannot wait until defi-
cits start drifting up in the latter half 
of this decade before we do something. 

The Congressional Budget Office tells 
us that by 2004 the national debt held 
by the public will rise to roughly $6 
trillion. At that time, the national 
debt will equal almost 55 percent of our 
gross domestic product. By 2004, inter-
est payments on that debt will be ap-
proximately $334 billion, or over 3 per-
cent of our gross domestic product. One 
recent report stated that these interest 
payments will cost each of today’s chil-
dren over $130,000 in extra taxes over 
the course of their lifetime. Our na-
tional debt is nothing less than a mort-
gage on our Nation’s, and our chil-
dren’s, future. 

Mr. President, let us not kid our-
selves. As we have seen from this 
week’s debate, addressing our bur-
geoning debt will not be easy. If it was, 
we would have done it years ago. In-
stead, it will require a very thoughtful, 
and sometimes difficult, debate over 
our Nation’s priorities and what sac-
rifices 
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we are willing to make in order to bal-
ance the budget. This means that we 
are going to have to take a hard look 
at what we spend the taxpayers’ money 
on. And that means all of our spending 
programs—tax expenditures included. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
simply to try to draw the Senate’s at-
tention to the very targeted spending 
we do through the Tax Code—spending 
that is not subject to the annual appro-
priations process; spending that is not 
subject to the executive order capping 
the growth of mandatory spending; 
spending that is rarely ever debated on 
the floor of the Senate once it becomes 
part of the Tax Code. The preferential 
deductions or credits or depreciation 
schedules or timing rules that we pro-
vide through the Tax Code are simply 
entitlement programs under another 
guise. Many of them make sense, Mr. 
President. And I would be the first to 
admit that. Many, however, probably 
could not stand the light of day if we 
had to vote on them as direct spending 
programs. 

Given our critical need for deficit re-
duction, tax spending should not be 
treated any better or worse then other 
programs. It should not be protected 
any more than Social Security pay-
ments or crop price support payments 
or Medicare payments or welfare pay-
ments. 

What am I really talking about? I am 
talking about provisions that allow 
wealthy Americans to renounce their 
citizenship in order to avoid paying 
their fair share of U.S. taxes. That is 
already in the Tax Code. I am talking 
about letting wealthy taxpayers rent 
their homes for 2 weeks a year without 
having to report any income. That is 
already in the Tax Code. I am talking 
about providing production subsidies in 
excess of the dollars invested for the 
production of lead, uranium and asbes-
tos—three poisons on which we spend 
millions of dollars each year just try-
ing to clean up. That is already in the 
code. I am talking about tax credits for 
clean-fuel vehicles, cancellation of in-
debtedness income for farmers or real 
estate developers, special amortization 
periods for timber companies’ reforest-
ation efforts, industrial development 
bonds for airports or docks, special 
treatment of capital construction 
funds for shipping companies, et 
cetera, et cetera. 

Mr. President, let me be clear that 
this bill does not pinpoint specific pro-
grams and I am not suggested that we 
eliminate all tax expenditures. In fact, 
I support many of them. Instead, I am 
simply suggesting that we subject 
them to the same level of scrutiny as 
all other entitlement programs. 

If we are serious about deficit reduc-
tion—and for our Nation’s future I sin-
cerely hope that we are—then every 
segment of spending will have to be ex-
amined. We cannot do it fairly through 
discretionary spending cuts alone. In-
deed, that is an area of the budget that 
is shrinking in terms of gross national 
product. Likewise, we cannot do it fair-

ly through entitlement cuts alone. In 
order to achieve equitable, lasting def-
icit reduction, we will need to consider 
tax loopholes as well. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, for 
nearly a decade now, one of our pri-
mary tasks has been to leash the bur-
geoning budget deficit and keep it 
under control. As my colleagues well 
know, the process of reducing the def-
icit is a painstaking one, during which 
every item of direct spending is scruti-
nized. Even entitlements are today fac-
ing the budget ax—for example, this 
budget resolution envisions $256 billion 
in Medicare cuts alone. 

This scrutiny, however, is reserved 
for direct spending items. Yet, one of 
our largest areas of spending in the 
Federal budget is tax expenditures—ex-
clusions, exemptions, deductions, cred-
its, preferential rates, and deferrals of 
tax liability. While, at the margin, we 
can debate exactly what constitutes a 
tax expenditure, these items will drain 
about $480 billion from Federal reve-
nues this year. 

Let me make it clear that I do not 
support a massive elimination of tax 
expenditures without regard to merit. 
However, this very large and important 
part of Federal spending—for, clearly, 
that is what it is—deserves the same 
scrutiny as direct spending. 

Currently, tax expenditures receive 
only minimal attention on an annual 
basis. Nowhere is this information in-
corporated in the budget process in a 
meaningful way—a way that spurs ac-
tion to limit this form of spending. 
There are no targets for tax expendi-
tures called for in the budget resolu-
tion, and there is nothing to force 
members to view tax expenditures by 
budget function, comparing aggregate 
spending in any given area through 
both direct spending and tax expendi-
tures. 

The Bradley amendment would re-
quire the annual budget resolution to 
set forth the total amount, if any, by 
which tax expenditures should be in-
creased or decreased. The resolution 
would have to include such totals both 
for the upcoming fiscal year and, for 
planning purposes, for the following 6 
fiscal years. additionally, the total 
level of tax expenditures for the up-
coming fiscal year would need to be 
broken out among the major functional 
categories. The budget resolution 
would be subject to a point of order if 
it failed to include the information on 
tax expenditures that is required by 
the Bradley amendment. 

I applaud Senator BRADLEY for his 
continued leadership on this very im-
portant issue, and I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting his amend-
ment. 

Mr. EXON. Very briefly, this Bradley 
amendment requires Congress to set 
targets for reduction in tax expendi-
tures similar to targets it set for man-
datory spending in our budget resolu-
tion instructions. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 
going to be subject to a point of order. 

It establishes a whole new process in 
treating budget resolutions and tax 
bills, and I do not believe we ought to 
be doing it here on the floor. When it is 
appropriate, I will raise the point of 
order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1193 
(Purpose: To restore cuts in Medicare and 

NIH by raising the tobacco tax by $1 a pack) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I submit 

the second Bradley amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1193. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. —. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING OFF-

SETTING NIH AND MEDICARE CUTS 
WITH TOBACCO TAX REVENUES. 

(a) TOBACCO TAX.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, in meeting the committee’s revenue 
instruction under section 6, will increase the 
Federal tax on cigarettes by $1.00 a pack, tax 
smokeless tobacco products at the same rate 
as cigarettes, and increase the tax on all 
other tobacco products by a factor of 5.1667 
and that the resulting revenues will be allo-
cated as provided in subsection (b). 

(b) USE OF REVENUES.—The revenues re-
sulting from the taxes provided in subsection 
(a) shall be allocated as follows: 

(1) 90 percent of the revenues 
($75,900,000,000) to offset medicare cuts, re-
ducing the total amount of cuts by 30 per-
cent. 

(2) 9.4 percent of the revenues 
($7,900,000,000) to offset the entire reduction 
to the NIH budget. 

(3) 0.6 percent of the revenues, $530,000,000 
to assist tobacco farmers and communities 
in converting to new crops. 

On page 63, line 7, strike the period and in-
sert the following: ‘‘. The Senate Committee 
on Finance shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to increase revenues 
$12.5 billion in fiscal year 1996, $61.8 billion 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $84.3 billion for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002.’’. 

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$12.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$12.2 billion. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$11.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$11.4 billion. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$11.1 billion. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$12.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$12.2 billion. 

On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 
$11.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 
$11.4 billion. 

On page 3, line 26, increase the amount by 
$11.1 billion. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 
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On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 6, line 3, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 6, line 7, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 7, line 3, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 7, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 7, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 7, line 7, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 7, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 7, line 9, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by 

$0.08 billion. 
On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by 

$0.08 billion. 
On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by 

$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 7, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 24, line 7, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 16, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 23, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 5, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 20, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 35, line 21, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 2, increase the amount by 
$11.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 3, increase the amount by 
$11.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 9, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 10, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 16, increase the amount by 
$11.0 billion. 

On page 36, line 17, increase the amount by 
$11.0 billion. 

On page 36, line 23, increase the amount by 
$10.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 24, increase the amount by 
$10.6 billion. 

On page 37, line 5, increase the amount by 
$10.2 billion. 

On page 37, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10.2 billion. 

On page 37, line 12, increase the amount by 
$9.9 billion. 

On page 37, line 13, increase the amount by 
$9.9 billion. 

On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1193 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this 

amendment would eliminate 30 percent 
of the proposed Medicare cuts and the 
entire cut to the NIH budget. These 
cuts would be offset with revenues gen-
erated by increasing the tobacco tax. 

Mr. President, my amendment pre-
sents a win-win-win situation. It will 
improve not one, not two, but three 
threats to our national health. First, it 
dampens the incredibly harsh blow 
which the proposed budget will deal to 
our Nation’s oldest citizens. Second, it 
ensures that the NIH will be able to 
continue its current efforts to develop 
life-saving technologies. And finally, it 
will encourage our citizens—particu-
larly our children and teenagers—to 
avoid the addiction, sickness, and 
death which result from tobacco use. 

The first national health threat 
which my amendment seeks to improve 
involves the proposed Medicare cuts. 
We are all aware that the budget reso-
lution would reduce spending for the 
Medicare program by $256 billion over 7 
years. This means that seniors will 
have to find an average of $3,447 more 
dollars to pay for their health care 
over the next 7 years. In my home 
State of New Jersey, seniors will have 
to come up with an additional $932 in 
the year 2002 alone just to pay for the 
additional Medicare costs which this 
budget imposes on them. For many 
seniors across the country, these new 
costs will be extremely difficult to 
bear. In 1992, the median income of sen-
iors in this country was only about 
$17,000 a year, and over 20 percent of 
this income already goes for health-re-
lated costs. For the millions of seniors 
across the country who live on fixed in-
comes, finding an additional $3,447 over 
7 years will mean having to give up 
something else which is important to 
them. It is estimated that there are al-
ready nearly 8 million seniors nation-
wide who are forced to choose each 
month between paying for their medi-
cations and paying for food. I can’t 
help wondering how many millions 
more seniors will be faced with this 
horrible choice once the proposed cuts 
go into place. 

Increased financial burdens on sen-
iors is only one of the negative con-
sequences which will result from the 
proposed Medicare cuts. Along with 
having to pay more, seniors will likely 
find that their ability to choose their 
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own doctor restricted—perhaps not ex-
plicitly, but because financial limita-
tions leave them with no choice but to 
join a managed care plan. Also, doc-
tors, hospitals, and other providers are 
all likely to face reduced payments. 
They already receive far lower pay-
ments from Medicare than from pri-
vate insurers, and if Medicare rates are 
reduced much further some may find 
that they can no longer afford to take 
Medicare patients. Those which do 
keep taking Medicare will be forced to 
shift even more costs onto their pri-
vately insured patients, creating a hid-
den tax on employers and individuals. 

Mr. President, the proposed Medicare 
cuts are bad news for seniors; they are 
bad news for health care providers; and 
they are bad news for employers and 
individuals nationwide. My amendment 
will make this bad news a little better. 
It does this by offsetting 30 percent of 
the proposed Medicare cuts with reve-
nues generated by increasing the Fed-
eral tax on tobacco products. This 
means that $76 billion will be restored 
to the Medicare Program. It reduces 
the amount of additional money which 
each senior must find from $3,447 to 
$2,413 over 7 years. I understand that 
$2,413 is still an enormous amount of 
money for anyone on a fixed income to 
part with. But $2,413 is at least better 
than $3,447. 

Mr. President, Medicare cuts are just 
one of the national health threats 
which my amendment seeks to im-
prove. The second threat is the pro-
posal, contained in this resolution, to 
cut the budget of the National Insti-
tutes of Health by 10 percent next year 
and then freeze it through the year 
2002. 

Mr. President, cutting the NIH budg-
et is shortsighted policy at its worst. 
NIH-funded research impacts the lives 
of millions of Americans every day. 
Technologies and drugs developed with 
NIH funds not only improve Ameri-
cans’ quality of life; they also save 
lives. Without the basic research which 
is funded by the NIH, in a few years the 
private sector will have limited funda-
mental research upon which to base its 
own efforts. The result will be a dra-
matic slowdown in the development of 
life-improving and life-saving tech-
nologies. I have no way of knowing 
which of us in this room, or which of 
our loved ones, could benefit in the fu-
ture from technologies which NIH is 
developing today. But I do know that 
we owe it to all present and future 
Americans to ensure that their access 
to these technologies is not limited due 
to shortsighted budget cutting. 

For those who are not convinced that 
NIH’s role in improving and saving 
lives warrants restoring its budget, let 
me make one final point: Much of NIH 
research reduces health care spending. 
For example, the NIH recently esti-
mated that approximately $4.3 billion 
invested in NIH research had the po-
tential to realize annual savings of be-
tween $9.3 and $13.6 billion. This trans-
lates into a 200- to 300-percent annual 

return. I challenge my colleagues to 
find any type of Federal spending 
which provides an annual return of at 
least 200 percent. Given that payoff, we 
can’t afford to not invest in the NIH. 

My amendment recognizes these im-
mense benefits generated by NIH, and 
seeks to ensure that this research can 
continue at its present level into the 
future. To do this, the amendment re-
stores the entire $7.9 million which the 
Republican resolution cuts from the 
NIH budget. 

Finally, Mr. President, this amend-
ment addresses the national health 
threat created by tobacco use. It seeks 
to encourage our citizens—particularly 
our children and teenagers—to avoid 
the addiction, sickness, and death 
which results from using tobacco. 

Mr. President, I have been on this 
floor many times talking about the 
dangers of tobacco use. I have repeat-
edly stated that tobacco use kills well 
over 400,000 Americans every year— 
more than alcohol, heroin, crack, auto-
mobile and airplane accidents, homi-
cides, suicides, and AIDS combined. 
Furthermore, secondhand tobacco 
smoke will cause tens of thousands of 
additional deaths. This year, one out of 
every five Americans who dies will die 
from tobacco use. 

But of all the sad stories which can 
be told about the impact of tobacco use 
in this country, perhaps the saddest is 
the alarming rate at which children 
and teenagers are being hooked on to-
bacco products. Over 90 percent of new 
users of tobacco in this country are 
teenagers or younger. The tobacco 
companies know children and teen-
agers are easy targets, so they specifi-
cally aim their advertising at them. 
And their efforts are succeeding. Every 
30 seconds, a child or teenager in the 
United States smokes for the first 
time. 

In addition to the enormous human 
costs of tobacco use—the addition, suf-
fering, and death which could have 
been avoided—tobacco contributes sub-
stantially to health care costs every 
year. According to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, health 
care expenditures caused directly by 
smoking totaled $50 billion in 1993, and 
$22 billion of those costs were paid by 
Government funds. 

My amendment seeks to reduce both 
the human and the economic costs cre-
ated by tobacco use. It does this by in-
creasing the Federal excise tax on most 
tobacco products by a factor of five, 
which translates to an increase of $1 
per pack of cigarettes. In addition, my 
amendment would tax smokeless to-
bacco products at the same price as 
cigarettes, in order to eliminate cost 
incentives for people to switch from 
cigarettes to smokeless. By raising the 
Federal excise tax on tobacco, we can 
discourage people—especially chil-
dren—from starting the tobacco habit, 
and we can encourage others to quit. 
Conservative estimates predict that a 
10-percent increase in the price of ciga-
rettes will reduce overall smoking by 

about 4 percent. And for kids, who are 
more price sensitive than adults, the 
impact is even greater. 

The benefits of such decreased de-
mand cannot be overstated. First, and 
most importantly, thousands of lives 
will be saved and the unnecessary suf-
fering will be avoided. In addition, both 
public and private health insurers will 
save billions of dollars each year, due 
to reduced costs for treating tobacco- 
related diseases. Finally, the increased 
tax will yield $84 billion in Federal rev-
enues over 7 years. Over half a billion 
of this amount will be used to help to-
bacco farmers convert to other crops. 
The rest of the money will go to help 
decrease the national health threats 
posed by the drastic Medicare cuts and 
by the reduction in the NIH budget. 
These revenues will enable the entire 
cut to the NIH budget to be offset, and 
the proposed Medicare cuts to be de-
creased by 30 percent. 

Some persons may question whether 
it is appropriate to ask smokers to ab-
sorb part of the blow which the pro-
posed budget designates for seniors and 
providers. My response to that ques-
tion is an unequivocal ‘‘yes.’’ Accord-
ing to a former Secretary of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, tobacco use is the largest sin-
gle drain on the Medicare trust fund. 
This is the trust fund which is pre-
dicted to go insolvent in 2002. It strikes 
me as quite appropriate to ask persons 
who choose to use tobacco to help off-
set some of the costs of their choice. 
And it strikes me as quite inappro-
priate to ask other persons—such as 
nonsmoking seniors and providers—to 
accept reductions at the same time 
that they are forced to help pay for the 
costs of other people’s unhealthy 
choices. 

By discouraging tobacco use, decreas-
ing Medicare cuts, and restoring the 
NIH budget to its current level, my 
amendment presents a win-win-win sit-
uation. Our children and teenagers win, 
because they will be discouraged from 
starting down the road of addiction, 
sickness, and death caused by tobacco 
use. Health insurers and employees 
win, because health costs for tobacco- 
related diseases will be reduced. Health 
care providers and employers win, be-
cause this amendment will reduce pay-
ment cuts and cost-shifting. Seniors 
win, because the amendment will re-
duce the financial strains and the con-
cerns about quality and access which 
will result from steep Medicare cuts. 
And we all win, as the NIH will be able 
to continue its current efforts to de-
velop lifesaving technologies. For the 
sake of all these affected Americans, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. EXON. This Bradley amendment 
is to offset NIH and Medicare cuts with 
tobacco tax revenues. 

The Bradley amendment raises to-
bacco tax $1 per pack of cigarettes. It 
also taxes smokeless tobacco products 
at a similar rate. 
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The revenues from the increased tax 

are used to restore $76 billion in Medi-
care cuts, restore the entire cut in the 
National Institutes of Health budget, 
$7.9 billion, without the Hatfield dis-
cretionary reduction, and assist to-
bacco farmers in converting to other 
crops $500 million. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, is it in 
order to announce that the Senator is 
going to table this now, make a motion 
to table now, or wait until the vote 
comes? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Wait until the vote 
comes. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I just 

remind the Senate that even though 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
talks about all these good things, es-
sentially you raise a tax and then it is 
up to the Senate and the Congress to 
decide what they would do with it. Sen-
ator FORD will move to table that. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1194 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk on behalf of Senator BRADLEY 
the third Bradley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1194. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 

RATES AND TAX LOOPHOLES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) lower tax rates lead to increased eco-

nomic activity and increased economic op-
portunity; 

(2) lower tax rates lead to a more efficient 
economy, with less tax avoidance and invest-
ment patterns that rely on competitive mar-
ket returns and not advantages produced by 
tax law; 

(3) the tax code still retains billions of dol-
lars worth of special tax breaks which are 
available to only limited groups of taxpayers 
and investors; 

(4) federal policy should encourage the de-
velopment of fully competitive markets and 
not create unique advantages for individual 
investors, companies or industries. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Congress should, to the maximum 
extent practicable, remove tax loopholes; 

(2) the Congress should use the savings 
from the closing of special interest tax loop-
holes to reduce tax rates broadly for all 
classes of taxpayers. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a sense of the Senate 
that Congress should remove tax loop-
holes and use savings to reduce the 
rates for individual taxpayers. 

Mr. DOMENICI. From what we gath-
er, in order to reduce tax rates 1 per-
cent, you would have to raise $100 bil-
lion from things like the home mort-
gage deduction and the like. I will 
move to table that also. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the three amend-
ments that we have just discussed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to ordering the yeas and nays 
on all three? 

Mr. BYRD. I ask that it be in order 
to order the yeas and nays. 

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

Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

make the point of order this amend-
ment is not germane under the Budget 
Act and it should fall. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
waive the Budget Act for consideration 
of the pending amendment, and 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. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 
nays 56, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 222 Leg.] 
YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Stevens 
Wellstone 

NAYS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 56. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn, not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The amendment is not restrictive. The 
point of order is sustained. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1193 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is a 
tax increase of some 1,100 percent. On 
that basis, and on behalf of myself, 
Senators ROBB, HOLLINGS, NUNN, THUR-
MOND, HELMS, MCCONNELL, FAIRCLOTH, 
COVERDELL, THOMPSON, WARNER, and 
FRIST, I move to table this amendment 
and 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. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 
1193, offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY]. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 62, 

nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 223 Leg.] 

YEAS—62 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 

Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—38 

Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 

Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1193) was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the pending amendment 
and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1194 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Jersey. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced— yeas 53, 
nays 47, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 224 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—47 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dole 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
McCain 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1194) was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I believe 
we have reached consensus to take the 
next three up. I will leave it to the ex-
planation of the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
are going to put three measures up now 
in the same manner we have done. 
Then, I would inform the Senate, we 
have only four amendments left after 
that. So we are getting there. 

The measures will be Senator DOR-
GAN on the motion to recommit; Sen-
ator WELLSTONE on veterans and tax 
loopholes; and Senator WELLSTONE on 
defense. 

If my colleague will explain them, we 
will stack the votes by unanimous con-
sent. 

Mr. EXON. For the information of all 
Senators, the Senator summed it up 
very well. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order? There is not order in the 
Senate yet, and we are about to hear a 
very important explanation as to what 
these next three votes are all about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the Budget Committee has out-
lined this. Just let me summarize so all 
understand where we are. We are mov-
ing very well. At the outside, we have 
six or seven amendments left. At the 
inside, I think it might be as low as 
five that will require that many more 
votes, of course. 

Following the pattern that has just 
been set, after this pattern of three, 
then we would try to bundle the last 
three in the same fashion. So I cer-
tainly ask unanimous consent it now 
be in order to offer those three, as 
agreed to by the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee. I will proceed at this 
time to offer those three with brief ex-
planations. 

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send a 

motion to the desk on behalf of the 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. DOR-
GAN. It is a motion to recommit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota, Mr. DOR-

GAN, moves to recommit Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13 to the Committee on the Budg-
et with instructions. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading be dis-
pensed with. 

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

The motion is as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-

GAN] moves to recommit Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13 to the Committee on the Budg-
et with instructions to report to the Senate, 
within 3 days (not to include any day the 
Senate is not in session), a revised concur-
rent resolution on the budget for the fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 
that provides (in compliance with Section 
13301(a)(2) of the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990) for a budget surplus in fiscal year 2002 
without counting the receipts and disburse-
ments of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
move that the Senate send the budget 
resolution back to the Budget Com-
mittee. I do this because I would like 
to see the Committee report a new 
budget that is truly and honestly bal-
anced in 2002. 

As my colleagues know, although the 
resolution before the Senate is de-
scribed as a balanced budget resolu-
tion, it actually is not balanced. On 
page 7 of the resolution, it says that 
the actual deficit will be $114 billion 
dollars in the year 2002. 

Why is there this confusion? Because 
those who claim this budget is bal-
anced are using the surplus in the So-
cial Security System to mask the size 
of the budget deficit. 

That is bad policy. It is bad account-
ing. And it goes against budget law. 

Camouflaging the budget deficit in 
this way is bad policy because we in-
tended that Social Security surplus to 
be used for another important purpose. 
In 1983, with the Social Security 
changes we made that year, Congress 
decided to build up the Social Security 
trust fund so that we could meet the 
retirement claims of the baby boom 
generation in the 2010’s and 2020’s. We 
were trying to force the Nation to save 
for that time. To use the surplus for 
other purposes contradicts the intent 

of the 1983 law—a law that enjoyed bi-
partisan support. 

It is also bad policy because it breaks 
faith with the American people. We 
have assured America’s workers that 
the payroll tax that they pay is going 
into a trust fund and will be used for 
trust fund purposes only. Well, we 
break that promise if we count the So-
cial Security surplus as reducing the 
deficit. 

If using the Social Security trust 
fund surplus is bad policy, it is even 
worse accounting. If you take over a 
trillion dollars in the next decade, put 
it in the Social Security trust fund, 
and also count that as deficit reduc-
tion, you are making one dollar do two 
things. Double-entry accounting does 
not mean using the same dollar twice. 
In my view, that kind of bookkeeping 
is better described as book cooking. 

Last, the use of the Social Security 
surplus to mask the size of the budget 
deficit goes against the law. Section 
13301 of the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990, which is similar to provisions that 
I had offered in the House, forbids the 
Congress from including the Social Se-
curity surplus in the budget resolution. 

However, the report accompanying 
this budget says, on page 6, that the 
budget will be in surplus in 2002. The 
only way this budget balances in that 
year is by using the Social Security 
trust fund surplus. The law says you 
cannot do that. 

Now, Mr. President, my colleagues on 
the Republican side of the aisle will 
say that my motion requires them to 
find additional further deficit cuts in 
order to balance the budget. They are 
right. It does. 

My Republican colleagues will ask 
where my deficit reduction plan is. 
Well, I will remind my colleagues that 
I submitted over $800 billion in deficit 
reduction recommendations to the 
Budget Committee. If you put the 
Domenici budget and the options that I 
recommended together, and we do not 
set up a slush fund for tax cuts, then 
you can balance the budget in 2002 
without using the Social Security trust 
fund surplus. 

I do not like the Domenici budget be-
cause I think its priorities are wrong. 
That is why I have supported a Demo-
cratic alternative that achieved great-
er deficit reduction than the Repub-
lican plan. And it did so without mak-
ing deep cuts in Medicare and student 
loans or by doling out billions in tax 
cuts to the wealthiest in this country. 
However, the Senate defeated that 
amendment, so the pending budget res-
olution is the Domenici plan. 

Let me repeat my point. I hope I will 
not hear anyone say that I have not of-
fered a plan to do this. If you put my 
recommendations together with the 
Domenici recommendations, you are 
able to meet my motion’s require-
ments. 

So in closing, I would hope that my 
colleagues would support honest budg-
eting. I hope they will stand up for 
making good policy, for using accurate 
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accounting principles and for following 
the law. 

I hope my colleagues will support my 
motion, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I wish to 
add Senator HOLLINGS as a cosponsor of 
this amendment—this Dorgan-Hollings 
motion—which is to recommit, and 
this motion would recommit the budg-
et resolution to the Budget Committee 
with instructions to report back a 
budget that is balanced in the fiscal 
year 2002 according to section 301 of the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from South 
Carolina is added as a cosponsor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, as a 
matter of inquiry, why did the clerk 
read that amendment? We have not 
been reading the amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was a 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, and 
fellow Senators, this is a motion to re-
commit. This budget resolution before 
us complies with the law. The resolu-
tion is presented to Congress just as 
every other budget resolution has been 
presented, and just as the President 
presents budgets to us. I see no reason 
to recommit. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1195 
(Purpose: To restore $74 million in FY 1996 

spending for veterans programs by reduc-
ing spending for tax expenditures.) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk in behalf of 
Senator WELLSTONE, and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1195. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 64, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$74,000,000. 
On page 63, line 7, strike the period and in-

sert the following: ‘‘. The Senate Committee 
on Finance shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to increase revenues 
by $74,000,000 in fiscal year 1996.’’ 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE-OF-THE-SENATE REGARDING TAX 

EXPENDITURES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Com-

mittee on Finance, in meeting its reconcili-
ation instructions for revenue, will limit or 
eliminate excessive and unnecessary tax ex-
penditures, including those tax expenditures 
which provide special tax treatment to a sin-
gle taxpayer or to a group of taxpayers. 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

DELIVERY OF VETERANS’ SERVICES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the as-

sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution relating to Veterans’ Pro-
grams include the assumption that the deliv-
ery of veterans’ services will continue to be 
improved, including further progress in the 
timely delivery of such services. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am proposing is simple 
and straightforward, but vital to Min-
nesota veterans and veterans around 
the country. It calls for using $74 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1996 funds earmarked 
for tax expenditures—in plain English, 

tax breaks, loopholes, and even give-
aways to oil and tobacco companies, 
and other corporate behemoths—to re-
store projected cuts in VA spending 
that would have damaging, if not dev-
astating effects, on timely delivery of 
important services to veterans. 

According to the VA, if these cuts 
should occur there would be a sharp 
rise in claims backlogs and delays in 
resolving veterans’ claims for benefits, 
increases in already excessive time 
lags in providing disabled veterans 
with vocational rehabilitation and em-
ployment services, and an inability to 
provide veterans with timely education 
benefits earned under the GI bill. For 
this to happen to those who have 
served our Nation bravely and without 
question while corporate welfare re-
mains untouched would be unconscion-
able and clearly unacceptably to the 
American people. 

Mr. President, while I deplore the 
damage that would be done to service 
for our veterans in each of these areas, 
I would like to focus particularly on 
the potential negative impact on the 
timely processing of veterans claims. 

In the countless meetings I have had 
with Minnesota veterans over the last 4 
years the issue of unacceptably long 
delays in VA claims processing has 
consistently been at or near the top of 
their list of priority concerns. As a 
consequence, it has been and continues 
to be a major concern of mine. In 1993, 
I introduced a bill to improve and 
streamline VA’s system of processing 
and adjudicating claims which was par-
ticularly aimed at reducing delays 
which had then reached crisis propor-
tions. 

Fortunately, as a result of the lead-
ership of Secretary of Veterans Affairs, 
Jessie Brown, the VA has made 
progress recently in reducing backlogs 
in processing veterans claims for com-
pensation. At the end of 1993 the VA 
had an overall backlog of 575,000 claims 
which is expected to be reduced by the 
end of this year to 400,000 claims—a de-
cline of over 30 percent. Similarly the 
average time for a VA regional office 
to process an original claim dropped 
from 212 days in May 1994 to 166 days in 
March 1995, a decline of about 22 per-
cent in just 10 months. And I’m pleased 
to note that the St. Paul, MN VA Re-
gional Office has made significant 
gains over the past 18 months, reducing 
claims backlogs from approximately 
7,500 to 5,000 and average claims proc-
essing times from 214 days to 122 days. 

I would like to see the St. Paul VA 
Regional Office and others like it 
around the country given the support 
they need from Congress to continue to 
improve timeliness—to improve serv-
ices for veterans. I hope to see the St. 
Paul office process claims in under 100 
days on average. That’s a worthy goal. 
What I don’t want to see is Congress 
cutting funding for claims processing 
at a time when it is needed most to 
continue improving services and when 
it can only nullify the gains the VA 
has made in this area. 

Unfortunately, the progress the VA 
has made in addressing this difficult 
and complex problem is being seriously 
imperiled by the estimated $74 million 
cut in funding for the operating budget 
of the VA’s Veterans Benefit Adminis-
tration in fiscal year 1996. In fact, it 
would reverse the recent progress that 
has been made in this area, with the 
VA estimating that if the cut is imple-
mented the claims backlog would re-
vert to over 500,000 cases and average 
claims processing times would soar to 
over 1 year. 

Mr. President, there is much more to 
this issue than the cold statistics I’ve 
cited. There are sometimes enormous 
human costs too—cost that I can only 
describe as heart rending. About 18 
months ago we distributed a question-
naire to Minnesotans to elicit their 
views about the backlogs in the vet-
erans claims and adjudication process. 
I found and still find many of the com-
ments received with the questionnaire 
to be terribly disturbing and I want to 
share a few of these with you. One vet-
eran, for example, stressed that the 
issue of backlogs was a crucial one ‘‘be-
cause it sometimes leads to the death 
of a veteran by suicide over frustration 
and injustices suffered.’’ In other 
words, this veteran believes that some 
veterans are committing suicide be-
cause they are so frustrated by waiting 
long periods of time for their claim to 
be resolved. In a similar vein, a county 
veterans service officer lamented that 
some ‘‘veterans * * * die before their 
claims have been adjudicated,’’ and a 
VA psychologist reported that ‘‘vet-
erans are losing their homes, selling 
personal belongings, and committing 
suicide while waiting * * * for their 
claims to be adjudicated.’’ This is what 
I was told a year and a half ago by peo-
ple who work every day with the VA 
adjudication system. Since then, as I 
have said, timeliness has improved at 
local VA regional offices. So, the last 
thing we should do is cause the back-
logs to increase and reverse the trend 
of progress, re-creating the crisis from 
which we are just emerging. 

In addition to the personal trauma, 
excessive delays in processing veterans 
claims represent a breach of faith with 
our veterans who while serving in our 
Armed Forces are led to believe they 
will receive fair and timely compensa-
tion if they incur a service-connected 
disability. Should this cut be imple-
mented, we would be moving in pre-
cisely the wrong direction in terms of 
improving timeliness. We all know that 
justice deferred is justice denied. Let 
us not do anything to make the adju-
dication system any slower or to add to 
the claims backlog. 

Mr. President, permit me to quote 
from an eloquent letter recently sent 
by the National Commander of the 
American Legion to Chairman DOMEN-
ICI, copies of which all of my colleagues 
should have received: 

Mr. Chairman, reducing General Operating 
Expenses (GOE) within the Veterans Benefits 
Administration will seriously handicap VA’s 
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ability to reduce the extraordinary backlog 
in veterans claims and appeals cases. VA has 
made some improvements in this area over 
the past year. To reduce GOE funding will 
setback all of the progress VA had made and 
further delay benefit decisions for veterans 
and their dependents. A significant part of 
the problem that has existed in the proc-
essing of claims was caused by budget-re-
lated staff reductions. 

I could not agree more. If the budget 
cuts are implemented we will be taking 
a giant step backward, canceling the 
progress that has been made and re-
turning to a situation wholly unaccept-
able to our veterans, their families, 
and to all Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, thereby keeping faith 
with the men and women who have 
served this country faithfully and en-
suring that welfare for corporations 
doesn’t come at the expense of the wel-
fare of our veterans. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment would restore projected 
cuts of $74 million in the Department 
of Veterans Affairs funding for the fis-
cal year 1996 that would have damaging 
effects on the timely delivery of impor-
tant service to veterans, including 
processing of veterans’ compensation 
claims, providing disabled veterans 
with vocational rehabilitation and em-
ployment services, and further edu-
cation benefits earned under the GI 
bill. It would urge the Finance Com-
mittee to cut excessive and unneces-
sary tax expenditures of $74 million for 
fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no expla-
nation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1138 
(Purpose: To reduce FY 1996 defense spending 

by $10 billion and apply the savings to def-
icit reduction) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I can sum 

up very briefly the amendment number 
1138 which is at the desk. This amend-
ment would reduce defense spending by 
$10 billion in fiscal 1996 budget author-
ity and $5 billion in outlays. 

It expresses the sense of the Senate 
that such reductions should come from 
low-priority defense programs, and 
should, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, preserve funding for programs 
and activities which directly affect 
force readiness, or the quality of life of 
service members and their families. 
The savings would be used solely to re-
duce the deficit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Wellstone amendment cuts $10 billion 
from defense. I think that is enough 
said. 

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimously that 
the motion and the two amendments 
have rollcall votes. I ask that that be 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator send up the second amend-
ment? 

Mr. EXON. I call up the motion and 
the two amendments for a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 

Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1138. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
On page 7, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
On page 65, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 65, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$5,000,000,000. 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING DE-
FENSE SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Senate that in reduc-
ing defense spending by the amount provided 
for in this amendment, Congress shall focus 
on low-priority programs, and to the max-
imum extend possible should preserve fund-
ing for any programs and activities that di-
rectly affect force readiness or the quality of 
life for service members and their families. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
today I am offering an amendment as 
part of a series designed to highlight 
clearly my budget priorities, as op-
posed to those provided for in the pend-
ing budget resolution. While I believe 
our Nation must be kept free and se-
cure, and I do not overlook the many 
risks we face, I am deeply troubled 
that of all the huge spending cuts in 
this budget, none come from the mili-
tary budget. That must change. De-
fense, like everything else, must bear 
its share of the deficit reduction bur-
den. This amendment is designed to 
begin to address that problem, at least 
for the coming year. 

Even with the ethnic and nationalist 
conflicts that have spawned terrible 
human tragedies in Bosnia, Somalia, 
the Middle East, the former Soviet 
Union, Haiti, and elsewhere, requiring 
increased peacekeeping and other 
forms of assistance from the United 
States, we can and should scale back 
our post-cold-war defense spending sub-
stantially. Likewise, continued con-
cerns about the proliferation of chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear weapons 
are real. But they require us to think 
in new and imaginative ways about the 
possibilities of using smart diplomacy 
rather than smart bombs, of placing a 
greater emphasis on multilateral ef-
forts to keep the peace, of relying more 
on a strengthened United Nations, and 
other multilateral bodies like NATO, 
to maintain a safe, secure, and pros-
perous world. 

Instead of this approach, what we 
have been too often from defense pol-
icymakers is bureaucratic inertia, a re-
sidual unilateralism, and a clinging to 
the cold war status quo. Despite huge 
cuts elsewhere in the budget, there are 
no cuts provided for in military spend-
ing. Defense spending continues to 
grow, even in the face of our new post- 
cold-war reality. 

This budget provides for no cuts from 
huge and expensive weapons systems 
that are now obsolete. None from post- 
cold-war intelligence spending that 
should be curtailed. None from in-

creased contributions from our allies, 
or burdensharing. None from the bil-
lions in wasteful spending that the 
Pentagon can’t even account for, as 
widely reported recently by the Fed-
eral Government’s own watchdogs, and 
in the press. In recent years, they’ve 
spent so much money over at the De-
partment of Defense, with such sloppy 
bookkeeping, that they can no longer 
even keep track of it all. The other day 
a major Pentagon procurement and 
contracting official declared that he 
was giving up on even trying to ac-
count for it all. That speaks volumes 
about how much wasteful and unneces-
sary defense spending could still be 
wrung from this system. These reports 
reveal clearly that the Pentagon is 
still one of the largest sources of 
wasteful and unnecessary spending in 
the Federal Government. 

The U.S. military needs will-trained 
and well-equipped forces tailored to the 
threats and risks of today. Excessively 
large forces that were based on war- 
fighting strategies of another era, or 
on implausible assumptions that the 
United States could be required to 
fight two regional wars of about the 
same size as the Persian Gulf, simulta-
neously, with no help from our allies, 
cannot be responsibly maintained at 
high levels of military readiness. The 
Pentagon’s current budget projections, 
including elements of the much-touted 
Bottom-Up Review, too often fail to 
question these kinds of basic assump-
tions. And the result is wasteful and 
unnecessary weapons or delivery sys-
tems like the B–2 bomber, star wars, 
the C–17, the Seawolf submarine, the 
Trident missile, the Milstar satellite 
system, and a host of other low-pri-
ority post-cold-war programs, many of 
which are now obsolete. Under current 
budget constraints, we simply can no 
longer afford these, if ever we could. 
Scaling them back would save billions 
in the coming years. But we must have 
the courage to make these tough deci-
sions now. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
require a modest cut of $10 billion from 
the military budget in 1996. That’s only 
$10 billion out of a projected defense 
budget of over $260 billion. While many 
other Federal programs are being 
slashed by 30, 40, even 50 percent, or 
more, the defense budget cannot re-
main immune to budget pressures. The 
amendment would apply all of the sav-
ings from these account to deficit re-
duction. It is designed to: First, ensure 
that the modest cuts it provides for 
will be made in low-priority programs; 
second, protect the readiness of our 
forces, and third, preserve the living 
standards of servicemenbers and their 
families. Adopting this amendment 
would be a small but important step 
toward a more responsible Federal 
budget in which all sectors of society 
bear their fair share of deficit reduc-
tion. I urge my colleagues to support 
it. I yield the floor. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7437 May 25, 1995 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, those are 

the three amendments that we have 
agreed to package in a form similar to 
that which we have had previously 
today. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
to have the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion to recommit and the amendments. 

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

Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to recommit. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 60, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 225 Leg.] 
YEAS—40 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—60 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Bradley 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 

Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moseley-Braun 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my vote on 
the Grams amendment No. 1182 be 
changed from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ This 
change will not affect the outcome of 
the vote. 

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1195 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1195. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 45, 

nays 55, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 226 Leg.] 

YEAS—45 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—55 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Glenn 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 1195) was re-
jected. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1138 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1138, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE]. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 12, 
nays 87, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 227 Leg.] 

YEAS—12 

Boxer 
Daschle 
Feingold 
Grassley 

Harkin 
Kennedy 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

Murray 
Pell 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—87 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 

Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 

Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 

Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1138) was re-
jected. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am sorry 
to tell the Senate that we were down to 
three votes and now we are back up to 
four. As near as we can tell, we have 
four remaining votes. We have agreed 
to yield back a portion of the time that 
we previously agreed to for closing ar-
guments after the votes are over and 
before final passage. 

I suggest, and I think my colleague, 
the chairman of the committee and I 
have agreed that we will package the 
four remaining votes. If I understand 
it, there is one by Senator SNOWE, two 
by Senator WELLSTONE, and one for 
Senator BRADLEY. And we can do these 
in an expeditious matter and put the 
four together. If that is agreeable to 
the chairman of the committee it is 
agreeable on this side. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So we understand, 
there are no amendments beyond these. 

Mr. EXON. No amendments beyond 
these. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could 
we agree we have no second-degree 
amendment to your amendment? 

Mr. EXON. It may be a good idea to 
phrase it as a unanimous-consent, that 
there will be no more than the four 
amendments that have just been iden-
tified, and there would be no second-de-
gree amendments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
think it was stated beautifully. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1136 
(Purpose: To direct the Committee on Fi-

nance to further reduce the deficit by lim-
iting or eliminating excessive and unneces-
sary tax expenditures) 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 
Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1136. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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On page 63, line 7, strike the period and in-

sert the following: ‘‘. The Senate Committee 
on Finance shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to increase revenues 
$10,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$50,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $70,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal yeas 1996 through 2002.’’. 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 

EXPENDITURES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Com-

mittee on Finance, in meeting its reconcili-
ation instructions for revenue, will limit or 
eliminate excessive and unnecessary tax ex-
penditures, including those tax expenditures 
which provide special tax treatment to a sin-
gle taxpayer or to a group of taxpayers. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
today I am offering an amendment 
which would direct the Finance Com-
mittee to close $70 billion of narrowly 
focused tax breaks and loopholes over 
the next 7 years, and apply the savings 
solely to deficit reduction. This $70 bil-
lion figure is more than double the 
amount of savings from tax expendi-
tures assumed in the House Budget 
Committee’s budget resolution. Unfor-
tunately, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee did not include any savings 
from tax expenditures in the budget 
resolution we are debating today. I be-
lieve that is a serious mistake, because 
unless it is changed it virtually ensures 
that powerful, well-heeled special in-
terests who have fought so hard for so 
long to protect their special tax breaks 
could be held harmless under this budg-
et. 

We must take steps now to reduce 
the Federal budget deficit in a way 
that is fair, responsible, and that re-
quires shared sacrifice. This amend-
ment would help us along that path. 
The amendment requires the closing of 
$70 billion of special interest tax loop-
holes and other breaks which have re-
ceived far too little scrutiny in this 
budget process. Senator BRADLEY, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, and others have de-
scribed in detail the problems posed by 
these huge tax breaks, and the savings 
which could be generated from these 
sources. Since a number of amend-
ments have been defeated which would 
apply at least some of the savings gen-
erated by closing corporate loopholes 
and other tax breaks to other priority 
domestic programs, the time has now 
come to put to the test the proposition 
that at least some of these savings 
ought to be used exclusively for deficit 
reduction. That is why the savings gen-
erated by this amendment would be 
used exclusively to reduce the deficit. 

When this budget resolution slashes 
funding for Medicare and Medicaid, 
when we are cutting education pro-
grams and student loans, when we are 
slashing Federal spending for veterans 
and farmers, when we are causing great 
pain for children and the most vulner-
able in our society, it seems only fair 
that we should ask wealthy individuals 
and corporations to pay their fair 
share. That is why we should plug 
many of the narrowly focused tax 
breaks and loopholes which allow the 
privileged few to escape paying their 

fair share, forcing everyone else to pay 
higher taxes to make up the difference. 
It is a simple question of fairness. 

Let me make a simple point here 
that is often overlooked. We can spend 
money just as easily through the tax 
code, through what are called tax ex-
penditures, as we can through the nor-
mal appropriations process. Spending 
is spending, whether it comes in the 
form of a Government check or in the 
form of a tax break for some special 
purpose, like a subsidy, a credit, a de-
duction, or an accelerated depreciation 
for this type of investment or that. 
Some tax expenditures are justified, 
and should be retained. But some are 
special interest tax breaks that should 
be eliminated, or loopholes that should 
be plugged. These are what this amend-
ment is design to go after. 

These special interest tax expendi-
tures are simply special exceptions to 
the normal rules, rules that oblige all 
of us to share the burden of citizenship 
by paying our taxes. All of these spe-
cial tax breaks distort, to one degree or 
another, economic investment deci-
sions, usually in favor of wealthy indi-
viduals and corporations with the high-
est paid lobbyists in Washington. 

It is time to end these special inter-
est tax breaks and close these tax loop-
holes. Various groups from all ideolog-
ical perspectives—from the National 
Taxpayers Union and the CATO Insti-
tute to the Progressive Policy Insti-
tute to the Citizens for Tax Justice— 
have prepared lists of tax expenditures 
which they believe should be elimi-
nated. Special interest tax breaks are 
simply a subcategory of the larger 
group of tax provisions called tax ex-
penditures. The Congressional Joint 
Tax Committee has estimated that tax 
expenditures cost the U.S. Treasury 
over $420 billion every single year. And 
they also estimate that if we don’t hold 
them in check, that amount will grow 
by $60 billion to over $485 billion by 
1999. That’s why tax breaks must be on 
the table along with other defense and 
domestic spending as we look for 
places to cut the deficit. But despite 
the logic of this approach, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have refused to even consider the possi-
bility of cutting tax breaks for wealthy 
corporate and other interests, making 
them bear their fair share of the deficit 
reduction burden. Instead, they have 
chosen to pursue the path of least po-
litical resistance, slashing programs 
for the broad middle class, the vulner-
able elderly, and the poor. 

Now, not all tax expenditures are 
bad. Not all should be eliminated. 
Some serve a real public purpose, such 
as providing incentives to investment, 
bolstering the nonprofit sector, encour-
aging charitable contributions, allow-
ing people to deduct State and local 
taxes, and helping people to be able to 
afford to buy a home through the mort-
gage deduction. But some of them are 
simply tax dodges that can no longer 
be justified. At the very least, all of 
these should undergo the same scru-

tiny as other Federal spending, and 
should bear their fair share of deficit 
reduction. 

It is only fair, since these special tax 
breaks for certain companies and in-
dustries force other companies and in-
dividuals to pay higher taxes to make 
up the difference. Some of these tax 
breaks allow privileged industries such 
as the oil and gas industry to avoid 
paying their fair share of taxes. All dis-
tort, to one degree or another, eco-
nomic investment decisions, usually in 
favor of companies with the highest 
paid lobbyists in Washington. In many 
cases, doing away with these special 
tax breaks for certain industries would 
allow a more efficient allocation of 
economic resources. 

I think it is a simple question of fair-
ness. If Congress is really going to 
make the over $1.4 trillion in spending 
cuts and other policy changes that 
would have to be made to balance the 
Federal budget by 2002, then those on 
the other side of the aisle should make 
sure that wealthy interests in our soci-
ety, those who have political clout, 
those who can hire high-priced lobby-
ists to make their case every day here 
in Washington, are asked to sacrifice 
at least as much as regular middle 
class folks whom you and I represent. 
We should represent those who receive 
Social Security or Medicare or vet-
erans benefits, and not just those spe-
cial interests who can afford to pay 
high-priced hired guns to lobby for 
them. 

I am amazed that many in the major-
ity party have proposed, among other 
things, expanding corporate tax breaks 
at the very same time that they are 
slashing Government spending on pro-
grams for the poor, for children, for 
education, and for the most vulnerable 
in our society. They have proposed tax 
cuts for the wealthy which, according 
to the Treasury Department, would 
cost hundreds of billions of dollars, and 
at the same time they refuse to subject 
a broad range of new tax breaks to 
scrutiny in the budget process. And 
these are the ones who call themselves 
deficit hawks? 

Some will charge that by closing tax 
loopholes and restricting special inter-
est tax breaks we re somehow pro-
posing to raise taxes. And they will say 
that over and over and over until some 
will begin to believe it. They are 
wrong. What they fail to understand is 
that even with the reforms of the mid- 
1980’s, which closed many of the most 
egregious tax loopholes, the presence of 
the tax breaks in the current tax sys-
tem forces middle class and working 
people to pay more in taxes than they 
otherwise would have to pay. While 
some are paying less then their fair 
share in taxes because of these special 
tax subsidies, others are being forced 
to pay more in taxes to make up the 
difference. Closing tax loopholes is not 
raising taxes. Of course, these subsidies 
are hidden in the tax code because it 
would be too hard to get the votes in 
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Congress, in the full light of day, to di-
rectly subsidize these industries—espe-
cially under current budget con-
straints. 

It is a simple matter of fairness. In 
our attempts to reduce the federal def-
icit, all sectors of our society must 
make some sacrifices. Specific indus-
tries and the wealthy are the ones who 
often benefit most from special inter-
est tax breaks and loopholes. If we do 
not treat tax breaks the same as direct 
spending, the wealthy will avoid mak-
ing any sacrifices as we cut spending 
programs for the middle class and the 
poor. Just because some special inter-
est has the means to hire a high-priced 
tax lobbyist to get a special tax break 
written into legislation does not give 
them the right to avoid sharing in 
whatever sacrifices are necessary to re-
duce the budget deficit. 

The General Accounting Office issued 
a report last year, and has issued sev-
eral others on tax expenditures. It was 
titled ‘‘Tax Policy: Tax Expenditures 
Deserve More Scrutiny.’’ I commend it 
to my colleagues’ attention. It makes a 
compelling case for subjecting these 
tax expenditures to greater congres-
sional scrutiny, just as direct spending 
is scrutinized. The GAO report reminds 
us that spending through special provi-
sions in the tax code should be treated 
in the same way as other spending pro-
visions. 

At a time when we are talking about 
potentially huge spending cuts in meat 
inspections designed to insure against 
outbreaks of disease; or in higher edu-
cation aid for middle class families; or 
in protection for our air, our lakes, and 
our land; or in highways; or in commu-
nity development programs for states 
and localities; or in sewer and water 
projects for our big cities; or in safety 
net programs for vulnerable children; 
or to eliminate the school lunch pro-
gram, we should be willing to weigh 
these cuts against special tax loopholes 
that could cost hundreds of billions 
each year. This amendment will have 
the Finance Committee close merely 
$70 billion worth of these special inter-
est tax breaks and loopholes—a modest 
$10 billion per year for the next 7 years. 

Under congressional budget rules, the 
details of which specific tax breaks to 
eliminate must be left to the Finance 
Committee. That is the way it should 
be. But even though I am not a tax law-
yer, I have been able to identify a num-
ber of tax breaks for elimination, and 
loopholes which should be closed. For 
example, for much too long the oil and 
gas industry has enjoyed special tax 
breaks not available to other indus-
tries. These special tax loopholes in-
clude the ability to expense oil and gas 
exploration costs and the so-called 
Special Percentage Depletion Allow-
ances. It is time to end these costly 
special tax privileges for a single in-
dustry. Why should the oil and gas in-
dustry receive special treatment in the 
tax code which is not available to other 
kinds of companies? Closing these spe-
cial interest tax loopholes could save 
as much as $10.6 billion over 5 years. 

Other tax loopholes which should be 
closed relate to the taxation of multi-
national corporations. Through com-
plex accounting shell games involving 
their foreign subsidiaries, and by locat-
ing their plants overseas, multi-
national corporations can avoid paying 
most of their U.S. taxes. According to 
some estimates, closing these loop-
holes could save as much as $10 to $15 
billion over 5 years. Still other special 
tax breaks allow Americans working 
overseas to receive their first $70,000 of 
income absolutely tax free, at a cost of 
$8.6 billion over 5 years. We should also 
close the loophole which allows billion-
aires to renounce their U.S. citizenship 
and avoid paying taxes on the value of 
property which increased while they 
were U.S. citizens. The savings from 
closing this loophole would be at least 
$1.7 billion over 5 years. Finally, we 
should stop the fancy stock swap loop-
hole which allowed DuPont and Sea-
grams to avoid paying over $1.5 billion 
in taxes that would otherwise be due to 
the Treasury. And we should consider 
further scaling back, or eliminating 
outright, section 936 of the Internal 
Revenue Code designed to subsidize 
certain investments in Puerto Rico. 
That provision alone would generate an 
estimated $19.7 billion, according to 
the Congressional Budget Office. Elimi-
nating these provisions alone would 
generate about $50 billion in savings 
over the next 5 years, with billions 
more to be saved from other sources. 

As I have said, it is a simple question 
of tax fairness. If Congress is really se-
rious about making the painful spend-
ing cuts and other policy changes that 
would have to be made under this budg-
et resolution, than those on the other 
side of the aisle should join us in vot-
ing to make sure that wealthy inter-
ests in our society, those who have po-
litical clout, those who can hire high- 
priced lobbyists to make their case 
every day here in Washington, are 
asked to sacrifice at least as much as 
regular middle class folks whom you 
and I represent. Just because some spe-
cial interest has the means to hire a 
high-priced tax lobbyist to get a spe-
cial tax break written into legislation 
does not give them the right to avoid 
sharing in whatever sacrifices are nec-
essary to reduce the budget deficit. In 
our efforts to shrink the Federal budg-
et deficit, we just cannot let these spe-
cial interest tax dodges continue. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment would instruct the Senate 
Committee on Finance to report 
changes in the laws within its jurisdic-
tion; to increase revenues by $10 billion 
in fiscal year 1996; $50 billion in the 
years 1996 through 2,000; and $70 billion 
for the year 1996 to the year 2000; to be 
generated by scaling back or elimi-
nating outright a number of unneces-
sary, excessive or inefficient tax ex-
penditures, including those which pro-
vide special tax treatment to a single 
taxpayer or a group of taxpayers. 

The $70 billion goes to deficit reduc-
tion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President I want 
to respond. This is $130 billion tax in-
crease. I move to table the amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1141 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding low-priority domestic discre-
tionary funding to be reduced in order to 
pay for partial restoration of funding for 
the National Institutes of Health) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], 
for Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1141. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

‘‘It is the sense of the Senate that the low- 
priority discretionary funds to be reduced in 
order to offset funds restored for programs 
and activities of the National Institutes of 
Health should come from eliminating low- 
priority Federal programs like the Space 
Station, and not from high-priority pro-
grams for education, food and nutrition for 
low-income children, anticrime efforts, vet-
erans programs, job training, health care, in-
frastructure, and other such investment pro-
grams.’’ 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
while I was an original cosponsor of the 
Hatfield amendment to restore critical 
funding to the National Institutes of 
Health, I would like to offer a sense of 
the Senate that would ensure that we 
do not jeopardize other valued pro-
grams in order to accomplish this goal. 
In the budget resolution, funding for 
the NIH would have been reduced by 
nearly $8 billion over 7 years. Such a 
reduction would have decimated the 
biomedical research effort of this coun-
try and could not be permitted. But the 
offsets necessary to restore funding to 
the NIH as proposed by Mr. HATFIELD 
should be taken from low-priority do-
mestic discretionary programs like the 
Space Station, and not from high-pri-
ority programs like food and nutrition 
programs for low-income children, 
anticrime efforts, veterans programs 
infrastructure, and other such invest-
ment programs. Education, health 
care, and labor accounts have been pro-
tected by the Hatfield amendment but 
I include further protection for them in 
my amendment as well. 

Mr. President, I want to take a mo-
ment to point out that the NIH serves 
as the focal point for health research in 
this country. It supports the work of 
over 50,000 scientists at over 1,700 insti-
tutions, as well as conducting bio-
medical and behavioral research and 
research training in its own facilities. 
The mission of the NIH is the pursuit 
of science ‘‘to expand fundamental 
knowledge about the nature and behav-
ior of living systems, to apply that 
knowledge to extend the health of 
human lives, and to reduce the burdens 
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resulting from disease and disability’’. 
To pursue this mission, which is one 
that is essential to the future of Amer-
ica, requires adequate financial re-
sources, scientists, and infrastructure. 
The Hatfield amendment will assure 
that these functions will be able to 
continue to improve the lives of the 
American people. 

What would the impact have been if 
the originally proposed reductions in 
NIH funding had been permitted to 
occur? The NIH is now able to fund 
about 24 percent of all research pro-
posals submitted each year. A 5-per-
cent budget cut would have resulted in 
an ability to fund between 12 and 18 
percent of such proposals, according to 
Dr. Harold Varmus, Director of NIH. A 
10-percent cut, as proposed in the Sen-
ate budget resolution, would have 
meant that fewer than 1 proposal in 10 
submitted to the NIH would have re-
ceived funding. In some areas, where 
funding is already tight, such as men-
tal health, fewer than 1 proposal in 20 
would have received funding. This 
would have clearly been a tragedy. 
With such a low rate of funding for re-
search, clearly less and less research 
would have been performed. 

Just as important, however, would 
have been the effect on the research 
work force. Young people considering a 
career in biomedical research are un-
likely to choose to do so when they re-
alize that they only have 1 chance in 10 
or 20 to be funded to do their work. The 
loss of young, creative researchers, 
once it had occured, would taken dec-
ades to replace. 

The NIH agenda for the coming years 
includes a focus on HIV/AIDS, breast 
cancer and other women’s health 
issues, minority health, tuberculosis, 
brain disorders, gene therapy, drug de-
sign, and disease prevention, among 
other topics. Are these important na-
tional problems? Is progress being 
made through research? Let’s look at 
some examples: 

First, breast cancer continues to be 
the cancer most frequently diagnosed 
in the United States. In the decade of 
the 1990s, it is estimated that more 
than 1.5 million new cases of breast 
cancer will be diagnosed and nearly 
500,000 American women will die of 
breast cancer. Recent research, how-
ever, has led to the discovery of a gene 
linked to breast cancer, and the devel-
opment of more precise screening tech-
niques to detect breast cancer. Be-
tween 1989 and 1992, the overall death 
rate for breast cancer in American 
women declined 4.7 percent—in large 
measure due to these and other associ-
ated breakthroughs. Vital and success-
ful programs that must be continued. 

Second, Parkinson’s disease and 
other neurologic diseases are con-
tinuing to devastate the lives of suf-
ferers and their families. Parkinson’s 
disease currently afflicts over one mil-
lion Americans, and I have seen its ef-
fects firsthand. Both my mother and 
father had Parkinson’s disease, and its 
manifestations seemed incredibly cruel 

to me. My father was a writer, and at 
the very end of his life I remember see-
ing him in the study trying to type 
with his hand just shaking—he was un-
able to do it. Soon thereafter he was 
unable to walk, and was barely able to 
speak. At the time of his death, he was 
confined to bed, unable to commu-
nicate, and drained of the dignity with 
which he lived. 

What is encouraging is that Parkin-
son’s disease is on the threshold of sub-
stantial scientific breakthroughs. The 
new science of molecular biology has 
brought forth dramatic and exciting 
developments that have given Parkin-
son’s patients new hope. Scientists are 
closer to discovering the cause—or 
causes—of this disease * * * tissue im-
plants into the brain have been shown 
to replace the dopamine that is missing 
in the brain of afflicted patients * * * 
genetically engineered medication or 
even gene therapy might provide long- 
lasting, sustainable, side-effect-free 
improvements, or even a cure. Similar 
dramatic advances have occurred in 
the understanding and diagnosis of Alz-
heimer’s disease. Restoring funding to 
the NIH, as accomplished by the Hat-
field amendment, will help assure that 
these breakthroughs will be pursued, so 
that no person, and no family need to 
suffer as my parents, and my family 
did, with neurodegenerative diseases. 

These are just two examples, and 
there are many others that illustrate 
the value of the biomedical research ef-
fort, and the tragedy and human suf-
fering that would occur if it is not sup-
ported. 

A little appreciated benefit of NIH 
work is a reduction of health care 
costs, by early diagnosis, more effec-
tive treatment, and disease prevention. 
For example, the NIH recently devel-
oped a vaccine against a common bac-
terial infection—Haemophilus influ- 
enzae type B—that afflicts children. 
When severe, this infection can cause 
meningitis, and result in mental retar-
dation, at a great cost in suffering to 
the patient and family, and financially 
to society as well. The vaccine that 
was developed will prevent this illness. 
It is projected that this breakthrough 
alone will save Americans over $400 
million a year. 

Critics of the NIH note that funding 
has doubled in the past 10 years, and, 
therefore, claim that cuts could be 
made without harming programs. Al-
though NIH’s budget has increased al-
most every year, the available money 
has not grown as rapidly as the demand 
for it to conduct research, largely be-
cause of the opening up of so many 
new, promising fields of research in 
biomedical sciences over the past two 
decades. Between 1984 and 1993, for ex-
ample, applications for research 
projects support increased 33 percent. 
The number of awards made during 
this time, however, fluctuated greatly 
from year to year. The result has been 
unpredictable variability, with a down-
ward trend, in the fraction of projects 
submitted, that are awarded grants. In 

1987, 34.8 percent of grants were funded, 
but this has steadily fallen to 25 per-
cent in 1994 overall, and lower in some 
Institutes of the NIH. 

In addition to the disastrous effects 
on investigators, cuts in the NIH budg-
et of the magnitude proposed would 
have had an equally devastating effect 
on the Nation’s medical schools. About 
half of NIH’s extramural budget ends 
up in medical schools, directly to sup-
port research, and indirectly to help 
maintain the infrastructure necessary 
to carry out the research. 

The Hatfield amendment will assure 
that medical schools have the re-
sources they need to continue their ef-
forts in research. I hope that my col-
leagues will also support my amend-
ment to assure that low-priority dis-
cretionary funding is used to restore 
the critically needed funds to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Senate that low-priority domestic pro-
grams and activities of the Federal 
Government, including the space sta-
tion, should be reduced in order to 
meet the requirement of the Hatfield 
National Institutes of Health amend-
ment. 

It ensures that the high-priority pro-
grams, including education, food and 
nutrition for low-income children, 
anticrime efforts, veterans programs, 
job training, health care, and other 
similar investments be protected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to note 
that the tax loopholes that could be 
closed could include the interest deduc-
tion on home mortgage. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1196 
(Purpose: To propose a substitute) 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON], for 
Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1196. 

(The text of the amendment appears 
under today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we all 
know that years and years of Federal 
budget deficits are a real threat to the 
future of our economy. 

We know that they cut into the pri-
vate savings and investment we need to 
provide for a better future. 

We know that they require us to bor-
row from other countries, increasing 
our exposure to the changeable winds 
of the global economy. 

And, Mr. President, we know that 
those deficits contribute to the percep-
tion that Government does not work, 
that it cannot do its own job, that we 
cannot get our own House in order. 

When I introduced my own balanced 
budget amendment over 10 years ago, 
and when I voted for the balanced 
budget amendment earlier this year, I 
did so in the conviction that regaining 
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control of our Federal finances must be 
at the top of our priorities. 

But I said when I cast my vote that, 
a crucial reason for my concern about 
the deficit is that its very real impor-
tance threatens to overwhelm our abil-
ity to make rational—and yes, compas-
sionate—choices for the future of our 
country. 

By its sheer size and seriousness, the 
Federal deficit is driving all other pol-
icy choices. It is dictating the terms of 
debate as we consider what we can do 
about crime, health care, welfare re-
form, our decaying infrastructure, 
military readiness, and the place of our 
country in a changing world. 

Now, Mr. President, it is completely 
appropriate for us to subject every pol-
icy, every dollar we spend, to the 
strictest standards of cost effective-
ness. 

That should be our standard, no mat-
ter what shape our books are in. 

But as I said when I voted for the bal-
anced budget amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, we must achieve that standard in 
a way that is fair, and that covers ev-
erything in the budget, including tax 
expenditures. 

And, Mr. President, we must under-
stand that a shortsighted focus on the 
bottom line, on simply cutting spend-
ing without a thought for its impact on 
the future, can threaten our future just 
as surely as continued deficits. 

Mr. President, we must continue on 
the path we began 2 years ago toward 
lower and lower deficits—but we must 
also continue to commit our scarce re-
sources where they can do the greatest 
good, for the greatest number of our 
citizens, over the long run. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
Republican budget plan is not fair, and 
it fails to meet our obligation to invest 
in the future. Therefore, I cannot sup-
port it. 

I regret that I cannot support that 
budget plan, that on paper—if a lot of 
heroic assumptions work out—aims at 
a zero deficit by the year 2002. 

But the refusal to accept amend-
ments—amendments, Mr. President, 
that would not have changed that zero- 
deficit goal of a balanced budget by the 
year 2002—has left us with a budget 
plan that is not fair and that sacrifices 
our future for shortsighted savings 
today. 

And, I am sorry to say, Mr. Presi-
dent, it leaves us with a budget plan 
that puts the burden of deficit reduc-
tion on those who are least able to bear 
it. That unfairness, I believe, will have 
real economic costs that could be 
avoided by a more careful considered 
path toward the balanced budget goal. 

Let us remember, Mr. President, that 
the amendments that were rejected 
would not have increased the deficit— 
they would have continued the path to-
ward a zero deficit—but they would 
have achieved that goal while main-
taining our commitment to invest-
ments vital for the future of our econ-
omy and society. 

I supported an amendment by Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER to restore $100 bil-

lion in Medicare cuts, and I cospon-
sored Senator JOHNSTON’s amendment 
to restore two-thirds of the Medicare 
cuts. These amendments would still 
have eliminated the deficit by 2002. 
But, instead of tax cuts—tax cuts not 
for the middle class but for those who 
do not need them—these amendments 
would have preserved Medicare for 
those seniors on fixed incomes. 

Unfortunately, both Medicare amend-
ments failed. And, the effect of the un-
derlying Republican budget would be to 
increase the costs of Medicare for the 
average senior citizen by $900 in the 
year 2002. I believe this is neither desir-
able nor necessary to balance the Fed-
eral budget. 

In the same way, Mr. President, the 
Republican budget plan cuts $21 billion 
from a program to reward work that 
President Ronald Reagan called the 
best anti-poverty, the best pro-family, 
the best job creation measure to come 
out of the Congress, the earned income 
tax credit. 

Senator BRADLEY’s attempt to re-
store that cut—to repeal that tax in-
crease on the working poor—was de-
feated. 

The Republican cuts in the earned in-
come tax credit come with no thought 
about how they would affect the press-
ing need for real welfare reform. 

Now we all agree, Mr. President, that 
the central question in welfare reform 
is how to get people off the dole and 
back to work. But by increasing the 
tax burden on low-income working 
families, the cuts in the earned income 
tax credit will make work less attrac-
tive for the very families that are at 
the greatest risk of falling into the 
welfare system. 

The Republican budget says, ‘‘cut 
first,’’ Mr. President, ‘‘and ask ques-
tions later.’’ 

The Republican budget is short-
sighted in other ways, Mr. President. It 
makes education more expensive, and 
cuts away at crucial supports for the 
research programs that have—up to 
now—kept our country in the lead 
internationally in the most critical 
factor needed for future competitive-
ness—knowledge. 

I cosponsored and supported amend-
ments that would restore funding to 
student loan programs and to the funds 
available for medical and other re-
search programs that could sustain our 
country’s international leadership in 
the production of that knowledge. 

In all of these areas—providing 
health care, promoting work over wel-
fare, supporting education, and re-
search—I voted for amendments to the 
Republican budget plan. These changes 
would have achieved the balanced 
budget goal we all seek, but without 
the unwise and unnecessary cuts that 
will weaken the foundations for strong-
er economic growth. 

Those changes I supported, Mr. Presi-
dent, would have also assured that 
more Americans could participate in 
that future growth. 

Those amendments would have 
achieved the same balanced budget 

goal as the Republican plan, but in a 
way that shared the sacrifice more 
fairly now, and would provide a fairer 
distribution of the future benefits from 
that sacrifice. 

When I saw the many weaknesses in 
the Republican plan, Mr. President, I 
resolved to join with Senator BRADLEY 
in offering an alternative balanced 
budget plan that would achieve the 
benefits from eliminating deficits in 
ways that did not sacrifice fairness or 
the foundations of economic growth. 

As I said, Mr. President, among my 
first concerns was the unwise and un-
necessary cuts in Medicare that are the 
real cornerstone of the Republican 
budget plan. Without those cuts, there 
is no Republican plan for balancing the 
budget. 

The Bradley-Biden amendment re-
stores $175 billion of the Republican 
cuts in Medicare and Medicaid. Our 
plan would increase Medicare 8 percent 
annually over the next 7 years. 

However, it is our hope that we can 
reduce the cost of Medicare in that 
time through comprehensive health 
care reform—not with arbitrary cuts 
like those proposed in the Republican 
budget. 

By controlling the underlying growth 
in health care costs—which is the real 
cause of the increase in Medicare 
costs—comprehensive health care re-
form would be a benefit not only to 
Medicare recipients but to all Ameri-
cans. And the offshoot is that down the 
road, we can save money in the Medi-
care Program—savings that we hope 
will not require cutting how much 
Medicare pays to doctors and hospitals, 
and even more importantly, savings 
that will not mean higher costs to sen-
ior citizens on fixed incomes. 

The irony is that Republicans have 
been using the annual report of the 
Medicare Board of Trustees to justify 
their draconian cuts in Medicare. But, 
the Republicans are ignoring the 
Board’s recommendation to Congress 
to save the Medicare system as part of 
broad-based health care reform. 

But beyond the fact that the Brad-
ley-Biden plan would honor our coun-
try’s commitment to provide health 
care for our elderly, there are other, 
more fundamental differences between 
our program and the Republican budg-
et. 

For example, we demand restraint in 
the growth of tax expenditures, among 
the fastest-growing reasons we con-
tinue to pile up deficits. 

Now, Mr. President, this plan im-
poses a hard freeze on domestic spend-
ing—no increase in the dollars spent— 
and then cuts an additional $15 billion. 
And this plan cuts an additional $10 
billion from the current projections for 
defense spending. 

This is strong medicine for our per-
sistent deficit disease. 

Unfortunately, we now must take 
such dramatic—and painful—steps in 
those areas. 

But in the name of fundamental fair-
ness, Mr. President, how can we ask 
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the children, the poor, the elderly, of 
our country to sacrifice without de-
manding that those who have pros-
pered under the current system, and 
have continued to prosper as deficits 
have built up over the years, to partici-
pate in restoring balance to our coun-
try’s finances? 

Make no mistake, tax expenditures 
have the same effect on our deficits as 
any other kind of Federal program— 
they increase the gap between what we 
spend and what we take in. Why don’t 
we examine them with the same crit-
ical accountant’s eye that we must 
apply to defense spending, agricultural 
programs, education, health, and re-
search? 

Incredibly, Mr. President, the Repub-
lican plan refuses to touch this rapidly 
growing drain on the Treasury, choos-
ing instead to permit what will be a $4 
trillion entitlement program between 
now and the year 2002 to go untouched. 

Let me repeat that Mr. President. 
Tax entitlements—exemptions, deduc-
tions, loopholes, call them what you 
will—will total $4 trillion between now 
and the year we seek to achieve a bal-
anced budget. 

In their search for ways to reduce 
Federal deficits, the Republicans have 
taken on spending for children, for the 
elderly, for the working poor, for edu-
cation, for scientific and medical re-
search. But they won’t touch tax ex-
penditures that will cost the Treasury 
three times what it will take to bal-
ance the budget over the next 7 years. 

What Senator BRADLEY and I would 
do is subject those tax entitlements to 
the same scrutiny that we apply to the 
rest of the budget—no more sacrifice 
from that source than from others, but 
no less, either. 

All told, we would cut only $197 bil-
lion over 7 years from that $400 bil-
lion—a 5-percent reduction over the 7 
years. 

Of course, not all tax deductions and 
exemptions have to be cut to achieve 
that modest goal. Our plan would not 
touch the home mortgage deduction, 
the deduction for State and local taxes, 
or the deduction for contributions to 
charities. 

Let me repeat that before I hear that 
those worthwhile and necessary items 
are at risk under our plan. They are 
not. We do not need to touch them to 
achieve our balanced budget goal in the 
year 2002. 

But we would slow the growth—not 
eliminate, but slow the growth—in 
such tax expenditures as the quick tax 
write-off for timber that will cost us 
$2.3 billion over the next 5 years. 

I believe that most Americans would 
agree that such programs—programs 
that lose money from the Treasury as 
surely as any other—could share some 
of the restraint needed to restore bal-
ance to the Federal budget. 

By cutting this and other tax breaks, 
we would save $197 billion that can be 
used to bring the Federal deficit to 
zero by the year 2002. 

By refusing to take on the huge tax 
expenditure budget, Mr. President, the 

Republican plan must find its savings 
by raising Medicare premiums by $900, 
by adding $3,000 to the cost of a student 
loan, and by increasing taxes by $21 bil-
lion on working families. 

These are cuts that the Bradley- 
Biden plan does not have to make, Mr. 
President, because it spreads the costs 
of deficit reduction more equitably, 
and thereby requires less sacrifice of 
those who can least afford it. 

In addition to sharing the near-term 
sacrifice more evenly, this plan also 
builds a foundation for future economic 
growth that will be more widely 
shared, as well. 

Our plan provides for full funding of 
student loans, and makes reckless cuts 
in our Nation’s scientific and medical 
research unnecessary. It provides for 
prudent levels of investment in the 
equipment, the information, and the 
people who will lead our economy—and 
the world’s economy—into the next 
century. 

And, Mr. President, the Bradley- 
Biden plan permits—once a real deficit- 
reduction plan is in place and its bene-
fits can be accurately predicted and 
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice—it permits a $10,000 college tuition 
tax deduction for middle-class families. 

It helps to underwrite our competi-
tive future, and it helps to underwrite 
a key element of the American dream. 

Mr. President, ours is a plan that 
would achieve the goal we all share—a 
balanced budget. But we should aspire 
to more, Mr. President—we should 
dream of a better future, and we should 
take the actions now that are needed 
to make that dream a reality. 

Without continued support now for 
education, scientific and medical re-
search, health care, public infrastruc-
ture, and other investments, we will be 
poorer in the long run, whatever shape 
our Federal finances are in. 

The Bradley-Biden balanced budget 
plan not only achieves the mundane, 
but essential, goal of restoring balance 
to the Government’s books. It makes 
the investments necessary to keep 
alive our faith in the future. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Brad-
ley amendment reduces defense spend-
ing by $5 billion; reduces nondefense 
discretionary by $15 billion more, than 
a hard freeze; restores $100 billion of 
the $256 billion Republican Medicare 
cut; $85 billion from a $1 a pack in-
crease in the tobacco tax; restores $75 
billion of the $175 billion Republican 
Medicaid cut; retains Republican agri-
cultural cuts; restores funding of stu-
dent loans; restores $60 billion of the 
$86 billion in income assistance cut by 
the Republican budget plan; reduces 
the tax loopholes for corporations and 
the wealthy by $197 billion. 

If the fiscal dividend materializes, 
using $70 billion to restore a portion of 
the spending cuts from the Republican 
proposal; and lastly, uses the remain-
ing $100 million of fiscal dividend, if 
available, to provide a middle-class tax 
cut. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
proposes $282 billion in tax increases 

over 7 years. I think that is the record 
setter. It cuts outlays in the agricul-
tural programs and others. 

I believe it is pretty late to have a 
full budget before the Senate today. I 
move to table it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1197 
(Purpose: To reduce the reconciliation in-

structions to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources (primarily affecting stu-
dent loans) from $13,795,000,000 in outlays 
over 7 years, to $4,395,000,000 by closing tax 
loopholes) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI], for Ms. SNOWE, for herself, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. DODD, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. HARKIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1197. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Close tax loopholes and corporate subsidies 

by the following amounts: 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
Restore cuts in student loans by the fol-

lowing amounts: 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
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On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 64, strike beginning with line 7 

through page 64 line 12, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Human Resources shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending to reduce outlays $266,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $2,990,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$4,395,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002.’’ 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: The assumption underlying the func-
tional totals include that ‘‘It is the sense of 
the Senate that cuts in student loan benefits 
should be minimized, and that the current 
exclusion of income of Foreign Sales Cor-
porations should be eliminated.’’ 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I was ex-
tremely happy to see that the Senate 
passed the Snowe-Simon amendment 
restoring $9.4 billion for the student 
loan program. The Senate has agreed 
to fund this amendment by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes. I want to empha-
size, however, that the specific loop-
hole mentioned in the amendment was 
not binding in any way and was in-
tended to serve only as one of many 
possible suggestions. Indeed, on the 
basis of the very persuasive arguments 
made by Senators MURRAY, KERRY, 
KENNEDY, and BIDEN about the high- 
tech industry in their States and in the 
nation, I have been persuaded to work 
with the Finance Committee to find a 
different tax loophole to use as a fund-
ing source. 

Ms. SNOWE. I understand the concerns 
of my colleagues, as well. I too will 
work with the Finance Committee to 
find a source of revenue for the student 
loan program that best serves all the 
interests of my colleagues. I want to 
thank Senators MURRAY, KERRY, KEN-
NEDY, and BIDEN for their help in re-
storing funding for the student loan 
program. And I especially thank my 
Republican cosponsors—Senators 
COHEN, KASSEBAUM, CAMPBELL, and 
JEFFORDS) for their help and assistance 
on this important amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senate returned to 

its tradition of bipartisan support for 
education to restore $9.4 billion to stu-
dent loan accounts by an overwhelming 
majority. These funds provide vital 
support for the Nation’s college stu-
dents. 

I also welcome the statement of my 
colleagues Senators SIMON and SNOWE 
concerning the offset and our willing-
ness to work closely with members of 
the Committee on Finance to insure 
that the most appropriate offset is de-
veloped. Clearly, tax expenditures 
should bear their fair share of any seri-
ous effort to balance the budget. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, while 
I strongly support the goal of the 
Snowe-Simon amendment to lessen the 
cuts in the education function, I can-
not vote for this approach because it 
proposes to raise taxes. 

Although the authors of this amend-
ment claim that this will be accom-
plished by closing a tax loophole for 
foreign sales corporation, which I 
would support in the context of funda-
mental tax reform or overall tax reduc-
tion—as, indeed, I strongly favor clos-
ing many tax loopholes, and will work 
to so when a tax bill is under consider-
ation—the practical legislative effect 
of this amendment would be to instruct 
the Senate Finance Committee to raise 
tax revenues by about $9.4 billion over 
5 years through any means. 

Mr. President, that could mean high-
er taxes on working families, the elder-
ly or others whose economic future I 
care about. Out of the some $12 trillion 
we will spend under this budget, I be-
lieve that over the next 7 years, we can 
find the additional dollars to fully pro-
tect needy students by cutting cor-
porate welfare and unnecessary spend-
ing. That is why I worked with Senator 
SNOWE yesterday on an amendment 
that would protect student loans by 
cutting spending. 

Having said this, if this amendment 
should pass, I will support this budget 
resolution and strongly encourage the 
conferees on the budget to retain this 
resolution in student loan funding, but 
do so by cutting spending in other 
areas. Further, in my position as a 
member of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee I will 
work to ensure that the Guaranteed 
Student Loan Program is fully funded 
under any circumstances I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment reduces the reconciliation 
instruction to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources, primarily af-
fecting student loans, from 
$13,795,000,000 in outlays over 7 years to 
$4,395,000,000 over the same period of 
time by closing tax loopholes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I think I 
have a little time left. With regard to 
this, we favor the Snowe amendment 
and urge its support. It would restore 
funding needed for student loans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order at this point to 

ask for the yeas and nays on the four 
remaining amendments that have been 
outlined with one request for the yeas 
and nays, which I request at this junc-
ture. 

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

Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

move to table the first Wellstone 
amendment and 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. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me ask 

Members to stay right here because we 
are going to go as quickly as we can, 
hoping to do it in less time. We had an 
hour debate. We are going to ask con-
sent, and I ask now unanimous consent 
to reduce that to 40 minutes instead of 
1 hour on behalf of the managers on 
each side. Then we will have final pas-
sage of the budget and then we will 
move to the terrorism bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion. 

Mr. DOLE. Did we get the agreement 
on the 1 hour to 40 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1136 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1136. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI], is 
necessary absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 84, 
nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 228 Leg.] 

YEAS—84 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moseley-Braun 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
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NAYS—15 

Boxer 
Bryan 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Kennedy 

Moynihan 
Pell 
Reid 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 1136) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
1141 offered by the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE]. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the Wellstone amend-
ment, and 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. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1141 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Mexico to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 81, 
nays 18, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 229 Leg.] 
YEAS—81 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Leahy 

Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—18 

Biden 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Dorgan 

Feingold 
Harkin 
Kennedy 
Lautenberg 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So, the motion was agreed to. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the Bradley amendment. 
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. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 1196 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 
1196, offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY]. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 86, 
nays 13, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 230 Leg.] 
YEAS—86 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NAYS—13 

Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Kennedy 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

Pell 
Rockefeller 
Simon 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 1196) was agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1197 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1197 offered by the Senator from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessary absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 67, 
nays 32, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 231 Leg.] 
YEAS—67 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NAYS—32 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dole 
Faircloth 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 1197) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). The majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we are 
going to have 40 minutes of debate 
now. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we 
have order so we can understand? 

Mr. DOLE. Forty minutes and then 
final passage. I think it would be help-
ful if all Members remain in their 
seats, or if they do not care to listen to 
final debate, then remove themselves 
from the Chamber. We hope to start 
the vote about quarter of 6, or 10 of 6. 
I think the first speaker will be the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska, 
Senator EXON. 

So I urge my colleagues to give the 
managers our attention here for the 
next 40 minutes. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield my-

self 10 minutes of the time allotted to 
our side. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
think we should have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair respectfully asks all Senators to 
take their seats. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as we 

reach closure—— 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

make my request again. I think we 
should have order in the Senate. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s point is well taken. The Chair 
requests all Senators to cease con-
versation. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as we come 

to the closure of debate on this very, 
very important budget matter, I want 
to start out my closing remarks by 
taking a moment to thank the Budget 
Committee staffs, the majority staff 
and the minority staff, for what I think 
was a truly wonderful job. It takes a 
lot of hard work and they performed it 
so very, very well, whether in the mi-
nority or majority. I think we all rec-
ognize that while we have fractious de-
bates from time to time, our staffs do 
a particularly outstanding job in work-
ing together. 

Senators on this side of the aisle are 
certainly most grateful for the con-
tribution of our minority staff and also 
the important role and relationship we 
have had with the Senators on that 
side, headed by my good friend, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, and his excellent staff. I 
guess few realize the truly monumental 
task and the intricate time demands 
and the details—the daunting task, if 
you will, of budgeting. It was much 
tougher this year than it was in pre-
vious years, when we were obviously 
more restrained about our expendi-
tures. 

I want to take a moment if I can, 
then, just to run through some names 
here that I shall be forever indebted to. 
I think the Senate will be as a whole. 
The American people should know it 
was an able staff headed by my chief of 
staff, Bill Dauster, whom everyone rec-
ognizes is one of the true experts on 
our budget. I thank Bill for all he has 
done. And the excellent staff he has as-
sembled to work with. 

I want to thank: deputy chief of staff 
Jerry Slominski; analyst for Transpor-
tation and Justice Andy Blocker; ana-
lyst for Veterans and Commerce Kelly 
Dimock; special assistant to the rank-
ing member Tony Dresden; analyst for 
government, community and regional 
development Meg Duncan; general 
counsel Jodi Grant; senior analyst for 
Energy and environment Matt 
Greenwald; LBJ fellow Nancy Harris; 
senior analyst for income security, so-
cial security and Medicaid Joan Huffer; 
chief economist Jim Klumpner; staff 
assistant Nell Mays; director of budget 
review and analysis and analyst for 
Mecdicare Sue Nelson; presidential 
management intern Susan Ross; and 
assistant director for revenue and nat-
ural resources David Williams, and the 
others who played key roles in our 
budget staff. 

Mr. President, let me take a few min-
utes, if I can, to sum up the feelings 
this Senator has after a lot of work and 
effort by a lot of people. 

I come down to the final debate on 
the 1996 budget resolution with a lot of 
thoughts and with a lot of appreciation 
for all the help I have had. I was just 
thinking the other day, though, that 
this will be my 17th budget that I have 

debated in the U.S. Senate. I voted for 
some good, creditable budgets, like the 
one in 1993 that provided nearly $500 
billion in deficit reduction. I voted 
against others that I believed were fis-
cally unsound and were not in the best 
interests of our great Nation. Each of 
those budgets was important, but per-
haps none as important as this one at 
this particular time. 

As Nebraska draws me closer to 
home, I think more about the country 
I want to leave my fellow citizens. I 
think about their day-to-day struggle 
for a better life. I think about their 
grandchildren and the uncertainties 
they face, I think about how I want to 
leave them a country with shoulders 
broad enough to build a family and a 
future on. 

This Republican budget may convey 
that legacy to some, but not to this fis-
cally conservative Nebraskan. It is a 
budget that makes a devil’s bargain 
over tax cuts at a time when we should 
be appealing to our better angels. We 
should make sure we balance the budg-
et before we make a real or phony com-
mitment to the politically popular 
promise of a tax cut. 

It is a budget that takes away un-
fairly from our seniors, children, and 
least fortunate, but disproportionately 
and unfairly lines the pockets of the 
wealthiest among us. 

It is a budget that keeps the most af-
fluent fling first class, but puts rural 
America in a tail spin. 

It is a budget that turns a blind eye 
to working Americans who play by the 
rules. 

In the final analysis, it is a budget I 
cannot support. 

I know what a tough task my good 
friend, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, has had. I salute him for 
the masterful job he has done. And he 
has my condolences for the job that 
lies ahead that will require the wisdom 
of Solomon and the patience of Job. 

We may disagree on the shape of this 
budget. But the Senator from New 
Mexico and I truly believe, both of us, 
in balancing the budget. For us, and 
many of our colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle, this is not an abstraction. We 
want to make a decisive attack on our 
country’s budget crisis. 

I wanted a bipartisan balanced budg-
et where all of us would share, and 
share equally, in the painful decisions 
and sacrifices that are necessary to 
bring the budget into balance. I wanted 
a balanced budget that was driven by 
fairness. 

On many occasions, before and dur-
ing this debate, I offered the olive 
branch to my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle. In spite of the heated 
rhetoric, I thought that cooler heads 
could prevail. I offered compromise and 
reason. I offered unity instead of divi-
sion. I though we could fine tune this 
budget and redistribute the cuts within 
its framework. I thought that we could 
work together to produce a balanced 
budget that most Republicans and 
Democrats could support. 

But the past 50 hours have proven me 
wrong. The Republicans froze us out of 
the process, basically. We were persona 
non grata as far as they were con-
cerned. I didn’t expect my Republican 
colleagues to accept all of our amend-
ments. But they did not give serious 
consideration to barely any of the con-
structive and reasonable amendments 
we offered. And none, and I repeat none 
of the amendments I supported would 
have kept us from balancing the budget 
by the year 2002, which is the central 
element, I think in the plan offered by 
the majority. 

The Republican majority put a fence 
around their budget. We were blocked 
at every turn. We were rebuffed on 
each critical amendment. It was ‘‘No’’ 
to softening cuts on Medicare. It was 
‘‘No’’ to the earned income tax credit. 
It was ‘‘No’’ to education. It was ‘‘No’’ 
to rural America. It was ‘‘No’’ to fair-
ness. It was ‘‘No’’ to shared sacrifice. 

Mr. President, this is not a budget 
for all seasons, and is certainly lacking 
in reason. This is not a budget for all 
Americans. This is not a budget of 
shared sacrifices. This is not a budget 
on which our fellow citizens in Ne-
braska, or elsewhere can build a better 
life. This is a budget that I cannot sup-
port. 

Where do we go from here? To some-
thing workable and more constructive? 
Given the budget presented us by the 
House, and this one concocted in the 
Senate, we go to conference with little 
hope of a final budget that will have 
any semblance of bipartisan support. 

It follows that the reconciliation bill 
and the appropriations measures will 
be so bound in advance by this unwork-
able budget that the end product will 
also be devoid of any real semblance of 
bipartisan support. 

There are those who seemingly have 
reveled in the charges that the Presi-
dent is ‘‘irrelevant’’ in the budget con-
siderations. They will find out how ‘‘ir-
relevant’’ he really is should he veto— 
and, in my opinion, properly so—the 
end product of all of this partisanship. 

Beginning now, and up to the point of 
a possible veto, I will be working with 
my President and my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to attempt to 
fashion a workable bipartisan com-
promise that will not be painless, but 
will be fair to all Americans and, most 
importantly, to America. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

a few Senators who requested time. 
Maybe I will do that before I give my 
closing remarks. Senator GRAMM asked 
for some time, and I will give him 2 
minutes. Senator ROBB, who is not 
here, asked for 2 minutes, and I am 
going to give him 2 minutes. And Sen-
ator NUNN asked for 3 minutes; I am 
going to give him time. Then I will get 
back to my time. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas is recognized to speak 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, there 
are many things to praise in this budg-
et, and I want to begin by praising the 
man who made it happen, and his name 
is PETE DOMENICI. 

I think he has provided great leader-
ship in the Senate, and given the num-
bers we had to work with, given the 
disposition of our Members, I do not 
think anybody can have anything to 
say about PETE DOMENICI other than to 
give him the credit he is due. 

But I want all my colleagues to un-
derstand exactly where we are as we 
pass this budget. With the adoption of 
the Snowe amendment, this budget 
now before the Senate spends $184 bil-
lion over the 7-year period, more on 
nondefense programs than the budget 
that was adopted in the House. That is 
$184 billion worth of additional non-
defense program spending that is going 
to have to be taken out in conference, 
if we are going to have any opportunity 
to have a real cut in taxes for working 
families, and if we are going to have 
any real opportunity to provide incen-
tives for growth. 

I want my colleagues to know that I 
am going to vote for this budget. I 
want to urge every person in the Sen-
ate who wants to balance the Federal 
budget to vote for this budget, and I 
hope we get a sound vote. 

But I want my colleagues to under-
stand that unless we cut this excessive 
spending out, unless we let working 
families keep more of what they earn, 
unless we provide incentives for 
growth, and unless we balance the 
budget while doing those things in the 
final product that will come out of the 
House Senate conference, I am not 
going to vote for that budget. I believe 
we can do these things. 

Our House colleagues have shown us 
that it can be done. And I am hopeful, 
when we go to conference with the 
House, that we will look at our man-
date from the election, we will look at 
what our colleagues in the House did, 
we will take heart and leadership from 
them, and that we will come back with 
a budget that is balanced over a 7-year 
period, that lets working families keep 
more of what they earn, and that pro-
vides incentives for people to work, 
save, and invest. That is what I favor. 

I believe that is what the American 
people favor. And by passing this budg-
et today, we have an opportunity to 
begin to make that happen. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 3 minutes to 

Senator NUNN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, first I 

want to commend my friend from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, and my 
friend from Nebraska, Senator EXON, 
for handling the management of this 
bill under very difficult circumstances. 
I have been in that place many times, 
and I know how difficult it is and what 
a challenge it is. 

Second, I would like to commend the 
Senator from New Mexico, Senator 
DOMENICI, for real leadership in putting 
on the table for all of us to both con-
template, vote on, and study in the fu-
ture, and the American people to con-
template, all the untouchables that 
have not been in budget resolutions be-
fore. 

This is first time that I have seen all 
elements of spending on the table ex-
cept Social Security. It is my view that 
will have to be on the table at some 
point in the future. But that one is not 
on the table today. 

I disagree with a number of the prior-
ities in this resolution, and I have 
voted differently from my friend from 
New Mexico on a number of amend-
ments because I do believe that we 
have not earned any tax dividend at 
this point. I do not believe we ought to 
have a tax dividend until we really get 
the budget under control. I think that 
is essential, and that is a priority. And 
I think that is what the American peo-
ple want. 

I think moving to reduce taxes before 
we get spending under control, and be-
fore we really earn the dividend, is 
kind of like going on the wagon by 
starting off chug-a-lugging a bottle of 
whiskey. I do not think that is the way 
to proceed. However, having said that, 
I do think this budget is in the right 
direction. I think it moves in the right 
direction. 

I am going to vote for it for that rea-
son, because it does move in the right 
direction. And moving in the right di-
rection in terms of tackling entitle-
ments, in terms of restraining growth 
and spending in those programs that 
have been clearly out of control, as dif-
ficult as that is going to be to do, I 
think the direction is enormously im-
portant. It is important for our chil-
dren. It is important for our grand-
children. It is important for our econ-
omy. It is important to increase sav-
ings, and thereby investment and pro-
ductivity, and thereby the real income 
of the American people over a period of 
time. 

Finally, I think that this direction is 
enormously important for the credi-
bility of this Congress and the credi-
bility of our Federal Government. 

So I commend my friend from New 
Mexico for real leadership, and I will 
vote for the final passage of this reso-
lution. 

Like the Senator from Texas, I will 
be watching the conference very close-
ly, perhaps from a slightly different 
perspective. 

Mr. President, again, I rise today to 
announce my support for the fiscal 
year 1996 budget resolution. I commend 
my good friends, Senator PETE DOMEN-
ICI and Senator JIM EXON, the chair-
man and ranking member of the Senate 
Budget Committee, for their floor man-
agement of this bill. Having been a 
member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee and having worked with Sen-
ator DOMENICI on a 10-year balanced 
budget plan in our Center for Strategic 

and International Studies [CSIS] 
‘‘Strengthening of America Commis-
sion,’’ I know how daunting a task it is 
to produce a plan to reach a balanced 
unified budget by 2002. I know that my 
friend PETE DOMENICI had to make 
many difficult decisions and fall back 
on many of his own priorities to forge 
a majority coalition on this bill. This 
type of leadership is often given suffi-
cient recognition or praise. 

I have followed this debate closely. 
This is a historic moment. This resolu-
tion marks the first time the Senate 
Budget Committee has reported a 
budget resolution that in my view 
deals with all the elements on the 
spending side of the budget that must 
be addressed to have any hope of bal-
ancing the budget. I commend my 
friend from New Mexico for the courage 
and the leadership he has exhibited in 
crafting this resolution. 

The most significant improvement 
over past attempts to balance the 
budget is the Senate Budget Commit-
tee’s inclusion of recommendations to 
restrain significantly the projected 
growth of Federal mandatory or enti-
tlement spending, which now rep-
resents 50 cents of every dollar the 
Federal Government spends. 

For years, Congress and the execu-
tive branch have tried to achieve a bal-
anced budget by cutting the defense 
and domestic discretionary programs 
that are appropriated by the Congress 
and signed by the President, and by 
raising taxes. At the same time these 
budget efforts time after time allowed 
the mandatory or entitlement pro-
grams, which are on autopilot, to grow 
faster than inflation, faster than dis-
cretionary programs were being cut, 
and faster than taxes could be raised. 

In the 1990 budget summit, half the 
savings came from cutting the defense 
budget. While large defense savings 
were possible due to the end of the cold 
war—and those savings which were 
made are still contributing to deficit 
reduction today—that kind of historic 
opportunity is a one-shot deal. That 
agreement predictably did not balance 
the budget because defense represented 
at that time 24 percent of the overall 
budget. As a result of that agreement, 
defense is only 18 percent of the budget 
today, and under this resolution it will 
fall to 14 percent by the end of the cen-
tury. 

Over half the deficit reduction in the 
1993 reconciliation bill came from tax 
increases. Once again, reductions in 
the growth of entitlements contributed 
only a small portion of the deficit re-
duction. Tax increases and defense cuts 
will never balance the budget as long 
as the entitlement programs remain 
unrestrained. 

These previous attempts, because 
they failed to address the largest and 
fastest growing part of the budget, 
were virtually doomed to fail. In my 
mind, our previous attempts to balance 
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the budget without seriously address-
ing the out of control growth of spend-
ing in entitlement programs were anal-
ogous to Bonnie and Clyde robbing 
parking meters. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
finally goes where the money is. Fifty 
percent of the deficit reduction in this 
plan comes from reducing the projected 
growth in spending—not the actual 
spending levels—in entitlement pro-
grams. Compared to CBO’s baseline 
projections, it provides spending reduc-
tions totaling $1.3 trillion over the 7- 
year period ending in 2002. These reduc-
tions are achieved through reductions 
in two principal areas: entitlements 
and nondefense discretionary pro-
grams. 

This resolution recommends that en-
titlement spending growth be reduced 
by $650 billion, that nondefense discre-
tionary spending be reduced $350 bil-
lion, and defense will be reduced by an-
other $100 billion below CBO’s baseline. 
Due to these reduced Federal expendi-
tures, it is estimated that interest pay-
ments on the debt will be lessened by 
$200 billion. 

Mr. President, over the last few days, 
many of my colleagues have attempted 
to amend the resolution to correct 
what they believed to be flaws in this 
proposal. I share many of their con-
cerns, and, if I had my way, I would 
make a number of changes, including: 

First, holding the defense budget sta-
ble over this period rather than having 
it continue to decline as called for in 
both this resolution and President 
Clinton’s budget; 

Second, setting a goal of balancing 
the budget without using the surpluses 
from the Social Security Trust Fund, 
even if it takes 10 years rather than 7. 

Third, reducing some of the cuts 
from projected growth in the Medicare 
and Medicaid programs to make the re-
quired reforms more achievable and 
sustainable; 

Fourth, reducing the proposed cuts in 
Federal education programs to ac-
knowledge that human capital is our 
most precious resource; 

Fifth, restoring some of the proposed 
reductions in the Earned Income Tax 
Credit, which is essential in helping 
low-income working people and in 
making work more attractive than 
welfare; 

Sixth, mitigating to some extent the 
proposed cuts to agriculture and vet-
erans programs; and 

Seventh, keeping the National Serv-
ice program alive and viable. This pro-
gram is proving to be both an impor-
tant and efficient way of delivering 
human services, and it is also serving 
as a catalyst for community service by 
thousands of American young people. 

Mr. President, I will continue to 
fight to address these priorities as this 
process continues and we debate the 
specific details in the reconciliation 
legislation that will carry out this 
plan. I also believe that tax expendi-
tures should not be exempt from review 
as we legislate in the summer and fall. 

Balancing the budget requires shared 
sacrifice, and as we cut spending we 
should also review revenue-losing tax 
breaks which may not be justified. For 
these reasons I supported the Conrad 
alternative to the Committee-reported 
budget resolution. 

Notwithstanding these reservations, 
I will vote for the Domenici budget res-
olution. We will debate the details for 
months to come, and we could vote and 
debate forever in search of a perfect so-
lution, but the general direction re-
quired is clear. If there was an easy 
way to balance the budget without cut-
ting spending on popular programs, we 
would have done it long ago. But that 
is simply not possible. This plan gives 
the American people a realistic look at 
what it takes to balance the budget 
with spending cuts alone. 

I believe this resolution points us in 
the right direction. Mr. President, 
most of this debate has focused on spe-
cific elements of this plan, but what 
sometimes gets lost in the debate is 
the fact that the status quo is not pain-
less either—in fact it is not even sus-
tainable. We simply cannot continue to 
pile $200 to $300 billion in additional 
debt each year on our children and 
grandchildren. 

I also hope that I will also be able to 
support the conference report, but that 
depends on its content. I consider the 
House’s action in beginning a $1.2 tril-
lion budget cutting exercise by reduc-
ing taxes by over $300 billion over 7 
years to be fiscally irresponsible. I am 
pleased that more than two-thirds of 
my colleagues voted to overwhelm-
ingly defeat this tax cut in the Gramm 
amendment, which have made the tax 
cuts contained in the House passed 
Contract With America part of this res-
olution. The House approach is like an 
alcoholic promising to go on the wagon 
right after gulping one last bottle of 
whiskey. 

In this resolution, there is a reserve 
fund that makes the fiscal dividend re-
sulting from enactment of a balanced 
budget plan available for tax cuts. This 
dividend was the focus of most of the 
proposed amendments to this resolu-
tion. In my view, the Senate should 
have adopted the Feingold amendment, 
which would have applied that dividend 
to deficit reduction and given us a 
cushion that would allow us to balance 
the budget even if the economy does 
not perform as well as CBO has pro-
jected. 

The budget resolution contains an in-
vitation to use this fiscal dividend for 
tax reductions rather than applying it 
to deficit reduction. I oppose this part 
of the resolution and I voted against 
the amendment which strengthened 
this invitation from may to shall. The 
Senate will address this question again 
before any such tax cut passes. If the 
Senate is unwilling to apply this fiscal 
dividend to the deficit then I prefer 
using the dividend to ease the most se-
vere impacts of the spending reduc-
tions Medicare, education, and pro-
grams for low-income working people, 

rather than for tax cuts. My votes on 
several amendments reflect this. But 
my first choice was to take a more con-
servative approach by applying the fis-
cal dividend to deficit reduction as pro-
posed by the fiscally responsible path 
in the Feingold amendment. 

This budget resolution is tough medi-
cine, and it will be very difficult to 
carry out some of the reductions called 
for. I suspect the reductions in the 
growth rate of spending in Medicaid 
and Medicare, education, agriculture 
and other areas that are required if we 
are to balance the budget will generate 
more and more opposition from sub-
stantial segments of America before 
the cuts are passed by Congress, and 
certainly before they are fully imple-
mented. There is also a probability 
that in cutting projected spending by 
over $1 trillion dollars in a 7-year pe-
riod Congress will inadvertently make 
some serious errors which will have to 
be corrected. For these reasons, I be-
lieve that reducing taxes by the 
amount produced in the fiscal dividend 
would be inequitable and premature 
until the spending cuts and restraints 
have been locked in. 

I would remind all of my colleagues 
who believe, as I do, that we should be 
balancing the budget without using the 
Social Security surplus, that leaving 
the fiscal dividend alone and applying 
it to deficit reduction, as we would 
have done if the Feingold amendment 
had been adopted, would also help 
move us toward the goal of a real bal-
anced budget. Balancing only the uni-
fied budget by continuing to borrow 
the Social Security surplus simply 
postpones the day of pain when the 
general fund must repay the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund. 

The budget resolution before us bal-
ances the budget in 2002, including the 
Social Security surplus. But without 
that surplus, the deficit in 2002 would 
still be about $100 billion. While the 
exact size of the fiscal dividend would 
depend on what savings and enforce-
ment provisions were enacted in a rec-
onciliation bill, CBO’s previous esti-
mate of the fiscal dividend in 2002 was 
about $50 billion. If we had applied that 
to deficit reduction, we could have cut 
the deficit in 2002, excluding Social Se-
curity, in half, from about $100 billion 
to $50 billion. 

Today, the general fund already owes 
the Social Security Trust Fund $500 
billion. By 2002, when we finally get the 
budget back in balance including using 
these Social Security surpluses, the 
general fund will owe the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund $1.1 trillion. When the 
baby boom generation starts retiring 
around the year 2015, just 20 years from 
today, we will owe the Social Security 
trust fund about $3 trillion. 

We all know that Congress and the 
President have to face up to the Social 
Security problem. We all know the So-
cial Security system is not going to be 
the same for those who are in their 20s, 
30s, and 40s today as it is for people 
who are already retired and receiving 
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Social Security benefits today. It can-
not be. And the longer we avoid facing 
up to that problem, the worse the prob-
lem is going to be. Balancing the budg-
et without the continued use of the So-
cial Security surplus to finance other 
Government spending is an absolute 
necessary first step in that effort. Un-
fortunately, this budget resolution 
does not meet that test or even have 
that goal. 

Mr. President, in closing, I want to 
congratulate Senator DOMENICI for his 
leadership on this budget resolution. 
This budget resolution is but the first 
step of a long and difficult journey, but 
we are headed in the right direction— 
the direction that will bring our budget 
into balance. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague. 
I want to say that, as I look at the 

Senator from New Mexico and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, I want to say my 
friend from New Mexico, the chairman 
of the committee, if I could get his at-
tention, that I think the Senator from 
New Mexico and the Senator from Ne-
braska really are a model for this U.S. 
Senate. You can disagree without being 
disagreeable. I think we have had a 
tough and important debate, and I con-
gratulate both of them on it. 

I want to say that, from my perspec-
tive as a Senator from California who 
ran because I wanted to fight for the 
people of California, that this budget 
as it comes before us now is the broad-
est retreat on the American dream 
that I have ever seen in my time as an 
adult. 

I will say that we tried to change 
this budget. We at every chance said 
that the tax cuts should go to the mid-
dle class, not to the wealthy. We of-
fered broad restorations to education. 
We tried to make this better. We tried 
to ease the pain on the seniors, on the 
students. And I say to my friends on 
both sides of the aisle that if ever we 
were here to fight for anyone, should it 
not be the children? Should it not be 
the elderly? Should it not be the hard- 
working middle-class families who will 
have a tax increase, those who earn 
$28,000 a year and less? 

So this budget turns its back on 
those people while maintaining tax 
loopholes, keeping military spending 
harmless and, frankly again, retreating 
from the American dream that I was so 
fortunate to be a part of in my life-
time. 

I hope as this process continues we 
will have enough votes to turn back 
some of these priorities. I hope we will 
bring common sense to the debate in 
the days that lie ahead. 

I will be voting against this budget. 
If it does anything, it shows the dif-
ference between the parties. I think 
that is good for this country, to see the 
differences between the parties. 

I wish to thank my colleague and 
again the committee chairman for 

working with me, although we have 
disagreed many times. I think the staff 
on both sides have just been extraor-
dinary as well as the chairman and the 
ranking member. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to 

Senator D’AMATO from New York. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized. 
Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am 

proud to support this budget. Senator 
DOMENICI and the Budget Committee 
deserve to be commended. Senator 
DOMENICI’s plan, for the first time, 
meets what the American people have 
been asking for—responsible and coura-
geous leadership. 

It is not easy to balance the budget. 
It is not easy to cut those programs, 
yes, that the people want and get used 
to. It is not easy to tackle Medicare. 
But let me tell you something. We were 
not elected and sent here to do things 
the easy way. That program will be 
bankrupt. We owe it to today’s seniors 
and those in the future to protect it, 
preserve it, to strengthen it. We owe it 
to our children in the future to give 
them the opportunities we have had. 
Unless we achieve a balanced budget 
and cut spending, that will not be the 
legacy we leave to them. 

There are those who preach fear and 
divisiveness. I have heard talk already 
about how this is going to help the 
wealthy. It seems to me, when we bal-
ance the budget and reduce interest 
costs that make it possible for people 
to have jobs and opportunity, we are 
helping America. 

I do not believe that the administra-
tion or my Democratic friends for the 
most part have given the kind of lead-
ership that this Nation needs. Criticize, 
create fear, create doubt, turn their 
backs on their own reports, a report 
that this administration came down 
with, which indicated that Medicare 
would run out of funds within the next 
6 or 7 years. 

We have an obligation to move bold-
ly. We are. It is the right time, and it 
is about time, and I hope we can pass 
this budget overwhelmingly. I support 
it. 

I commend Senator DOMENICI and all 
who have worked with him to bring us 
to this point. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
from New York. I yield 2 minutes to 
Senator ROBB. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator ROBB would 
like 2 minutes on my time. 

I yield 2 minutes. 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, if the Sen-

ator from New Mexico will yield 2 min-
utes, I would be very pleased. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair, and I thank the chairman and 
the ranking member of the Budget 

Committee for their leadership and the 
long, hard work that brought us to this 
particular point. 

If this were a budget and not a budg-
et resolution, Mr. President, I might 
take a different course of action. I hap-
pen to believe that most of the choices, 
most of the priorities that we establish 
in terms of guidelines as to how we get 
to our destination are not the prior-
ities that I would embrace and, indeed, 
I have voted with my Democratic col-
leagues on a number of occasions to try 
to change those priorities. But we did 
not prevail. 

I believe that Republicans were 
wrong in 1993, when they felt as strong-
ly as they did about deficit reduction, 
not to try to assist President Clinton 
and Democrats. And feeling as strongly 
as I do about the importance of deficit 
reduction, I believe it would be wrong 
for me not to assist with the heavy lift-
ing. 

Mr. President, the lifting is going to 
be very, very heavy. I do not think 
many of the Members who may be fully 
supportive of this resolution have con-
sidered all of the implications that are 
ultimately going to have to be consid-
ered when making the tough individual 
choices about cutting specific pro-
grams or cutting tax expenditures, 
raising revenues, whatever the case 
may be. But I am prepared to assist in 
that effort. I think it is important 
that, to the extent we can, we engage 
in this most important task on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

So, Mr. President, I will be pleased to 
vote for this resolution, notwith-
standing significant differences with 
respect to the distribution of the bur-
den and the pain and a very significant 
difference with respect to whether or 
not we ought to have any tax cuts in 
this measure at this time. 

Nonetheless, I applaud the leadership 
for moving us to this point, for setting 
a very clear and important goal. I am 
embracing the destination and not the 
road as to how we get there, and I am 
going to work to try to make some 
course directions as we move down 
that road. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
thank the ranking member as well as 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
for their hard work, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
for the remarks. And I thank the Sen-
ator for the support with the vote 
today. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have no 

ill will at all toward some of the Demo-
crats, some of my closest friends and 
associates, but I have tried to conduct 
this matter with a sense of dedication 
but still in good humor. I just want to 
say that if there are any Republicans 
who wish to vote against the budget, I 
will be glad to yield them time if they 
come to the Senate as quickly as pos-
sible. 
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I yield 2 minutes to my colleague 

from Rhode Island. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I regret to tell the 

Senator he will have to do it all him-
self. 

Mr. EXON. I so anticipated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the fiscal 

year 1996 budget resolution marks the 
beginning of the end of an era. There 
can be no avoiding of the fact that the 
resolution in many ways lays out a 
plan for the effective dismantlement of 
progressive government as we have 
come to know and benefit from for half 
a century. 

This I believe is a lamentable turn of 
events in my view, all the more so be-
cause I believe we could bring the Fed-
eral budget under control by less ex-
treme and less destructive means. 

When I came to the Senate in 1961, 
the political climate was keyed to na-
tional circumstances far different from 
those prevailing today. Most of us had 
vivid memories, first, of the era of ac-
tive, interventionist government that 
resulted from the economic stresses of 
the 1930’s; and second, of the dominant 
role of the Federal Government in the 
successful prosecution of our role in 
World War II, a role which was to con-
tinue through the cold war era. 

From that basis of a dominant Fed-
eral role in opposition to foreign tyr-
anny, there was a natural evolution to 
the historic role of the Federal Govern-
ment in greatly expanding our national 
commitment to social justice at home. 
This found expression in the civil 
rights revolution of the 1960’s, and in a 
host of other fields, including health, 
education, welfare, occupational safe-
ty, and environmental protection to 
name only a few. 

To be sure, there were excesses and 
mistakes that were committed in the 
name of an activist central govern-
ment, and their elimination is one of 
the benefits of the current swing of the 
pendulum of history back in the direc-
tion of less government and less inter-
vention. 

But as one who has been privileged to 
serve here during this remarkable 
cycle, I want to record the view that 
there is much that we have done over 
the past four decades that has made 
our country a better place, and those 
accomplishments should not be re-
jected in a willy-nilly rush to diminish 
the role of government. 

Unfortunately, the budget resolution 
lays the groundwork for just such an 
evisceration of progressive government 
and I, therefore, cannot support it. 

I am appalled at the implications of 
drastic cuts in the international affairs 
account, presaging a trend to isola-
tionism and withdrawal from a half 
century of activist leadership in world 
affairs. This resolution envisions a pro-
gressive phasing back of assessed con-
tributions for United Nations peace-
keeping, as well as drastic cuts in for-
eign aid. These are radical and regres-
sive changes and I reject them. 

I am likewise dismayed at the as-
sumed reduction in Federal spending 
for education by as much as $32 billion 
over 7 years. This would place at risk 
or threaten curtailment of a number of 
worthy programs which have evolved 
over the past 30 years to assert a Fed-
eral interest in this most basic area of 
public investment. So these cuts too 
are not acceptable. 

I deeply regret also the assumptions 
underlying this resolution which would 
curtail the National Endowment for 
the Arts and Humanities, the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, and AM-
TRAK, while at the same time threat-
ening to turn back the clock of post- 
Watergate reform by abolishing the 
Presidential campaign financing sys-
tem. I hope the Senate amendment re-
storing the funding for this system will 
prevail. 

These are but a few of the programs 
now in jeopardy in which I have a spe-
cial interest. In combination with 
other provisions which likewise cancel 
out or curtail major elements of the 
Federal commitment to social justice— 
provisions such as the Medicare cut-
backs and the cut in funding for the 
earned income tax credit—they serve 
to demonstrate how negative and re-
gressive this resolution truly is. 

The pity is, Mr. President, that much 
of this programmatic slaughter may be 
needless. The fact is that it was or-
dained by a commitment to suspect 
goals which were dictated by political 
expediency rather than national selec-
tion, namely, the idea that the Federal 
budget must be brought into exact bal-
ance, and the corollary idea that it 
must be brought into balance in the ar-
bitrary time frame of 7 years. 

With all due respect to the leadership 
of my own party, I must simply say 
that in my view these goals are spe-
cious and should not be the driving 
force for this sweeping revision of Fed-
eral policy. 

When I opposed the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution earlier 
this year, I took the position that the 
Federal budget is not supposed to be in 
perpetual balance, but that, as John 
Maynard Keynes wisely noted, it 
should remain a flexible instrument of 
national economic policy, registering a 
surplus in good times and engaging in 
stimulative spending in downtimes. 

The resolution before us puts us on 
an inflexible course, both in terms of 
achieving absolute balance and doing 
so by a date certain. It makes no allow-
ance for all of the unforeseen contin-
gencies, including natural disasters, 
international emergencies, or eco-
nomic recessions, that might require 
us at some point in the next 7 years, to 
engage in unexpected spending and 
thus not meet the goal so confidently 
embraced. 

And even if the magical goal were 
somehow to be reached, there is a re-
spectable body of opinion that warns 
that the deliberate withdrawal of $1.3 
trillion in Federal spending in the arbi-
trary timeframe of 7 years could wreak 
havoc with the economy. 

It seems to me that the far wiser 
course would be to continue a vigorous 
but more reasoned program of deficit 
reduction that would not rule out rev-
enue increases and certainly would not 
exempt defense from further budget 
cuts. I would generally avoid tax cuts, 
although I must say that I continue to 
believe that a more liberal treatment 
of capital gains would have a beneficial 
effect in promoting economic growth. 

Further, it seems to me that we 
ought to substitute flexible and ration-
al measures of deficit control for the 
arbitrary goals which I believe have 
been too hastily accepted as a basis for 
a wholesale change of approach of Gov-
ernment. One useful measure is the 
ratio between the annual deficit and 
gross domestic product. Just as any 
prudent household should limit debt in 
proportion to income, it would make 
sense for the Federal Government to do 
likewise with respect to its annual def-
icit. 

For the present, we must act on the 
basis of goals and assumptions that, 
while widely accepted, may not be 
valid. To my mind, the budget resolu-
tion takes us in the wrong direction 
and does so for the wrong reasons. I 
hope the time will come when others 
will see the matter in the same light. 

OPPOSITION TO CHANGES IN THE EARNED INCOME 
TAX CREDIT—A TAX INCREASE ON WORKING 
FAMILIES 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in opposition to the 
proposed cut in the earned income tax 
credit [EITC]. 

The other day I spoke about this 
budget, its attacks on Medicare and 
how it affects senior citizens and their 
families. Today, I rise to speak about 
how the reduction in the earned in-
come tax credit will affect their fami-
lies and their children. 

Today, I want to speak about how 
this is also a fight for the children and 
grandchildren of the senior citizens 
who are hit by cuts in Medicare. 

In 1993 we dramatically increased the 
earned income tax credit, which cut 
taxes for middle and lower income fam-
ilies. 

We cut taxes for parents working 
hard to stay out of poverty and off wel-
fare. The first step to welfare reform is 
to make work pay. The EITC helps us 
to make work pay. 

If this budget resolution passes we 
will increase taxes on millions of work-
ing parents. What do we say to these 
mothers and fathers? What do we say 
to any working family making less 
than $28,000 a year? 

Who is affected? A mother who 
makes ends meet by waiting on tables. 
A mother who counts on every tip, 
every nickel and quarter left on the 
lunch counter. A mother who can make 
ends meet because of the earned in-
come tax credit. 
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A father who lost a good-paying fac-

tory job and lost a piece of the Amer-
ican dream. A father who works a sec-
ond job just to support his children, 
but still makes less than $28,000. 

This budget cuts taxes for the 
wealthy by taking $21 billion from the 
EITC and the families who use it. This 
budget cut will hit over 12 million tax-
payers, 199,000 in Maryland alone. For 
those Marylanders making $28,000, they 
will pay $1,500 in taxes if the EITC is 
cut. 

This is not welfare reform. We cannot 
tell people to get off welfare and then 
cut what they will get in a paying job, 
and cut their Medicaid. 

We cannot tell a mother on welfare 
to take a low-paying job that will be 
even lower paying if we cut this pro-
gram. We must reward people who 
work. 

It is time that we returned to the bi-
partisan spirit of this tax break. Let us 
return to the support that had Presi-
dent Reagan praise the EITC as, ‘‘the 
best antipoverty and pro-family’’ meas-
ure to ever come out of Congress. 

When I spoke the other day on an-
other occasion, I reminded the audi-
ence of First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt 
and how she explained that this is ‘‘no 
ordinary time.’’ This is no ordinary 
time. It is a time to fight for these 
families who have worked hard and 
have earned a break. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I re-
luctantly voted against the budget res-
olution, but I believe it does represent 
a serious, and significant statement on 
my highest priority: deficit reduction. 

My own 82-point plan reduces the def-
icit further and faster than this budget 
resolution does, and I cosponsored and 
voted for an alternative on the floor of 
the Senate that reduces the deficit 
more and achieves true balance sooner 
than the budget resolution. Neverthe-
less, the budget resolution does achieve 
significant deficit reduction, and if 
nothing else, it clearly demonstrates 
that we do not need to change our Con-
stitution in order to balance the Fed-
eral books. 

The purpose of a budget resolution is 
to establish the boundaries within 
which we formulate the details of the 
Federal budget. The most significant 
flaw in this resolution is that those 
boundaries effectively preclude us from 
going after three sacred cows: tax cuts, 
tax loopholes, and the defense budget. 

If those three areas had been left on 
the table, we could have taken a much 
more balanced approach to deficit re-
duction, lessening the severity of the 
cuts to those on Medicare and Med-
icaid, farmers, students, veterans, and 
others, while also eliminating the def-
icit by the year 2000, not 2002 or 2004 or 
2008. 

There were some bright points to the 
resolution. One important improve-
ment the Senate resolution makes to 
the one passed by the House is the 
elimination of what has been called the 
crown jewel of the Contract With 
America: the fiscally irresponsible $350 

billion tax cut. In a resounding, bipar-
tisan vote of 69 to 31, the Senate re-
jected an amendment to implement 
that reckless policy. 

There are also a number of provisions 
assumed in the resolution that rightly 
slate outdated, wasteful, or low pri-
ority programs for cuts or elimination. 

I was particularly pleased to see the 
Helium program terminated under this 
budget resolution. I introduced legisla-
tion on the first day of the 104th Con-
gress to kill the national helium pro-
gram, and this budget resolution is an 
important step in eliminating this ves-
tige of the 1920’s. 

Though the broad budget outlines es-
tablished by this resolution are 
skewed, I very much hope we will ap-
proach the details of the budget with 
the kind of bipartisan spirit dem-
onstrated by the strong, bipartisan 
vote defeating the reckless House Re-
publican tax cuts. 

If the Senate takes that approach to 
the specific budget bills, and especially 
the reconciliation legislation that will 
determine how cuts are made to Medi-
care and Medicaid, we may be able to 
fashion a sensible budget that achieves 
the significant deficit reduction envi-
sioned in the resolution without harm-
ing the most vulnerable. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1150 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my deep regret that 
the amendment offered by Senators 
ROTH and LIEBERMAN seeking to pro-
tect one of the last pristine wilderness 
areas of this Nation, the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge [ANWR], was de-
feated. 

In 1980, the 96th Congress approved 
the Alaska National Interest Land 
Conservation Act. This important law, 
which set aside over a million acres of 
Federal land for national parks, wild-
life refuges, and other conservation 
areas, prohibited oil and gas develop-
ment in 1.5 million acres of ANWR’s 
coastal plain, leaving the fate of this 
land in the hands of future Congresses. 

Since 1980, the Congress has vigor-
ously and consistently expressed its op-
position to oil and gas leasing in the 
biological heart of the Arctic Refuge. 
This area on the coastal plain of 
ANWR, often referred to as the ‘‘Amer-
ican Serengeti,’’ is home to about 165 
different species of animals. It is the 
calving ground for the Porcupine Car-
ibou herd, the denning area for the 
Beaufort Sea polar bear population, 
and the nesting habitat for a variety of 
waterfowl and shorebirds, including 
snow geese, tundra swans and black 
brant. 

There is little doubt that extensive 
development of this sensitive wilder-
ness area would have a negative impact 
on the vast wildlife resources located 
there. A 1987 report prepared by the De-
partment of the Interior and submitted 
to the Congress stated that oil develop-
ment in ANWR would result in long- 
term changes in the wilderness envi-
ronment, wildlife habitat, and Native 
subsistence hunting opportunities. 

In my view, it is critical that we as a 
nation do not allow the destruction of 
one of our last remaining unprotected 
ecosystems. The Republican budget 
proposal recommends that the Federal 
Government lease 8 percent of ANWR 
for oil and gas development. While this 
backdoor assault on the Arctic Refuge 
claims to affect only a small portion of 
the wilderness area, oil development 
activity will affect the entire coastal 
plain. In addition, the expectations for 
oil and gas finds are excessive. The 1987 
Interior Department report found there 
to be only a one in five chance of find-
ing an economically viable oil field on 
the coastal plain. 

Wilderness areas constitute only 2 
percent of all land in the United 
States. If we fail to protect the integ-
rity of the Arctic Refuge now, its 
wealth of natural beauty and treasures 
will be lost to future generations. This 
is too precious a resource to squander. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1166 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

this amendment was submitted on be-
half of myself, Senators ROCKEFELLER, 
MURRAY, HARKIN, WELLSTONE, REID, 
DASCHLE, and MIKULSKI. 

The Senate considered this amend-
ment yesterday. Mr. President, this 
amendment could not be more simple. 
It closes the ‘‘Ex-Patriots’’ billionaires 
tax loophole and takes the money and 
restores some of the drastic cuts in 
veterans programs contained in this 
resolution. I call this amendment— 
take from ‘‘ex-patriots and give to 
American patriots.’’ 

This is the same amendment that I 
offered in committee. While this 
amendment failed on a tie 11 to 11 vote, 
it did enjoy bi-partisan support. The 
distinguished junior Senator from 
Maine [Senator SNOWE] voted for my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, we have now all heard 
about this so-called ‘‘Benedict Arnold’’ 
tax loophole. This loophole allows bil-
lionaires and multi-millionaires who 
have made their fortunes in this coun-
try to renounce their citizenship and 
avoid paying Federal taxes like estate 
taxes and flee to some Caribbean island 
with their money. 

This is no minor loophole. It costs 
the Treasury more than $3 billion over 
10 years. And as a recent story in For-
tune Magazine showed, wealthy indi-
viduals deliberately look at using this 
loophole to avoid paying taxes. 

My amendment will close this loop-
hole. And it will take the proceeds and 
put them into restoring the massive 
cuts in veterans programs contained in 
the Republican budget. 

This Republican budget cuts discre-
tionary spending on veterans programs 
by a whopping $26 billion over the next 
7 years. But this is only discretionary 
spending on items like VA hospitals 
and outpatient clinics. 

This budget also cuts veterans’ enti-
tlement programs by $10 billion over 7 
years. That is a $36 billion slap in the 
face to our Nation’s veterans. 

What kind of reward is this for our 
Nation’s veterans? Isn’t it ironic that 
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on the 50th anniversary of V–E Day, we 
are destroying the VA system for those 
heros who saved us from Fascism? 

The Republican budget will force 
cuts in veterans’ pensions, payments to 
those with service-connected disabil-
ities, the GI bill, and numerous other 
health and benefit programs. 

My amendment will help alleviate 
some of these cuts. It will not restore 
all of the funding but it will make a 
start in trying to cushion the coming 
blow. 

Mr. President, the men and women 
who have put their lives on the line for 
this country deserve better. They de-
serve to be treated with respect. 

Their benefits should not be cut 
while we are providing tax cuts for the 
rich. The Republican budget represents 
the wrong priorities. 

Mr. President, I want to deal with 
one issue up front. Republicans may 
argue that we passed an amendment in 
the Budget Committee to close the 
Benedict Arnold tax loophole. 

The fact is we did not. We passed a 
nonbinding sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment concerning this issue. However, 
we did not change any numbers in the 
resolution to force the Finance Com-
mittee to in fact close this loophole. 

So the Finance Committee can do as 
it wishes regarding this tax loophole. It 
will not be required to do this in any 
way. So if Republican say that they al-
ready voted to get rid of the loophole, 
they are not shooting straight with the 
American people. 

This amendment again poses the 
same question to the Senate as other 
amendments. The question is, ‘‘Whose 
side are you on?’’ 

Are you on the side of billionaires 
who revoke their citizenship to avoid 
paying taxes? Or are you on the side of 
our Nation’s veterans—the men and 
women who have fought for their coun-
try—who have laid their lives on the 
line to defend freedom? 

I stand firmly with American Patri-
ots not ex-patriots. 

I hope my colleagues will do the 
same. The veterans of our country de-
serve much better than the cuts con-
tained in this Republican budget. 

(The following statement was inad-
vertently omitted from the RECORD of 
May 24, and appears here at the request 
of Mr. ROCKEFELLER. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1166 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

join with my colleagues, Senators LAU-
TENBERG, DASCHLE, MIKULSKI, 
WELLSTONE, MURRAY, HARKIN, and 
REID, in cosponsoring an amendment to 
the budget resolution, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 13. 

This amendment—known as the ‘‘Ex- 
Patriots to Patriots’’ amendment— 
would assume the repeal of the tax 
loophole that enables U.S. citizens to 
renounce their citizenship to avoid 
paying U.S. taxes. This would generate 
$3.633 billion in revenues for the Treas-
ury over 10 years, from 1995 to 2005. Our 
amendment would restore funds from 
this revenue—$1.7 billion over the 7 

years covered by the resolution—to 
Function 700, veterans programs, so as 
to offset some of the $15.4 billion in re-
ductions contained in the budget reso-
lution. 

Mr. President, emigration and expa-
triation are fundamental rights of all 
Americans. They are guaranteed by the 
American Constitution and inter-
national human rights laws. Expatria-
tion to avoid taxation is permitted by 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

We believe this provision in the Tax 
Code should be repealed for several rea-
sons. First, it is unfair to all Ameri-
cans who work hard every day to sup-
port their families and who pay taxes 
to support their country. It offends our 
sense of justice that some of the 
wealthiest Americans—who can afford 
to pay taxes, whose fortunes blossomed 
in the freedom and bounty of our Na-
tion—can take such a drastic measure 
to avoid paying their fair share. Sec-
ond, at a time when we are all com-
mitted to reducing the Federal deficit, 
the Treasury losses significant revenue 
because of the actions of the approxi-
mately 25 individuals a year who 
choose expatriation to take advantage 
of this tax loophole. And finally, if 
these funds were available, they could 
be targeted toward needed programs 
and services which are in jeopardy— 
and which benefit far more than 25 peo-
ple. 

Mr. President, the matter of this 
‘‘Ex-Patriots’’ tax loophole has come 
before the Senate earlier in this session 
of Congress and is on the table again. 
We passed the ‘‘Ex-Patriots’’ provision 
as part of the small business health 
care deduction bill in March, but it was 
dropped in the House-Senate con-
ference in April. Later, the Senate 
voted again to repeal this tax loophole, 
this time by a vote of 96–4 in a sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution. And on May 
15, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, as 
passed by the Budget Committee, does 
repeal this tax loophole for wealthy 
Americans. However, it does not go far 
enough, it does not target any of the 
revenue for veterans’ programs. 

On May 11, Senate LAUTENBERG wise-
ly linked the two issues—repeal of the 
expatriates’ tax break and restoration 
and funding to America’s true patri-
ots—in Budget Committee action. The 
tie vote of 11–11 demonstrated the bi-
partisan support for changing the tax 
code and helping maintain veterans’ 
programs. Our amendment links the re-
peal of the tax loophole for expatriates 
to the restoration of funds for Amer-
ica’s true patriots—her veterans. It 
does so because approximately $15 bil-
lion in reductions for veterans pro-
grams—including health care services 
for service-connected veterans and 
poor veterans—are on the chopping 
block. As ranking minority member of 
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, I believe the patriotism dem-
onstrated by the men and women who 
have worn our country’s uniform— 
those who put themselves in harm’s 
way, those whose lives have been irrev-

ocably changed by injuries sustained in 
the line of duty, those who lost com-
rades in the heat of battle—speaks for 
itself. The repeal of the expatriates’ 
tax loophole makes sense, and our vet-
erans deserve no less. 

Let us remember once again, in this 
50th anniversary year of the end of 
World War II, the persons who enlisted 
in service to their country when tyr-
anny threatened to obliterate peace 
and prosperity for generations to come. 
Science fiction writers and filmmakers 
have conjured up images of the un-
imaginable—what the world would 
have been like had our soldiers and 
sailors not made the world safe for de-
mocracy, safe for their children and 
grandchildren. Thankfully, many of 
these men and women are alive and 
well. But while many have their memo-
ries, their honor, and their dignity, 
they may not have their health or the 
material wealth with which to pur-
chase the care they need. 

Mr. President, I want my colleagues 
to understand some of the ways the un-
derlying budget resolution, as reported 
by the Budget Committee, will affect 
the people who use the VA health care 
system. Under the resolution, VA 
would be forced to operate at a level 
below current services. In human 
terms, almost 150,000 eligible veterans 
would be denied inpatient and out-
patient care in 1996 alone, and almost 1 
million veterans would be denied care 
in 2002. In terms of VA’s capacity to 
provide a full range of health care serv-
ices nationwide, the equivalent of 5 VA 
hospitals would have to be shut down 
in 1996, and 35 VA hospitals would have 
to close their doors in 2002. In the first 
year of implementation, 8,200 VA 
health care professionals would lose 
their jobs, and by the end of this 7-year 
period, 53,000 VA medical facility em-
ployees would lose theirs. 

Another equally disturbing effect of 
the Budget Committee’s action would 
be the cut in VA research programs of 
$15 million and 142 FTEE. This 
amounts to 10 percent of all VA re-
search projects, or 150 fewer medical 
research projects each year. VA re-
search is geared toward some of the 
special illnesses and disabilities which 
affect veterans, among them blindness, 
posttraumatic stress, and spinal cord 
injury. These and other subjects of VA 
research endeavors—everything from 
Alzheimer’s disease to heart disease to 
women’s health—also benefit the gen-
eral population by finding the causes of 
disease and aiding in developing the 
best diagnostic, treatment, and preven-
tive methods. Today’s research results 
are tomorrow’s cures. By eliminating 
the opportunity for our Nation’s med-
ical professionals—VA research is con-
ducted by VA clinicians and research-
ers and also by those from our Nation’s 
medical schools which are affiliated 
with VA medical centers—we cut off a 
source of knowledge that is crucial to 
the health of our Nation’s citizens. 

Last, Mr. President, under the reso-
lution, VA’s construction program 
would be affected beyond repair. In 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7452 May 25, 1995 
fact, the program would be decimated. 
This program, which upgrades and 
maintains VA’s $25 billion physical 
plant infrastructure, should cease to 
exist. All 200 pending projects, totaling 
$3.4 billion, would have to be canceled. 
These are not new projects, new hos-
pitals, or new buildings. These are es-
sential modernization projects. They 
are essential because 65 percent of VA 
medical centers, or 114 hospitals, are at 
least 30 years old. And 73 percent of VA 
hospital, domiciliary, and nursing 
home beds, that is more than 74,000 
beds, do not comply with patient pri-
vacy standards. In this day and age, no 
hospital should have more than two 
beds per room, congregate bathing fa-
cilities, or inadequate space. If we sus-
pend all work on these projects, VA’s 
plans to upgrade its patient environ-
ment will never be realized. 

Mr. President, because this amend-
ment is budget neutral, there is every 
reason why we should use these new 
funds to minimize the negative impact 
on veterans’ programs of the Budget 
Resolution. The link between the two, 
thoughtfully and rightfully, proposed 
by Senator Lautenberg should be 
adopted by the full Senate. It is within 
our power to do so, and it is the right 
to do. As ranking minority member of 
the Veterans Affairs Committee, I urge 
my colleagues to support our amend-
ment. 

(The following statement was inad-
vertently omitted from the RECORD of 
May 24, and appears here at the request 
of Ms. MIKULSKI.) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1166 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the amendment offered by 
Senators LAUTENBERG and ROCKE-
FELLER that would partially restore 
funding for VA programs by closing the 
ex-patriot tax loophole. 

The ex-patriot tax loophole is a pro-
vision of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 that allows billionaires to re-
nounce their citizenship and avoid pay-
ing Federal taxes. By closing this loop-
hole, an additional $3.6 billion will be 
added to the Treasury between 1995 and 
2005. I think it is appropriate, Mr. 
President, that we apply the revenues 
generated by closing the ex-patriot 
loophole to help restore funding for 
veterans programs. 

In supporting the Lautenberg/Rocke-
feller amendment, I rise in defense of 
the GI Joe generation—the World War 
II generation—our fathers who fought 
on the battlefront overseas and our 
mothers who fought on the homefront 
here in our communities. 

Those wonderful Rosie the Riveters 
who kept the United States of America 
running while the men fought for de-
mocracy around the world. 

These are the women—the Rosies— 
who made sure that not only the 
schools and businesses operated, but 
that we built airplanes, mobilized our 
defenses. 

Mr. President, these are the men who 
fought from the shores of Normandy to 
Iwo Jima. America’s veterans fought to 

save Americans; they fought to save 
Western civilization; and they fought 
to save the very principles that this 
country was founded upon. 

And when the war was over, the GI 
Joe generation went back home to 
raise their families and contribute to 
the greatest prosperity that this coun-
try has ever known. 

Mr. President, we would not be here 
as a nation today, we would not be a 
superpower today, if it had not been for 
the GI Joe generation. 

We just commemorated V–E Day. In 
a few months we will commemorate V– 
J Day and the end of World War II. And 
now, here we are on the eve of Memo-
rial Day. 

And, how are we remembering these 
gallant men and women? With our 
thanks, with our commitment, with 
our compassion? 

No, Mr. President. With this budget 
resolution, we are telling the GI Joe 
generation that promises made are not 
promises kept. We are telling these 
brave men and women that we intend 
to cut VA medical care by more than 
$5.5 billion over the next 7 years. 

What we are telling our mothers and 
our fathers is that we are going to 
close 35 VA medical centers and that 
we are canceling 200 medical construc-
tion projects needed to bring existing 
facilities up to current health delivery 
standards. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
will force the VA to eliminate 53,000 
full-time jobs including physicians, 
nurses, lab technicians, x-ray techni-
cians, and mental health counselors. 

Treatment will be denied to over 1 
million patients, including deep reduc-
tions in patient visits for primary care, 
acute medical and psychiatric care, 
treatment for the chronically mentally 
ill, post-traumatic stress disorder, car-
diovascular disease, and extended care. 

In addition, this budget resolution 
adds insult to the injury we would in-
flict on our veterans. By forcing the 
elimination of almost 1,000 VA jobs in 
benefit services, the VA claims backlog 
will increase from 500,000 to over 1 mil-
lion claims. Having served on the front 
lines, we will now ask our veterans to 
stand in line for 2 to 4 years in order to 
receive their benefits. 

Finally, this budget resolution would 
limit future benefits for disabilities to 
those resulting directly from a vet-
eran’s performance of military duty, 
would phase in higher veteran prescrip-
tion copayments, and increase the 
amount a servicemember must con-
tribute in order to be eligible for bene-
fits under the Montgomery G.I. bill. 

Mr. President, we have gone from the 
New Deal and the Fair Deal—to the 
raw deal in this budget. I urge my col-
leagues to honor our veterans this Me-
morial Day with more than parades, 
plaques, and platitudes. Let us honor 
the GI Joe generation with our grati-
tude and our commitment. Let us 
stand and fight for them, the way they 
fought for us. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Lautenberg-Rockefeller amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1179 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, earlier 

today, the Senate adopted an amend-
ment, numbered 1179, proposed by Sen-
ator LEVIN, to express the sense of the 
Senate that overhead expenses of de-
fense agencies should be reduced in fis-
cal year 1996 by at least 3 percent. I 
supported that amendment. 

With the serious and continuing de-
cline in the defense budget, it is imper-
ative that every defense dollar be spent 
wisely. Cutting back on overhead ex-
penses by 3 percent, or even more, is 
necessary to ensure that more of our 
scarce defense resources will be avail-
able for high-priority military require-
ments. Because the level of defense 
spending provided in the fiscal year 
1996 budget resolution is, in my view, 
seriously inadequate to meet our na-
tional security needs, I supported the 
amendment to minimize low-priority 
and wasteful administrative expenses 
of the Department of Defense and de-
fense agencies. 

However, because of the rather vague 
language of the amendment, there may 
be some confusion as to its intent. Let 
me state my understanding of the con-
tent of the amendment. 

The amendment merely expresses the 
sense of the Senate that unnecessary 
overhead costs be reduced by 3 percent 
this fiscal year. The amendment makes 
no change whatsoever in the functional 
totals for National Defense, function 
050, nor does it reduce the total 
amount of discretionary spending 
available for defense in fiscal year 1996. 

It is my understanding that, since 
the amendment did not explicitly re-
duce either the defense functional to-
tals or the discretionary spending cap 
for defense, savings achievable by re-
ducing overhead expenses will remain 
available for defense programs. Cer-
tainly, this understanding was central 
to my support for the amendment. 

I will work to reduce the overhead 
expenses of all defense agencies and de-
partments, as I will do for all Federal 
agencies. Unnecessary expenditures of 
taxpayer dollars, in whatever account, 
should be eliminated. However, any 
savings from reduced overhead, in DOD 
may, under this amendment, be reallo-
cated to other defense programs. In my 
view, such savings must be used to 
fund force modernization, readiness, 
and quality of life programs which are 
inadequately funded under the Clinton 
adminsitration defense budget pro-
posals incorporated into this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President. I cannot 
support Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, the congressional budget resolution 
which has been presented to the Senate 
by the Republican majority. That 
budget proposal which the Senate will 
likely approve today, has been de-
scribed by our Republican colleagues as 
balanced in the year 2002 although it 
will not be. It relies heavily on sur-
pluses in the Social Security trust 
funds to achieve balance. In fact, in 
2002, there will remain, under the 
terms of the budget before us, a more 
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than $113 billion deficit, masked by the 
use of the Social Security trust funds. 
This is one crucial reason that I sup-
ported the Conrad substitute which 
would have reduced the deficit even 
farther than the Republican budget by 
2002 and which is truly balanced, with-
out the use of Social Security funds, by 
the year 2004. 

The Republican proposed budget res-
olution before us is unbalanced in an-
other important way. The budget blue-
print penalizes middle-income working 
families, reduces our investment in 
education, and penalizes our senior 
citizens, in order to provide for a tax 
reduction which will benefit mostly the 
wealthiest of Americans. The budget 
before us has its priorities wrong. It is 
simply a question of fairness. 

The Conrad substitute and the Brad-
ley substitute, each while not the 
budget in every respect that I would 
have crafted, reflected a more equi-
table set of priorities than the Repub-
lican budget. 

One of the most inequitable aspects 
of the Republican proposal before us is 
that to pay for tax cuts which will 
principally benefit the most well off 
among us, it raises taxes on working 
families. The proposal to cut back the 
earned income tax credit for working 
families making less than $28,000 per 
year would, for instance, raise taxes by 
$354 on a single parent with two chil-
dren making only $8,840 a year. That is 
minimum wage. 

The earned income tax credit has a 
long history of bipartisan support. 
President Reagan called the EITC, 
‘‘The best anti-poverty, the best pro- 
family, the best job creation measure 
to come out of the Congress.’’ The 
EITC has played an important role in 
providing incentives to keep people 
working who are struggling to get on 
the lowest rungs of America’s eco-
nomic ladder and to stay off the wel-
fare roles. 

The budget resolution before us aims 
a $21 billion tax increase at the work-
ing families. In Michigan, this means a 
$457 million tax hike over 7 years on 
nearly 316,000 hard-working taxpayers 
making less than $28,000 a year. Over 
the next 7 years, they will pay an aver-
age of nearly $1,500 more. 

While working families making less 
than $28,000 pay more, there is no effort 
in this budget to control the growth of 
corporate tax deductions, no effort to 
restrain the growing tax breaks for the 
largest and wealthiest among us. 

The Republican budget also hits our 
senior citizens very hard. Medicare 
would be cut by $256 billion, by far the 
largest Medicare cut in history. It is 
the most vulnerable who are hit hard-
est. Nearly 83 percent of Medicare ben-
efits go to beneficiaries with incomes 
less than $25,000. Two-thirds are below 
$15,000. Only 3 percent go to individuals 
or couples with incomes in excess of 
$50,000. 

I supported the Rockefeller amend-
ment which would have restored $100 
billion for Medicare to the budget, 

without changing the target date for a 
balanced budget, and without increas-
ing the deficit, by cutting funds the 
Republicans have earmarked for a tax 
cut for the wealthiest among us. The 
Rockefeller amendment was also de-
feated on a near party line vote. 

Another $175 billion, under the Re-
publican budget, is cut from Medicaid. 
Many people don’t realize that 70 per-
cent of Medicaid costs are long-term 
care for the elderly and the disabled. 
Many middle-income elderly wind up 
relying on Medicaid for nursing home 
and other care after their resources are 
expended. 

The Conrad substitute, which I sup-
ported, provided more funds for Medi-
care and Medicaid, reduced the deficit 
by more than the Republican budget 
does by 2002, and would have balanced 
the budget honestly without using the 
Social Security trust fund to mask the 
real deficit. 

Another way in which the Republican 
priorities are wrong is that in order to 
pay for a tax increase for the most 
well-off among us, they have cut fund-
ing for college loans and educational 
improvement. This is perhaps the most 
short-sighted aspect of their budget 
proposal. Investment in the education 
of our children is investment in Amer-
ica’s future. There are few ways to bet-
ter and more efficiently spend our dol-
lars than educating America’s future 
generations. 

The Republican budget before us 
would increase college loan costs for 
four million students each year, by 
eliminating the in-school interest sub-
sidy. The average student could pay 
$2,000–$3,000 more for his or her edu-
cation and an additional 1 million col-
lege students could lose their financial 
aid or have their aid drastically re-
duced under the plan to freeze Pell 
grants. 

I supported the Harkin-Hollings 
amendment which would have used 
funds which the Republicans have re-
served for a tax cut for wealthier 
Americans to restore $40 billion in 
funds for affordable student loans and 
for better schools. That amendment 
which was rejected on a near party line 
vote would have provided the addi-
tional funding to invest in the edu-
cation of our children without adding 
to the deficit or changing the target 
date for a balanced budget. The Conrad 
substitute which I also supported 
would include more funding for edu-
cation and would balance the budget 
without using funds from the Social 
Security trust fund as the Republican 
budget does. 

The majority also made clear their 
intentions when they rejected the 
Boxer amendment on Wednesday. That 
amendment, which I supported, would 
have assured that any tax cut be tar-
geted to middle-income people. The 
Boxer amendment was defeated on a 
near party line vote. 

Mr. President, the issue before us is 
not whether the Federal budget should 
be balanced in years ahead. The issue is 

how we do that. What are the priorities 
and who bears the burden. I believe 
that the priorities in the budget which 
our Republican colleagues have pro-
posed are wrong. They place the burden 
squarely on the backs of the elderly, 
students in school, and working fami-
lies, while cutting taxes for the most 
well off. That budget is simply not fair. 
And, Mr. President, it fails to get the 
job done. It continues to use the Social 
Security trust fund to hide the real 
deficit. 

I have supported many amendments 
aimed at improving the budget resolu-
tion, making it more fair, without af-
fecting the deficit reduction Virtually 
all were rejected by the Republican 
majority along nearly straight party 
lines. I cannot support the resolution 
before us. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION AND THE 
AGRICULTURE BUDGET 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would like today to make a very simple 
point. It is a point that I and other of 
my colleagues have been making over 
the course of recent weeks since the 
‘‘Chairman’s Mark’’ of this fiscal year 
1996 budget resolution was issued. My 
point is this. The cuts to the agri-
culture category of spending in this 
budget resolution will cause significant 
harm—harm both to rural America and 
to low-income Americans throughout 
the country. That is why I have been 
voting for a number of amendments to 
reduce the size of the cuts to agri-
culture spending in this resolution. 

As my colleagues know, the resolu-
tion proposes dramatic cuts to the ag-
riculture category of the Federal budg-
et. It proposes cuts of $28 billion over 5 
years to the agriculture category, and 
suggests cuts of $45 billion over 7 years. 

Mr. President, these cuts will seri-
ously reduce farm income, and they 
will damage our rural economy. They 
will drive down agricultural land val-
ues, and they will diminish conserva-
tion benefits that are important to our 
quality of life—both in the present and 
in the future. Reductions of this mag-
nitude will take from $380 to $400 mil-
lion from farmers in my State over just 
5 years. Furthermore, if we pass cuts 
this dramatic, we will devastate nutri-
tion programs such as food stamps, the 
WIC Program, and the Child Adult Care 
Feeding Program. 

Cuts to nutrition programs are con-
tained in the same budget category as 
cuts to farm programs. As a result, it 
is clear that reductions as drastic as 
those in this resolution—$28 billion 
over 5 years, to be found by the Agri-
culture Committee—will pit struggling 
farmers against low- and moderate-in-
come families for increasingly scarce 
Federal dollars. 

We all support Federal deficit reduc-
tion. Every farmer knows the value of 
lower interest rates, which would be 
one result of Federal fiscal responsi-
bility. Indeed American agriculture 
and rural America have contributed a 
heavy share to deficit reduction. They 
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will continue to do their share to re-
duce the deficit, and they will do so 
willingly. 

But why must this budget impose the 
most pain on those for whom it will be 
most difficult to bear? Why are we not 
cutting more unneeded military and 
corporate-welfare spending? Why are 
we not eliminating lucrative tax 
breaks for special interests? Why are 
we, in fact, considering a tax cut for 
wealthy Americans? This resolution 
makes the wrong choices and takes our 
country in the wrong direction. 

Mr. President, now is not the time to 
abandon rural America or the nutri-
tional needs of struggling families. I 
share with the President and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture a desire to have a 
real debate on a real 1995 farm bill—not 
just a budget-cutting exercise. There 
are exciting prospects for rural Amer-
ica, and we are at a crucial historic 
moment for the social and economic 
health of our rural communities. We 
cannot simply slash and burn in such 
an important area of Federal policy 
and the Federal budget. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as I point-
ed out in my remarks earlier this 
week, this is not the first budget reso-
lution to project a balanced budget. In 
fact, it is the fifth budget resolution to 
do so. The budget resolutions of 1980, 
1981, 1982, and 1991 also purported to 
balance the Federal budget. The latest 
of these prior budget resolutions, 1991, 
was passed by both Houses of Congress 
after the 1990 Budget Summit was com-
pleted. That budget resolution con-
ference report (101–820) purported to 
balance the Federal budget over a five- 
year period without using the Social 
Security surplus. In fact, for the fifth 
year of that budget resolution—fiscal 
year 1995—the 1991 budget resolution 
conference report showed a surplus of 
$20.5 billion without using the Social 
Security surplus. 

As has been noted repeatedly during 
the debate on the pending budget reso-
lution, it does not balance the budget 
even at the end of seven years without 
using the Social Security surplus. In 
other words, the budget resolution be-
fore the Senate purports to balance the 
Federal budget in the year 2002 and, in 
fact, shows a surplus in that year of 
$1.3 billion, but only does so by using 
the Social Security surplus to mask 
the true deficit. The committee report 
on page 5 states that if one does not 
use the Social Security surplus to 
mask the deficit, there will in fact be a 
deficit of $113.5 billion in the year 2002. 

As I also noted in my earlier re-
marks, all of the previous efforts to 
achieve a balanced Federal budget, 
while being undertaken based on the 
best information available at the time 
of passage of the budget resolutions 
that purported to balance the budget, 
nevertheless failed to do so. This is be-
cause human beings cannot accurately 
predict the future and, therefore, can-
not accurately project inflation, inter-
est rates, revenues, etc., for a period of 
even one year, much less for a period of 

five years or seven years, as the pend-
ing budget resolution attempts to do. 

Having said that, however, I again 
applaud the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Senator DOMENICI, for his 
efforts to reduce the Federal deficit by 
as much as $1 trillion over the next 
seven years. 

I do not agree in a number of areas 
with the specific proposals contained in 
the pending budget resolution. For ex-
ample, the budget resolution proposed 
by the Budget Committee would not 
make any cuts in military spending 
over the next seven years, but would 
cut non-military discretionary spend-
ing by $190 billion below a freeze, or 
$300 billion below the amounts con-
tained in the President’s budget. This 
amounts to an overall non-military 
discretionary spending cut of almost 
one-third. Further, the existing hold- 
harmless provisions under the Budget 
Enforcement Act would be eliminated, 
thereby jeopardizing even the reduced 
funding levels for non-military discre-
tionary spending contained in the reso-
lution. Additionally, emergency spend-
ing in the future, in order to be exempt 
from the discretionary caps, would re-
quire 60 votes in the Senate. 

For these reasons, plus the fact that 
this resolution would take a so-called 
‘‘fiscal dividend’’ of $170 billion and 
apply that phantom dividend toward a 
massive tax cut for the wealthy, I shall 
vote against the pending budget resolu-
tion. 

In doing so, however, I am not un-
aware of the fact that we must con-
tinue our efforts to achieve a balanced 
budget just as quickly as is prudently 
possible. But, we must do so in a way 
that is fair and in a way that does not 
negatively impact on the overall econ-
omy. 

I believe that the alternative budget 
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] which I cosponsored, laid out 
a far superior blueprint for balancing 
the Federal budget by the year 2002 (if 
one uses the Social Security surplus to 
offset the deficit), and by 2004 without 
using the Social Security surplus. 

Under the Conrad amendment, which 
I was pleased to co-sponsor and for 
which I voted, non-military discre-
tionary spending would be frozen over 
seven years. This would have amounted 
to an increase of $190 billion above the 
committee-reported budget resolution. 
Medicare would have been reduced by 
$156 billion, or $100 billion less than 
under the committee-reported resolu-
tion. No tax cut would have been pro-
vided for under the Conrad amendment, 
rather $228 billion in additional reve-
nues would have been achieved through 
the closing or tax loopholes for the 
wealthy and big corporations. Four 
trillion dollars was projected to be 
spent on tax preferences over the next 
seven years. The Conrad amendment 
would have limited the growth in such 
preferences by $228 billion, or 5.7 per-
cent. In other words, even under the 
Conrad amendment, tax preferences 
would have still grown at the rate of 
inflation plus one percent. 

For all of these reasons, the Conrad 
amendment was, in my view, a far 
more rational, fair, and even-handed 
approach toward balancing the Federal 
budget. It would have removed many of 
the deficiencies in the committee-re-
ported budget resolution by restoring 
funding for investments in the nation’s 
future through discretionary spending 
on physical and human infrastructure, 
and it would have been far less dev-
astating to the nation’s elderly and 
those who could least afford to take 
cuts necessary to balance the Federal 
budget. Rather, it required those who 
are the wealthiest in our nation to pay 
their fair share. 

Finally, the Conrad alternative budg-
et proposal proved the point that I 
have made repeatedly during debate on 
the constitutional balanced budget 
amendment—namely, that Congress 
does not need a constitutional amend-
ment to enable it to balance the Fed-
eral budget. Rather, as I have pointed 
out, the Conrad amendment did all 
that is humanly possible in attempting 
to balance the Federal budget based on 
the best information available at this 
time in a fair, responsible, and even- 
handed way. 

It is for these reasons that I voted for 
the Conrad ‘‘Fair Share Balanced 
Budget Proposal’’ and why I shall vote 
against the committee-reported budget 
resolution. 

FUNCTION 150 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President— 
Once upon a time the oceans were moats 

around our bastions. Once upon a time it was 
a miracle to travel round the world in 90 
days. Now it is done in as many hours. Once 
upon a time we were a comfortably isolated 
land. Now we are unavoidably the leader and 
the reliance of freemen throughout this free 
world. We cannot escape from our prestige 
nor from its hazard * * * There is no longer 
such a thing as isolated security. 

In 1949, when the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Senator Arthur Vandenberg, 
made these remarks he was urging his 
colleagues to ratify NATO. He made his 
case before a reluctant Senate, one 
weary of the costs of war in blood and 
treasure. But, Vandenberg understood 
that the defense of our Nation and the 
conduct of its foreign policy were the 
unique responsibilities of the Federal 
Government. He persuaded his col-
leagues not only to support NATO, but 
pay the costs of containment spelled 
out in the Truman Doctrine and the 
Marshall Plan. 

Senator Vandenberg was not indif-
ferent to his colleagues caution. He 
took note of their objections—he un-
derstood that many of President Tru-
man’s initiatives, and NATO in par-
ticular, were considered by some a 
sharp departure from our historic for-
eign policy of nonentanglement in the 
affairs of others. 

Senator Vandenberg was a Repub-
lican who closely cooperated with a 
Democratic President and his adminis-
tration. That bipartisan cooperation 
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secured the foundation for treaties and 
alliances that continue to guard our in-
terests to this day. That cooperation 
rebuilt Europe yielding trade, pros-
perity, and stability. 

Today, the challenge is to rebuild Ar-
menia and Ukraine, not Belgium and 
France. Our challenge is to include Po-
land and the Czech Republic and other 
nations in a new European security al-
liance. 

Our challenge is a choice much like 
that faced by the Senate in 1949—to 
provide the resources to support Amer-
ican resolve, to secure American inter-
ests. 

Today, the choice is to advance de-
mocracy and free markets or retreat in 
our fight against the threats of inter-
national terrorism, nuclear prolifera-
tion, crime, and narcotics. Today, we 
win exports, jobs, and partners in peace 
or we lose to ethnic genocide, trade 
wars, terrorists, and tyrants. 

I am not so naive as to believe the 
choices we face are simple and stark. 
In some ways, if the choices were crys-
tal clear, absolutely obvious, support 
for foreign aid and our global role 
would be much stronger. But it is the 
murky ambiguities of this day and age 
that give rise to both confusion and a 
general apathy about our place in the 
world. And, it is that confusion that 
risks our isolation. 

In his State of the Union Address in 
January 1945, President Roosevelt 
issued a sharp warning to the Nation. 
‘‘Let us not forget that the retreat to 
isolationism a quarter of a century ago 
was started not by a direct attack 
against international cooperation but 
against the alleged imperfections of 
the peace.’’ 

Every one of us has been critical of 
the imperfections of foreign aid. Every 
Member has expressed opposition to 
waste, fraud, and abuses. A majority 
could identify programs, embassies, 
and consulates which could be shut 
down. 

But, the costs of these imperfections 
should not be our international leader-
ship. We must not pay the permanent 
price of retreat from the world, because 
we were troubled by the inefficiencies 
or problems in our foreign aid program. 

Foreign aid must be fixed. It must 
more clearly serve our national polit-
ical, economic, and security interests. 
The public must understand exactly 
what we do with the 1 percent of the 
Federal budget foreign aid expends. 

Like many of my colleagues, I hear 
from constituents who are uncertain 
about why we have a foreign aid pro-
gram at all. To each of them, I offer 
my firm commitment that we will re-
duce spending by eliminating unneces-
sary programs, consolidating respon-
sibilities, and assuring we only spend 
our spare resources where we can 
achieve concrete results. 

I believe foreign aid is an important 
tool essential to maintaining our lead-
ership around the globe. We cannot 
preserve, let alone promote, our inter-
ests for free. 

And, why should that matter. First, 
we are a compassionate nation by tra-
dition; in fact it is one of our finest 
traditions as exemplified by the out-
pouring of support for Oklahomans. 
But for the moment let’s set aside al-
truistic motives—set aside what I like 
to call the CNN syndrome—where they 
broadcast a famine, funds will natu-
rally follow. 

Effective foreign assistance serves 
our interests. Let me review what I 
think we lose by the cuts proposed in 
the budget resolution. 

First and foremost, the budget reso-
lution assumes we will cut nearly $800 
million from the trade promotion ac-
tivities. Programs at the Export Im-
port Bank, OPIC, and the Trade Devel-
opment Agency are not lining the 
pockets of foreigners. These are pro-
grams which directly affect American 
jobs and exports. 

Over the past 2 years Ex-Im has sup-
ported over $32 billion in exports and 
300,000 jobs. In key sectors, such as 
power, telecommunications, and major 
construction, Ex-Im financed accounts 
for close to 30 percent of all new sales 
to developing countries and 15 percent 
of all U.S. production. In high growth 
developing markets, Ex-Im is financing 
anywhere from 10 to 40 percent of all 
U.S. capital goods. 

That is why the Coalition for Em-
ployment through Exports is sup-
porting an increase in the Function 150 
account—a Coalition that is a broad 
based organization of exporters, labor 
unions, and State governors enjoying 
substantial bipartisan support. That is 
why I have heard from bankers and 
businessmen across the country sup-
porting an increase in the Function 150 
account. They understand that this is 
about American jobs, American ex-
ports, American income. 

But there are other constituents who 
are concerned about the budget resolu-
tion cuts. The resolution assumes all 
aid to Eastern Europe and the Baltic 
nations will be zeroed out. Let me tell 
you what that means for just one coun-
try—Poland. After considerable effort 
by Congress, I think the administra-
tion has turned the corner and made 
the commitment to expand NATO. Po-
land is clearly first in line of the poten-
tial entrants. Just as the point where 
we are likely to make this offer, we 
zero out military assistance and train-
ing key to the effective integration of 
their forces. 

Criteria under consideration for ad-
mission to NATO is civilian control of 
the armed services and transparency of 
the defense budget. Here too, we would 
be cutting off parliamentary ex-
changes, expanded IMET and democra-
tization initiatives key to meeting 
these admission standards. 

The budget resolution also assumes 
we will cut our program to the NIS 
from nearly $800 to $100 million. Just 
at the point when we are finally shift-
ing emphasis from Russia to the other 
republics, we gut the program. Arme-
nia and Ukraine are important part-

ners in the region. Millions of Ameri-
cans trace their roots to these coun-
tries—nations which deserve our sup-
port as they struggle down the perilous 
road of economic and political reforms. 
For the benefit of some of my col-
leagues who may not know about this 
constituency, let me offer a few statis-
tics drawn up by the census bureau. 
Central and Eastern Europeans con-
stitute: 18 percent of Pennsylvanians; 
17 percent of New Jersey; 12 percent of 
Ohio; 18 percent of Connecticut; 15 per-
cent of Illinois; 11 percent of Massachu-
setts; and nearly 2 million Califor-
nians. 

Which one of us wants to apologize to 
our children for a nuclear catastrophe 
because we failed to help Ukraine safe-
guard its aging Chernobyl reactors? 
Which one of us wants to answer to the 
American Armenian with a grand-
mother in Yerevan who has not had 
heat or light for months? Which one 
will shrug their shoulders at the mar-
ket opportunities to a region of hun-
dreds of millions of people? 

And, let’s not forget Russia. With 
over 5,000 organized criminal enter-
prises with tentacles reaching our 
shores and access to nuclear material, 
do we really want to terminate the 
FBI’s joint training and investigation 
efforts? 

Mr. President, the budget resolution 
decimates support for these new repub-
lics and that is why many of us have 
heard from local, State, and national 
organizations representing Americans 
of European descent who support in-
creasing the level of the 150 account to 
guarantee adequate funding for foreign 
aid programs. The Central and Eastern 
European Coalition which includes the 
Armenian Assembly, the Estonian 
World Council, the Lithuanian Amer-
ican Community, the Polish American 
Congress, the Ukrainian Congress Com-
mittee, the Ukrainian National Asso-
ciation, the Joint Baltic American Na-
tional Committee, the U.S. Baltic 
Foundation, the Hungarian American 
Coalition, the Czecho-Slovak Council 
of America, the National Federation of 
Hungarian Americans, and several 
other groups all support this amend-
ment. 

I have only highlighted some of my 
specific concerns about the assump-
tions included in the budget resolution. 
I did not mention the fact that it as-
sumes a cutoff of assistance to Greece 
and Turkey. I did not detail the dev-
astating impact it will have on devel-
opment assistance, peacekeeping, and 
the National Endowment for Democ-
racy. I did not review country by coun-
try the consequence of terminating 
international lending to the world’s 
poorest countries. I have only high-
lighted my concerns—concerns shared 
by many of our constituents. I hoped 
that this discussion would help all of 
us understand that this is not a debate 
about giving away tax dollars to for-
eigners or pouring our money down rat 
holes. 
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Our constituents recognize, as I do, 

that the budget resolution before the 
Senate will leave this President, the 
next President, our Nation and citizens 
with virtually no options except mili-
tary intervention. In the last decade 
foreign aid has already suffered a 40- 
percent reduction. The reductions in 
the budget resolution, to an account 
that already represents only 1 percent 
of our spending, amounts to elimi-
nating foreign aid. 

I think that is a mistake which jeop-
ardizes our interests. Eliminating for-
eign aid does not eliminate crises and 
needs. Eliminating foreign aid will not 
constrain a President from addressing 
these reqirements—from carrying out 
his policies, from serving our national 
interests. 

Eliminating foreign aid will simply 
transfer the burden directly to the 
Pentagon. The costs DOD assumed for 
taking care of Cuban and Haitian refu-
gees at Guantanamo will become rou-
tine, not rare. We can support private 
voluntary organizations carrying out 
feeding missions in Rwanda or we can 
deploy our National Guard. We can 
help train the military in Mexico to 
interdict narcotics, or we can drain the 
Pentagon’s accounts to patrol our bor-
ders intercepting drug flights. We can 
fund the FBI’s work with their Russian 
counterpart’s to combat criminal orga-
nizations engaged in smuggling chem-
ical, biological, and nuclear material, 
or the Pentagon can pay a price to 
manage the threat. 

Crisis prevention costs less than cri-
sis. 

Much has been made by the adminis-
tration of the isolationist symptoms 
twitching in this body. And there cer-
tainly are Members, Senators who I 
have a deep respect for who believe the 
United States should withdraw from 
the world stage. 

But, I do not believe we have that op-
tion any more. The world is no longer 
conveniently divided into cold war 
camps. Our friends and allies, the 
emerging democracies, all turn to the 
sole remaining superpower for leader-
ship and support. A time when the 
international landscape is troubled and 
confused is precisely the wrong time to 
withdraw. It is precisely the wrong 
time to create a vacuum for the Sad-
dam Husseins and other ambitious ty-
rants to fill. We can pay a small price 
now to secure American interests or we 
will surely pay an enormous cost later. 

Mr. President, Senator SARBANES and 
I had intended to offer an amendment 
to increase the level of the function 150 
account. We were supported in this ef-
fort by Senators HATFIELD, LEAHY, and 
other members of the Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee and Foreign Re-
lations Committee who were concerned 
about the budget resolution’s impact. 

We had worked hard to achieve a bi-
partisan base of support for an amend-
ment to raise the level of resources for 
function 150. Unfortunately, these ef-
forts were undercut by comments made 
by Secretary Christopher before the 

Subcommittee on Foreign Operations. 
The Secretary made clear he was con-
cerned about the level of resources the 
Congress might make available. None-
theless, when I asked him, as I had 
asked the Administrator for A.I.D. and 
other members of the Clinton adminis-
tration, to work to secure congres-
sional support to increase the account, 
he declined. He made it absolutely 
clear to all of us that the administra-
tion intended to sit on the sidelines as 
the resolution was debated. 

I believe this reluctance directly af-
fected our support for an amendment. 
many Members I spoke with com-
mented that if it isn’t important 
enough to the President and the State 
Department to work to improve the 
resolution, why should I go out on a 
limb to increase foreign aid? 

Ironically, just yesterday the Presi-
dent decided to lash out and threaten 
to veto the House bill which authorizes 
priorities and policies related to for-
eign assistance spending. The Presi-
dent is a day late and is attacking a 
bill that the budget process leaves bil-
lions of dollars short. 

He refused to weigh in at the time 
that the crucial battle was being 
fought—the administration simply did 
not show up to participate in a bipar-
tisan effort to secure adequate funds to 
administer our Nation’s foreign affairs. 

On other occasions in the course of 
our history similar mistakes have been 
made. By the time Gen. J.E.B. Stuart 
showed up at Gettysburg, General Lee 
had not only lost the battle, but ulti-
mately the war. Stuart had wandered 
Pennsylvania aimlessly, leaving his 
commander blind to the strength and 
the position of Union troops. 

This week, we saw aimless wandering 
not in the hills of Pennsylvania, but 
down the Avenue. Many of my col-
leagues understood the importance of 
the budget battle—understood it has 
significant implications for our long- 
term national interests. But the crit-
ical support for an effort to save the 
150 account failed to arrive in time. 

TRANSPORTATION CUTS 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President the Senate 

proposal before us reduces transpor-
tation spending significantly more 
than the House. The difference between 
the Senate and the House is primarily 
attributable to unrealistic savings as-
sociated with privatizing certain air 
traffic control functions of the FAA. 
Beginning in 1997, the Senate assumes 
that this proposal will achieve savings 
of $3.675 billion a year. 

The feasibility of the Senate Repub-
lican’s air traffic control privatization 
proposal is highly suspect because it 
asks users to pay twice. Not only will 
users continue to pay the Federal Gov-
ernment, via the ticket tax, but users 
will have to pay an additional tax to 
the new private entity. 

While the Republican plan may help 
reduce the deficit, it is clearly not fair. 
Asking users to continue to pay the 
ticket tax to help reduce the deficit 
and then asking them to pay an addi-

tional tax to pay for an air traffic con-
trol service they already receive is ask-
ing too much and has little chance of 
succeeding. 

Given the fact that the Senate Re-
publican’s FAA proposal is totally un-
realistic, the Department of transpor-
tation would then be forced to vir-
tually eliminate new highway, Transit, 
and Airport Improvement Grant fund-
ing in fiscal year 1997 to even get close 
to achieving its Senate fiscal year 1997 
budget 

In addition, deep cuts of 20 percent or 
more in Coast Guard and FAA oper-
ations would be required to actually 
make the cuts proposed in Senate 
budget for fiscal year 1997. 

We should not jeopardize the safety 
and viability of the Nation’s transpor-
tation system with unrealistic budget 
assumptions. Let’s have a more real-
istic budget for transportation, a budg-
et that won’t put vital transportation 
functions at risk. 

PRIVATIZATION OF AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for 50 
hours, we have debated the real im-
pacts of the Republican budget pro-
posal. I have talked at length about the 
Republican budget, and I won’t restate 
my objections here. I do, however, 
want to point out the folly of one part 
of this plan. 

All too often around here, someone 
hears an idea and runs with it. Buried 
in this budget is an assumption that 
the air traffic control services now pro-
vided by the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration will be privatized. The savings, 
through the year 2000, are projected to 
be $14.7 billion. The assumption raises 
many serious concerns, not the least of 
which are the potential impacts on 
safety, the traveling public, the airline 
industry, and travel and tourism. 

Travel and tourism is the largest 
service export of the United States, 
producing a $22 billion export surplus. 
The industry employs six million 
Americans, and generates a $99.2 bil-
lion payroll. Travel and tourism is de-
pendent on a U.S. aviation industry 
that over the last 5 years has lost $13 
billion. We have seen carriers like 
Eastern Airlines and Pan American 
Airways, which paved the way for 
international aviation in the world, 
shut their doors. In reviewing the 
Domenici budget, and in particular the 
assumption to privatize air traffic con-
trol, it is important to bear in mind 
the tourism industry’s importance to 
our economy and the airlines’ current 
financial morass. 

No matter what, we know that air 
traffic control services and the other 
FAA safety programs must continue. 
Someone will have to pay for those 
services. Right now, the users pay 
money into an airport and airway trust 
fund. It is a dedicated fund. The users 
pay approximately $6 billion per year 
into the trust fund. 

Under the Domenici assumption, 
Federal spending for the FAA would be 
cut by a total of $14.7 billion, or $3.7 
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billion per year. We can cut the Fed-
eral Government’s outlays for the 
FAA, but the need for the services does 
not end. This is not one of those 
unneeded services or programs that 
ceases as soon as Federal funding 
stops. Air traffic control services will 
need to be provided and paid for no 
matter what happens under the Budget 
resolution. Yet, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13 asks the users to con-
tinue to pay $6 billion to the Federal 
Government, but then calls for air traf-
fic control services to be privatized. As 
a result, the Federal Government will 
not use the trust fund for those serv-
ices, and the users must pay again for 
them. Essentially, the users will get 
double billed. We could solve the def-
icit very quickly if we charged every 
industry twice for the service provided 
by the Government, or simply contin-
ued to charge them for services that 
the Federal Government would no 
longer provide. 

Over the last year, there has been a 
prolonged battle over the future of the 
FAA. The administration came up with 
a proposal to split up the FAA into a 
successor FAA and a Government cor-
poration for air traffic control, which I 
and many others oppose. The plan was 
never proposed as a way to save money, 
but rather as a way to modernize the 
system and to maintain the current 
safety standards of the system. The 
Secretary of Transportation did not 
state that he expected huge savings 
from the breakup; instead he expected 
a more effective organization. The 
commercial aviation industry, initially 
thought to favor the air traffic control 
corporation, ultimately concluded that 
it could not endorse the Secretary’s 
program. The general aviation sector 
also said no. So has Congress. 

Now we get an assumption to pri-
vatize a key element of the FAA in this 
budget plan. What are we talking 
about? There are many privatization 
options that I can think of, but all of 
them would wreak havoc with the 
world’s safest air transportation sys-
tem. For example, do we really want to 
create a Postal Service for the air traf-
fic control system? I get mad when let-
ters are misplaced, but to think of mis-
placing aircraft is something else. 

Should we consider contracting out 
these services to a private group? Do 
you really want your air traffic control 
system being run by the lowest bidder? 
In the alternative, we could auction off 
the system to the highest bidder, gain-
ing lots of revenue for the Federal Gov-
ernment. Stop and think about those 
two possibilities. Consider the winner 
of the auction—the winning bidder 
would need to recoup its investment, 
operate and modernize the system, and 
earn a return on the investment. Doing 
a little shorthand math, let’s say the 
air traffic control system is worth $15 
billion, and using the Domenici as-
sumption of $14.7 billion, it would cost 
another $15 billion to modernize and 
operate the system. The company also 
would want at least a 10 percent return 

on the investment. Congress would 
have created a winning formula for 
helping the aviation industry—a $30– 
$35 billion increase in costs. Remem-
ber, the industry lost $13 billion over 
the last 5 years. An industry further 
weakened could result in safety prob-
lems. 

In addition, the winner of the auction 
would then be running a monopoly. Do 
we really want to have a complete lais-
sez-faire attitude toward safety? Let’s 
stop and think about this for a minute: 
a monopoly would need to be regu-
lated—fees for air traffic control serv-
ices would need oversight and safety 
functions would need monitoring. Are 
we really willing to tell the traveling 
public that the Government is no 
longer responsible for aviation safety? 
This proposal to privatize does not cre-
ate efficiencies or facilitate competi-
tion for air traffic control services. It 
merely turns over to a private entity 
the function of providing those serv-
ices. That corporation would have no 
incentives to make the system effi-
cient—it would be a monopoly. 

We could avoid the monopoly situa-
tion by creating competing air traffic 
control systems, so that New York 
could have its own system, Chicago an-
other, and so on. Of course, small com-
munities might have trouble paying for 
high quality air traffic control serv-
ices. So they would either have to sac-
rifice safety by providing inferior serv-
ices or close down their airports for 
lack of services. The free market can 
be counted on to eliminate inefficien-
cies, but our constituents can’t be 
blamed for not applauding such results. 

Let’s begin by understanding that 
the air traffic control system is the 
heart of the safety network that the 
Government provides to people who fly. 
Admittedly, the system is not perfect, 
but most agree that it is by far the best 
in the world. Comparisons to other 
countries that have privatized air traf-
fic control services are irrelevant and 
ridiculous. These countries—New Zea-
land, Switzerland, and Germany—com-
bined probably have less air traffic 
than Atlanta. Our system is much 
more complex, much more integrated. 
Privatization of the air traffic control 
system is opposed by the vast majority 
of aviation industry experts. 

The General Aviation manufacturers 
Association [GAMA] recently wrote to 
me and reminded me that the Office of 
Technology Assessment in 1988 stated 
that ‘‘the ATC function is inextricably 
linked with aviation safety and is a 
central component of an integrated 
FAA safety system.’’ The GAMA letter 
went on to say that the Aviation Safe-
ty Commission, appointed by President 
Reagan, ‘‘stressed that the Federal 
government must continue to play the 
central role in ensuring safe operation 
of the U.S. aviation system.’’ The 
GAMA letter included the following 
quotation from that Commission’s re-
port: ‘‘Since the Commission is not in-
clined to gamble in sorting out con-
flicting assertions about whether safe-

ty regulatory functions can be sepa-
rated organizationally from air traffic 
control and facilities operations activi-
ties, the Commission cannot endorse 
the proposition that the air traffic con-
trol function should be privatized.’’ 
The Senate Budget Committee’s as-
sumptions take that gamble. 

We do not want to put the safety of 
the national air transportation system 
at risk. Ask the controllers who toil 
throughout the country if they want to 
privatize. Those folks work hard to 
make sure that all of us get home safe-
ly. They oppose privatization and seek 
meaningful reform. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues on meaningful reform—not 
privatization or corporatization of air 
traffic control services. The process 
should proceed with caution before we 
assume in this or any budget that we 
should destroy the safest air traffic 
control system in the world. 
FOOD AND NUTRITION PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, on 
March 29 of this year, the Senate 
unanimously adopted a resolution I of-
fered opposing any measure that would 
increase the number of hungry or 
homeless children. Now, less than 2 
months later, here we are considering a 
budget resolution that would dras-
tically cut funding for important nutri-
tion programs, including the Food 
Stamp Program and the Child and 
Adult Care Food Program. The cut 
would be $20 billion over 5 years in 
these programs. 

This budget represents a massive set- 
back in fighting hunger in this coun-
try. We do know the following about 
who is hungry in this country: 

In 1991 FRAC’s Community Child-
hood Hunger Identification Project es-
timated that there are 5.5 million chil-
dren under 12 years of age who are hun-
gry in the United States. 

The group Second Harvest estimated 
that in 1993, the emergency food pro-
grams served 10,798,375 children. 

The U.S. Council on Mayor’s Status 
Report on Hunger and Homelessness in 
America’s Cities: 1994 found that 64 
percent of the persons receiving food 
assistance were from families with 
children. 

A Tufts University Center on Hunger, 
Poverty and Nutrition Policy Study es-
timated that 12 million children were 
hungry in the United States in 1991. 

A Carnegie Foundation study found 
that 68 percent of public school teach-
ers in 1987 reported that undernour-
ished children/youths are a problem in 
school. 

There is a serious problem with hun-
ger in this country—particularly for 
children. Our reaction should be out-
rage, but instead we are responding by 
cutting the most important nutritional 
program this country has. These two 
programs are critical supports to chil-
dren’s nutrition. 

The Child and Adult Care Food Pro-
gram [CACFP] is designed to ensure 
that children up to age 12 enrolled in 
child care centers, family care centers, 
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before-and-after school programs, as 
well as Head Start centers receive nu-
tritious meals. In 1994 the program cost 
about $1.3 billion and served slightly 
more than two million children. The 
budget proposal will cut at least $1.9 
billion over 5 years and $3.21 billion 
over 7 years. This is the only program 
that is easily accessible to family day 
care centers, the majority of day care 
providers in this country. The CACFP 
is the single biggest incentive for fam-
ily day care providers to become li-
censed or registered. 

The chairman’s assumption is that 
the savings will come from targeting 
lower income children through census 
tract eligibility. I worry how such a 
strategy will work in Minnesota, where 
rural districts can be rich or poor de-
pending upon a very small number of 
people. The alternative that these 
homes will have is to means test each 
family monthly, an appalling paper-
work morass for such small operations. 
We are afraid these homes may go back 
underground by leaving the program. 

An even larger concern is the impact 
of this budget resolution on the Food 
Stamps Program. Food Stamps is the 
program that feeds the hungry in this 
country. 

Who are the people on Food Stamps? 
Well, we know that over half of Food 
Stamp recipients are children. Some 13 
million children received benefits in 
1992. Families with children received 
81.9 percent of food stamp benefits. El-
derly and disabled households received 
12.9 percent of food stamp benefits. The 
program targets the population in need 
very well with 56 percent of food 
stamps benefits going to households 
with gross incomes below half of the 
poverty line and 76 percent are at or 
below the poverty level. So you see, 
most of the people we will be cutting 
off or restricting benefits to will be the 
most vulnerable, the poorest in our so-
ciety. And yet again we are making 
poor children pay. Over half of these 
benefits go to poor children, but that is 
the program we pick to slash. 

The Food Stamp Program works. A 
recent overview of the literature indi-
cated there is considerable evidence 
that the Food Stamp Program is an 
important factor in helping low-income 
households have better nutrition in-
takes. Participants have a higher level 
of recommended dietary allowances 
than do eligible nonparticipants. 
Under-nutrition has serious health con-
sequences and is associated with an 
array of medical problems including 
longer healing of wounds and injuries, 
susceptibility to disease and extended 
recovery time when contracted. In chil-
dren, under-nutrition is associated 
with cognitive deficits and impaired 
development. 

This is a temporary program for the 
majority of recipients. Half of all food 
stamp recipients leave the program 
within 6 months and two-thirds leave 
within 1 year. This is not a depend-
ency-producing subsidy, a point of 
great concern to many. 

Yet the program does this with very 
little money. In 1994, the program pro-
vided an average benefit of $69 per per-
son per month, or 76 cents per person 
per meal. The maximum benefit—re-
ceived by less than 23 percent of house-
holds—is $368 for a family of four or 
$1.06 per person per meal. All food as-
sistance programs represent only 2.4 
percent of Federal outlays and this per-
centage is expected to decline slightly 
in the future as a share of total spend-
ing. 

This is not to say that the Food 
Stamps Program does not have its 
problems. There is evidence of fraud 
and waste, yet one estimate is that the 
amount of money saved by fraud will 
only make up 0.1 percent of the savings 
the House welfare reform bill intends 
to gain by cutting the food program. I 
certainly agree with those who would 
like to reduce fraud through reasonable 
means. Those who waste these benefits 
or who fraudulently use them are wast-
ing taxpayers’ money. I am afraid that 
the desire to cut this program is too 
strongly influenced by a run-away de-
sire to correct this wrong-doing, with 
little examination of the consequences 
to those in need. 

People will go without because of the 
reductions proposed in this resolution, 
and we need to recognize that. These 
cuts are massive, and will dramatically 
reduce the money available to feed 
hungry people. Given the very real pos-
sibility that this body will pass a wel-
fare reform bill which ends the AFDC 
entitlement, food stamps will be the 
only program with entitlement status 
that will cushion our poor families 
against recessions. We are shortsighted 
in taking food from those who need it 
to pay for tax cut primarily for 
wealthy people and corporations. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose these 
unwise reductions, and to support 
amendments to restore critically need-
ed food assistance to children and oth-
ers who rely on these programs. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield to 
Senator GRAMS. 

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I appreciate the time and effort 
the majority leader has put into this 
bill. 

Mr. President, during my campaign 
for the Senate, I promised the people of 
Minnesota I will do everything that I 
can do to get government off their 
backs and out of their back pockets. I 
told them my fight for them was to 
turn legislation like my families first 
plan, and its $500 per child tax credit 
and economic growth incentives, into 
law. I believe that this tax credit 
should be available starting next year 
for all children under age 18. Today, I 
am pleased that the U.S. Senate has 
taken the first step to provide families 
with the tax relief they want and de-
serve. The budget resolution reported 
out of the Budget Committee included 
a substantial fiscal dividend which may 
have been used for family tax relief. 
The Grams-Abraham amendment guar-
antees that the dividend will be used 

for family tax relief. Mr. Leader, I 
would like you to clarify the phrase 
‘‘tax relief.’’ 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator for 
his inquiry. While the phrase ‘‘family 
tax relief’’ is not specific, my interpre-
tation is that the phrase could include 
a $500 per child family tax credit. It is 
of course up to the Finance Committee 
to determine exactly how the fiscal 
dividend will be given back to Ameri-
cans in the form of tax cuts. But I can 
assure you that as a senior member of 
the Finance Committee and its former 
chairman, and a majority leader, when 
the Finance Committee determines 
how to provide specific tax cuts, I will 
be there fighting for tax credits for 
children, such as that provided by the 
$500 per child credit. We should provide 
tax credits for families that adopt chil-
dren, expanded IRA’s for homemakers, 
estate tax relief for family businesses, 
and other benefits targeted to the fam-
ily. 

The amendment also calls for the fis-
cal dividend to be used for tax incen-
tives for savings and investment, job 
creation and economic growth. I would 
work to ensure that, as a result of the 
Grams-Abraham amendment, we cut 
the capital gains tax to stimulate eco-
nomic growth and create jobs. 

Mr. GRAMS. Also, on behalf of Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, I would like to ask if 
spousal IRA’s would be included in the 
definition of ‘‘family tax relief’’? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would say 
while the specifics of family tax relief 
and incentives to increase savings and 
investment will be determined by the 
Finance Committee, expanded spousal 
IRA’s would certainly be considered in 
the context of providing family tax re-
lief. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Would the majority 
leader yield for another question? 

Mr. DOLE. Certainly. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Like the Senator 

from Minnesota, I also campaigned on 
a platform that emphasized tax relief 
for all Americans including the $500 per 
child family tax credit, and savings and 
investment incentives such as estate 
tax reform for family-owned busi-
nesses. The fiscal dividend included in 
the budget resolution will provide ap-
proximately $79 billion in tax relief 
over the next 5 years. Now, our amend-
ment directs the Committee on Fi-
nance to use this dividend for family 
tax relief and incentives to stimulate 
savings, investment, job creation, and 
economic growth. By including these 
directions, I believe we have substan-
tially improved the Senate’s position 
when entering into negotiations with 
the House over tax cuts. Is it the ma-
jority leader’s intention to work for 
additional tax cuts in the budget reso-
lution conference to ensure that the 
largest possible family and pro-growth 
cuts are enacted this year? 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator for 
the question. Let me indicate as I have 
before, I have always said that bal-
ancing the budget is my first priority. 
But we can balance the budget and cut 
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taxes too. The Senate budget resolu-
tion will ensure that we do both. Any 
fiscal dividend that results from enact-
ing balanced budget legislation will be 
returned to the American people in the 
form of reduced taxes. There are sig-
nificant differences between the House 
and Senate budget resolutions, and I 
will encourage the Senate conferees to 
increase the deficit reduction achieved 
in this budget to the maximum extent 
possible. If we achieve even more sav-
ings, then I will fight to ensure that 
further tax cuts are provided to the 
American people. 

Let me just say to both my col-
leagues from Minnesota and Michigan 
that I appreciate their willingness 
throughout the last several days to try 
to come to some agreement that would 
provide the relief that they were seek-
ing. This does not quite reach every-
thing they wanted, but I commend 
them for their efforts. 

I think this is a very significant 
amendment that was adopted today on 
the floor, with bipartisan support, I 
might add. And it was due to the ef-
forts of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. GRAMS], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. ABRAHAM]. 

If I can say one word that would fol-
low the statement of the Senator from 
Delaware on the antiterrorism bill, I 
thank Senator HATCH and Senator 
BIDEN for their willingness to try to 
pass this bill. I urge my colleagues, 
particularly on this side of the aisle, to 
help us enter into some time agree-
ments to make it possible. It might 
be—and it may not happen—that we 
can reach a time agreement on a num-
ber of amendments and not be in very 
long tomorrow. We will have a couple 
of votes, and we will take it up the day 
we are back. I promised we would take 
up telecommunications on that day. 
Without an agreement, I do not have 
any idea how long it will take if we 
bring up or continue on this bill when 
we come back on June 5. 

I will be working with Senators 
DASCHLE and BIDEN and HATCH. We 
promised the President we would bring 
this up before the Memorial Day re-
cess, and we have done that now. We 
have not completed action, but we have 
had a little debate. Had we been able to 
start on this last night, we may have 
been able to finish it tonight or tomor-
row. It may not be possible to do that 
now. I know colleagues have other 
commitments starting early afternoon 
tomorrow, and some have them in the 
morning. I hope that on both sides we 
can have the cooperation of our col-
leagues working with the chairman of 
the committee, Senator HATCH, and the 
ranking Democratic member, Senator 
BIDEN. 

Mr. BIDEN. While the majority lead-
er is still on the floor, I can say for the 
minority that I am confident we can 
agree on time agreements on all of the 
amendments I am aware of thus far. We 
are continuing to hotline this to see if 
there are any amendments other than 
the ones that I am aware of. 

I doubt whether we can get an agree-
ment on a final passage time. But I 
would suggest that if we can get nar-
rowed down time agreements tomorrow 
on each of the amendments, we should 
do all we can to lock it in. I thank the 
leader for honoring his commitment to 
bring this up. It was a bit beyond his 
control, having 50 some votes in the 
last 2 days. To the best of my knowl-
edge, the House has not acted on this 
at all. Even if we passed a bill tonight, 
we are not in a position to be able to 
send it to the President or even go to 
conference. I do not think there is any 
damage done by not doing that. 

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

f 

IMPACT STATEMENTS ON 
FUNDING FOR THE NIH 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on 
May 18 of this year, the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Health, Human Serv-
ices, Education and Labor held a hear-
ing on the funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health, and at that time a 
request was made by the representa-
tives of the various units of the NIH to 
submit impact statements as to what 
the budget reductions would do. A good 
bit of this information was used by me 
in my statement on an amendment of-
fered by Senator HATFIELD. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
RECORD contain these impact state-
ments. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
A GUIDE TO THE IMPACT STATEMENTS ABOUT 

NIH BUDGET REDUCTIONS 
The National Institutes of Health (NIH) 

has identified 15 specific areas of research 
that would be severely affected by the cuts 
recommended by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. These are only a representative sam-
pling of the many research activities that 
would be significantly slowed, halted, or 
never started due to the proposed reductions. 
The effects are likely to be especially dra-
matic and long-lasting for several reasons: 

NIH now funds less than one in four grant 
applications, so that any reduction in sup-
port would affect only those investigators al-
ready judged by expert peer reviewers to be 
among the best in the nation. 

It is in the nature of medical research to 
find that the most important discoveries are 
made in unexpected places. If funding is re-
duced to what are deemed bare essentials, 
much of the best research may be eliminated 
because it is not obviously connected to im-
mediate medical goals. 

Over 80 percent of the NIH budget supports 
research at many colleges, universities, med-
ical schools, and institutes in every state in 
the country. These awards are essential not 
only for generating new knowledge; they 
also improve the quality of medical care and 
training, help to recruit new biomedical sci-
entists, and strengthen educational pro-
grams. A major reduction in funding will un-
dermine these important aspects of Amer-
ican life; the effect will be felt for many 
years. Bright, young people, recognizing that 
the future for biomedical research has 
dimmed, would pursue other career options. 

The research that NIH supports in the 
areas discussed in our samples is different 

from the kind of work conducted at bio-
technology and pharmaceutical firms, where 
a commercial product is the central goal. 
Without the basic knowledge generated by 
NIH-sponsored investigators, our inter-
national leadership in the industrial sector 
will be threatened. 

IMPACT STATEMENTS FROM THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

Alcoholism. 
Alzheimer’s Disease. 
Anti-Cocaine Agent. 
Blinding Diseases. 
Breast Cancer. 
Cancer Vaccines. 
Conquering Genetic Diseases (mapping the 

human genome). 
New and Re-emerging Infectious Diseases. 
The Obesity Gene. 
Otitis Media (a serious childhood infec-

tion). 
Parkinson’s Disease. 
Prostate Cancer. 
Sexually Transmitted Diseases. 
Sickle Cell Disease. 
Stem Cell Research. 
Stroke. 
Vaccines to Prevent Stomach Ulcers and 

Stomach Cancer. 
IMPACT OF NIH BUDGET CUTS ON PEOPLE’S 

HEALTH 
Alcoholism: Naltrexone, the first medica-

tion approved for treating alcoholism in 
forty years, is a major step forward. 

The Promise: Researchers supported by the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) have 
shown that naltrexone, an opiate-blocker 
used for treating heroin addiction, is an ef-
fective treatment for alcohol addiction. The 
combination of naltrexone and skilled coun-
seling resulted in alcohol-dependent people 
staying sober twice as long as placebo-treat-
ed patients. Even if naltrexone-treated alco-
holics drank, they rarely ‘‘binged.’’ 

The Next Steps: Naltrexone is the first 
medication approved for the treatment of al-
coholism in forty years. However, that ap-
proval is only for three months of use in any 
patient. Further research is needed to make 
this treatment more effective and to exploit 
what insights it may provide into underlying 
biological and behavioral mechanisms. NIH 
is currently studying naltrexone’s longer- 
term use, side effects, and most importantly, 
how naltrexone—an opiate blocker—reduces 
alcohol craving. 

Improved technologies are also aiding in 
the study of alcohol addiction. New brain im-
aging systems can actually show what alco-
hol craving looks like, including blood flow 
changes. Computer-aided design of new drugs 
to treat alcoholism has begun, using re-
cently discovered information on how alco-
hol affects the surface of nerve cells. And in-
vestigators are narrowing in on the genes 
which account for inherited vulnerability to 
alcoholism. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: The clinical trials 
of the longer-term use of naltrexone would 
have to be curtailed or not initiated. Other 
promising leads in alcoholism research 
would either have to be delayed or dropped. 

Alcohol kills over 100,000 Americans every 
year. Some 20 to 40 percent of adult hospital 
beds in large urban hospitals are occupied by 
people being treated for alcohol-caused 
organ damage. Alcoholism and alcohol abuse 
costs the Nation about $100 billion every 
year in medical costs, social costs, and loss 
of productivity. Slowing advances in the 
treatment of alcoholism could cost tens of 
billions of dollars. 

Comment: Alcohol addiction is the number 
one drug problem in the United States. New 
treatments to help alcohol-dependent people 
stay sober are showing positive results, and 
the biological roots of alcoholism are being 
uncovered. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7460 May 25, 1995 
Alzheimer’s Disease: Delaying or pre-

venting the onset of symptoms and loss of 
mental capacity. 

The Promise: Just in the last year, sci-
entists working with support from the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH) have: dis-
covered a gene that is a major risk factor for 
Alzheimer’s disease and found ways to detect 
early changes in the brain (by combining 
brain imaging and genetic analysis) before 
obvious symptoms of Alzheimer’s develop 

The Next Steps: Now scientists are ready 
to conduct critical studies to find the direct 
role played by genes in Alzheimer’s disease 
so that they can find ways to prevent the 
disease or at least delay the loss of mental 
capacity that devastates the patients and 
their families. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: NIH’s ability to 
continue these studies on Alzheimer’s dis-
ease depends on maintaining a network of 
scientists, patients, and research institu-
tions. A budget cut would cripple this net-
work, delaying the translation of research 
advances to the next step—effective treat-
ments. 

Today, there is no effective treatment for 
Alzheimer’s disease, which affects 4 million 
Americans. If no treatment is developed, by 
the year 2050, there will be over 14 million 
people affected by some form of dementia re-
quiring care and institutionalization. 

Comment: No family is immune from Alz-
heimer’s disease—that became clear earlier 
this year when former President Reagan 
chose to reveal his diagnosis. 

Total national cost to care for patients 
with Alzheimer’s disease is about $100 billion 
annually. If we don’t find ways to delay, pre-
vent or treat the disease, our health care 
system will be overwhelmed early in the 21st 
Century. The total NIH budget—for all dis-
eases—is a small fraction of those health 
care costs and a small price to pay for the 
hope that Alzheimer’s disease can be con-
quered. 

Anti-cocaine Agent: To help combat the es-
calating epidemic of cocaine use, including 
‘‘crack’’ cocaine. 

The Promise: Because of breakthroughs in 
brain and immunology research in the last 
five years, scientists supported by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH) are on the 
threshold of providing an effective anti-co-
caine medication or ‘‘cocaine blocker’’. 

In the last two years, scientists have: iden-
tified the major sites (receptors) where co-
caine works on the brain; discovered how co-
caine works on the brain; and uncovered 4 bi-
ological targets at which to aim medication 
development, with more than 12 compounds 
in the pipeline 

The Next Steps: Medical scientists are now 
ready to study more closely the new, can-
didate compounds and select the most prom-
ising for tests in patients. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A reduction in the 
budget would freeze this program in its in-
fancy, shut down the pipeline of new can-
didate medications, and preclude testing in 
patients of even the most promising drugs. It 
would delay by at least 5 years the develop-
ment of an effective anti-cocaine agent. 

Currently there is no way to treat cocaine 
overdose and there are no medications avail-
able to treat cocaine addiction. Large num-
bers of people die of overdose, and the Nation 
pays dearly for the violence, family disrup-
tion, and health care costs that result from 
growing cocaine use. 

Comment: The single most important need 
in this Nation’s battle against drug abuse 
and addiction is an effective anti-cocaine 
medication. Today we have none. Research is 
desperately needed to develop a useful drug 
to help us control the cocaine epidemic. 

Blindness: Finding ways to treat eye dis-
eases causing blindness. 

The Promise: Scientists have recently 
identified a gene related to glaucoma in 
young people. This discovery provides great 
opportunities for early diagnosis and treat-
ment of a disease that is the second leading 
cause of blindness in this country. 

Other scientists have developed micro-sur-
gical techniques in animals to ‘‘rescue’’ de-
generated macular cells—cells in the part of 
the eye that allows the clearest, sharpest vi-
sion. If this surgical ‘‘rescue’’ proves success-
ful in humans, it would be a major break-
through in treating macular degeneration, 
the leading cause of blindness of people over 
age 60. 

The Next Steps: Scientists supported by 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) are 
now ready to capitalize on the genetic dis-
covery relating to glaucoma in young people 
by developing ways to identify at-risk pa-
tients early so that effective treatment can 
be begun. 

Other scientists supported by the NIH are 
set to apply microsurgical techniques for 
macular cell ‘‘rescue’’ in humans. Advances 
are desperately needed in macular degenera-
tion, a disease for which, in most cases, no 
treatment currently exists. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: Budget reductions 
would slow scientists’ ability to move these 
two promising early findings into larger 
scale studies involving humans. 

Comment: Blindness from glaucoma is es-
timated to cost the U.S. more than $1.5 bil-
lion annually in Social Security benefits, 
lost tax revenues, and health care expendi-
tures. Macular degeneration, which affects 
one of ten Americans over age 60, will be-
come an increasingly important national 
health problem as the U.S. population ages. 
We need to continue this potentially sight- 
saving research. 

Breast Cancer: Gene discoveries promise 
clinical advances. 

The Promise: Scientists are on the verge of 
major clinical advances in breast cancer, 
thanks to long-awaited gene discoveries 
made in the last year. BRCA1, a breast can-
cer susceptibility gene, has been isolated and 
characterized, and scientists are closing in 
on other breast cancer genes, including 
BRCA2. Such breast cancer genes—when in-
herited in a mutated form—can cause breast 
cancers that strike early and afflict many 
women in the same family through genera-
tions. 

These gene discoveries will permit the de-
velopment of diagnostic tests to identify 
women who are at risk and will speed re-
search to develop effective methods of pre-
vention, early detection, and treatment. 

The Next Steps: Scientists are eager to 
take the next steps: 

Determine the role BRCA1 and BRCA2 
genes play in converting a normal breast cell 
into a cancer cell; 

Develop cost-effective, accurate diagnostic 
tests to identify those women at risk in 
order to intervene early; 

Establish genetic counseling services to 
help women who believe—from family his-
tory—they are at risk make informed deci-
sions and cope with the emotional trauma; 
and 

Continue research to fully understand all 
the mutations involved in breast cancer in-
cluding those involved in the spread of the 
disease (metastasis) in order to improve our 
ability to prevent, diagnose, and treat this 
disease. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut 
would slow or even curtail the enormous 
promise of these gene discoveries at the very 
time women are anticipating the real possi-
bility of changing the previously depressing 
outcomes of breast cancer. 

Comment: 182,000 women will be diagnosed 
as having breast cancer in 1995 and 46,000 

women will die of breast cancer. Five to ten 
percent of these woman will be classified as 
genetically prone to early onset familial 
breast cancer through BRCA1 and related 
genes. A diagnosis of breast cancer is most 
dreaded by American women. The widespread 
publicity attendant on the discovery of these 
breast cancer genes has led to optimism that 
this disease may be prevented or cured. The 
women’s health movement would be dev-
astated if this research is curtailed. 

Cancer Vaccines: Strengthening the body’s 
own natural defense against diseases that 
have already developed. 

The Promise: Just a month ago, medical 
scientists working with the National Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH) reported that they had 
reversed the course of disease in a 43-year- 
old woman dying of multiple myeloma, a 
type of blood cancer that is nearly always 
fatal. They accomplished this by immunizing 
a healthy bone marrow donor against the 
cancer and then transferring the immunity 
to the sick woman through a bone marrow 
transplant. Two years later, she is free of de-
tectable cancer. 

Long-term follow-up of cancer patients re-
ceiving immunotherapy shows that this ap-
proach can bring dramatic response in mela-
noma and kidney cancer. In addition, last 
year, scientists identified a gene for one of 
the principal proteins that elicits natural 
immunity against melanoma. Potentially, 
this gene or its corresponding protein, could 
be used to produce a melanoma vaccine. 

The Next Steps: In the next few years, this 
and other ‘‘vaccine’’ approaches to curing 
cancer need to be tested. Eight different vac-
cines for breast cancer and 13 for skin cancer 
(melanoma) are in early stages of testing in 
patients. If these efforts offer promise, they 
could someday be applied to other cancers 
such as prostate, colon, and lung cancer. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut 
would curtail or slow the testing of the 21 
cancer ‘‘vaccines’’ already being used in pa-
tients. The entire ‘‘vaccine’’ approach to 
cancer treatment would be held back—an ap-
proach that offers hope for the thousands of 
cancer patients who die every year despite 
treatment with surgery, radiation and chem-
otherapy. 

Comment: The American public des-
perately needs new ways to treat cancer. 
Today many people are cured of cancer 
through surgery, radiation, and the drugs— 
thanks to research supported for many years 
by the NIH—but 550,000 die of cancer each 
year and are counting on these vital research 
advances. 

Conquering Genetic Diseases: Jump-start-
ed by mapping the human genome. 

The Promise: Creating detailed maps of the 
human genome and understanding the make- 
up of the estimated 100,000 human genes will 
certainly speed the discovery of the approxi-
mately 5,000 genes that cause human disease. 

Discovery of disease genes will dramati-
cally improve our ability to develop tests for 
individuals who are at risk for the diseases, 
and enhance early treatment. 

Scientists supported by the National Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH) have already: 

A full year ahead of schedule, created a de-
tailed genetic map of the human genome 
(this provides landmarks along the chro-
mosomes, a powerful tool aiding scientists in 
search of disease genes); 

Nearly completed a physical map of the 
human genome (this provides even more in-
formation for the gene-hunters); and 

Discovered 42 disease genes, including 
those for early onset breast cancer, heredi-
tary colon cancer, polycystic kidney disease, 
and Huntington’s disease. 

The Next Steps: Mapping alone will greatly 
increase the number of disease genes iso-
lated. In addition, scientists are now ready 
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to begin‘‘sequencing’’—analyzing the chem-
ical makeup of the genes—a year ahead of 
schedule. The entire sequencing project is 
expected to be completed by 2005 and tremen-
dously speed the discovery of disease genes 
and new avenues for diagnosis, prevention 
and treatment. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A reduction in re-
sources will mean that large-scale gene ‘‘se-
quencing’’ will not be started and the project 
will not be completed by 2005, because funds 
are needed to improve sequencing tech-
nology. 

Scientists are on the brink of finding genes 
for prostate cancer, diabetes, familial Alz-
heimer’s, obesity, schizophrenia and manic 
depression. A cut in funding will delay these 
discoveries. 

Comment: If the U.S. fails to follow 
through, Japan, Britain and Germany are 
poised to finish the project themselves and 
they will be first to reap the health and eco-
nomic benefits. The hopes of many patients 
and families will be dashed. 

New and Re-Emerging Infectious Diseases: 
Changes in microbes and our environment, 
overuse of antibiotics, and increasing global 
travel present new challenges. 

The Promise: One of the triumphs of the 
twentieth century is the conquest and con-
trol of many infectious diseases. This con-
quest was a result of research on vaccines, 
antibiotics, and the basic properties of mi-
crobes (much of it conducted by the National 
Institutes of Health). But in the past 15 
years, new and re-emerging microbes and an-
tibiotic-resistant organisms have eroded 
that victory. 

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) is 
establishing a ‘‘New and Re-emerging Infec-
tious Disease Initiative.’’ This initiative ad-
dresses the threat of new microbes (such as 
Ebola virus and HIV), re-emerging infectious 
diseases (such as cholera and hantavirus), 
and drug-resistant strains of previously 
treatable infections (such as tuberculosis 
and streptococcus). The focal point of this 
initiative will be the development of vac-
cines, the most cost-effective and dependable 
method to combat new and re-emerging in-
fectious diseases, particularly in light of in-
creasing resistance to virtually all of the 
currently available antibiotics. 

The NIH is uniquely positioned to launch 
this initiative because of its many infectious 
disease research collaborations with the 
World Health Organization, the Centers for 
Disease Control, the Agency for Inter-
national Development and many individual 
nations. All of these collaborations assist in 
the attempt to identify and to control out-
breaks of emerging and re-emerging mi-
crobes. 

Additionally the NIH has established: 
Seven U.S. university-based programs 

working in countries where tropical diseases 
are common; 

Three tropical medicine research centers 
located in Colombia, Brazil and the Phil-
ippines; 

Four tropical disease research units at 
U.S. academic medical centers; 

An intramural Center for International 
Disease Research which is focused on para-
sitic diseases; and 

Eight Regional Primate Research Centers 
across the U.S. Non-human primates are the 
natural reservoirs of many emerging dis-
eases. These primate centers facilitate the 
rapid identification, study, and containment 
of these threats to our Nation’s health. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut 
would curtail or significantly slow all of 
these efforts, both the launching of the ‘‘New 
and Re-emerging Infectious Diseases Initia-
tive’’ and the continuation of NIH’s network 
of national and international tropical, para-
sitic and primate research centers. Inter-

national collaborations are especially vul-
nerable to budget cuts, but the ongoing cri-
sis concerning the Ebola virus demonstrates 
the obvious need for sustained, stable fund-
ing. 

The seriousness of this challenge cannot be 
overstated. Events of the past year have 
demonstrated our increasing vulnerability to 
infectious diseases that may rapidly assume 
epidemic proportions. Many new and re- 
emerging microbes threaten our Nation’s 
health. Vaccine development, continued 
international collaboration, and rapid iden-
tification of new strains are our best hope 
for the future. 

Comment: The ‘‘antibiotic holiday’’ is 
over. We need a sustained strategic approach 
to new and re-emerging infectious diseases. 

The Obesity Gene: Revolutionary advance 
providing hope for reducing obesity and its 
complications. 

The Promise: Last year, scientists sup-
ported by the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) discovered a gene in mice related to a 
protein that regulates body weight. A very 
similar ‘‘obesity gene’’ was also found in hu-
mans. 

This finding has great potential for devel-
oping a totally new kind of agent for regu-
lating body weight in humans. Over 50 mil-
lion Americans are obese, and the number of 
obese adults has increased by one third in 
just one decade. An effective new obesity 
treatment could also combat the serious 
complications of obesity—heart disease, dia-
betes, stroke and cancer. 

The current economic costs of the obesity 
epidemic are estimated at almost $70 billion 
annually, to which can be added an esti-
mated $33 billion spent each year on weight 
reduction products and services, for a total 
of $100 billion annually. Thus, the potential 
economic impact of the obesity gene dis-
covery is tremendous. 

The Next Steps: To capitalize on this im-
portant discovery, scientists supported by 
NIH now need to: 

Study the protein made by the obesity 
gene to understand how the gene acts on the 
body and prepare an experimental form of 
the protein to learn its biological activity; 

Conduct tests of the effects of the protein 
on obese and normal animals; and 

Initiate clinical studies in humans to de-
termine the potential of the gene product in 
obesity prevention or treatment. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: Decreases in the 
budget would mean that NIH could fund 
fewer new research grants, thus slowing the 
basic, early research steps that scientists are 
eager to begin. Human studies would be put 
off into the future, awaiting the results of 
basic research. 

Comment: The discovery of the obesity 
gene was met with great interest by the sci-
entific community and the public. Research 
should push on to bring the public the bene-
fits of this advance. 

Otitis Media: A serious childhood infection 
in need of a better solution. 

The Promise: Scientists funded by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH) have re-
cently been successful in developing a can-
didate vaccine to combat otitis media (oh- 
TIGHT-iss MEE-dee-ah), a bacterial or viral 
infection of the middle ear common in young 
children ages 3 months to 3 years. 

Further development and testing of this 
candidate vaccine would offer hope that chil-
dren might be spared the severe pain and 
sometimes serious side-effects of these mid-
dle ear infections. A useful vaccine could 
also significantly reduce the estimated 
health care costs of this disease—$1 billion 
annually. 

The Next Steps: Having developed a prom-
ising candidate vaccine, scientists are now 
ready to progress into the testing phase, ini-

tially in animals and later in children, look-
ing first at safety and in later stages for 
clinical effectiveness. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: It is estimated 
that a reduction in the budget at this time 
would delay development of a clinically use-
ful vaccine by three years. 

Comment: Otitis media is the major reason 
cited for taking a young child to the emer-
gency room or to a physician’s office and is 
the most frequent reason that doctors pre-
scribe antibiotics for children. The disease 
causes little children and their families 
great distress. Each year of delay in the de-
velopment of a vaccine costs the country $1 
billion in health care bills. Securing a vac-
cine to fight otitis media would reduce this 
toll on children, their families and the 
health care system. 

Parkinson’s Disease: New treatments for 
degenerating nerve cells. 

The Promise: Parkinson’s disease is caused 
by the degeneration of the cells that make 
dopamine, a chemical messenger in the 
brain. Lack of dopamine produces tremor, ri-
gidity, gait abnormalities, and often changes 
in behavior. Replacement of the missing 
neurotransmitter, dopamine, with L-dopa 
has a limited effect and undesirable side ef-
fects. 

Researchers supported by the National In-
stitutes of Health (NIH) have discovered a 
drug, deprenyl, which delays the need for L- 
dopa therapy in Parkinson’s disease pa-
tients, thereby significantly improving their 
quality of life. In addition, possible surgical 
intervention and other new treatment devel-
opments—including growth factors—are on 
the horizon. 

The Next Steps: Scientists are ready to: 
Develop new drugs with fewer side effects, 

building on deprenyl; 
Evaluate surgery that restores brain func-

tions impaired by the disease and surgical 
methods to implant dopamine-producing 
cells; 

Assess whether a recently discovered 
growth factor can restore function by pro-
tecting dopamine-producing cells; and 

Develop new methods, using biotechnology 
and genetic engineering, to deliver treat-
ments to the targeted cells. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: Budget cuts would 
slow the basic and applied research that has 
led to the first real progress against Parkin-
son’s in forty years. Clinical trials of prom-
ising treatments would have to be delayed 
and the momentum created by the discovery 
of deprenyl would be lost. 

A budget cut would diminish the hopes of 
the approximately 500,000 Americans—one 
percent of those over 50—who suffer from 
Parkinson’s disease. The economic burden of 
Parkinson’s disease, currently estimated at 
$6 billion per year, will only increase as the 
U.S. population ages. 

Prostate Cancer: New discoveries may lead 
to clinical advances. 

The Promise: Clinical advances in prostate 
cancer have been slow in coming, but recent 
new discoveries offer hope: 

Some useful animal models of the disease 
have been found; 

The drug finasteride (Proscar), which is 
useful in controlling a non-cancerous pros-
tate condition that may be a precursor to 
prostate cancer, could offer a way to prevent 
the cancer; 

Male sex hormones have been shown to 
exert a strong influence on the prostate, and 
new reports indicate that mutations occur in 
receptor genes for male sex hormones when 
prostate cancer worsens; and 

Chemical markers—such as the prostate 
specific antigen (or PSA)—show promise for 
diagnosing prostate cancer. 

The Next Steps: NIH-supported scientists 
have recently begun studies of: 
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The role of oncogenes (cancer-causing 

genes) and suppressor (cancer-blocking) 
genes in transforming a normal prostate cell 
into a malignant cancer cell that can be 
spread throughout the body; 

The roles of the male hormone (androgen) 
and its receptor in the transition of prostate 
cancers from hormone sensitivity to hor-
mone resistance; 

Hormone treatment in combination with 
surgery in an attempt to develop better ther-
apy; 

The drug finasteride (Proscar) to prevent 
prostate cancer in human trials; and 

Diagnosis of prostate cancer using a blood 
test to detect prostate specific antigen 
(PSA) in combination with ultrasound. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut 
would curtail or significantly slow all of 
these studies. This will, in turn, inhibit de-
velopment of new and improved methods of 
prevention, early diagnosis and treatment 
for this very serious disease. 

Comment: Prostate cancer, although it re-
ceives less attention than breast cancer, is a 
significant public health problem. New, 
promising leads should be followed so as to 
have an impact on this disease. This year 
244,000 American men will be diagnosed with 
prostate cancer. Some 40,400 deaths will 
occur this year as a result of metastatic dis-
ease (the spread of cancer throughout the 
body) due to prostate cancer. 

Sexually Transmitted Diseases: Topical 
microbicides for women could reduce the 
spread of HIV [the AIDS virus] and other 
sexually transmitted diseases. 

The Promise: Scientists supported by the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) are re-
searching safe, effective ‘‘topical 
microbicides’’ which may be applied by 
women to block the transmission of sexually 
transmitted diseases (STDs). Currently sev-
eral promising topical microbicides are being 
evaluated that kill the infectious microbes 
that cause HIV and other STDs. The success-
ful development of these products will enable 
women to take control of their own repro-
ductive health and significantly reduce the 
incidence of STDS, including HIV. 

The Next Steps: Evaluation of these prom-
ising topical agents requires clinical trials 
to prove that a proposed microbicide is both 
safe and effective. Development of better 
microbicide products based on the results of 
these trials, as well as further basic research 
in the laboratory is also a part of the overall 
research program. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut 
would significantly impair the ability of the 
NIH to move these products from the labora-
tory into clinical trials. This would result in 
a delay in making safe and effective topical 
microbicides available to women, and there-
by diminish any impact on the current epi-
demic of STDs and HIV. The significant cost 
savings and the reduction in illness and 
death associated with STDs and HIV will be 
severely delayed and possibly lost entirely. 

Comment: A sexually transmitted disease, 
including HIV, is acquired each year by an 
estimated 12 million Americans—a dis-
proportionate number of whom are women. 
Adolescents and young adults under 25 ac-
count for 63 percent of these cases. STDs ac-
count for over $6 billion in health care costs 
alone. Up to forty percent of women with 
certain forms of STDs become infertile. 
STDs contribute excessively to illnesses, 
deaths, and health care costs among women 
as well as among newborns, who can be in-
fected before or during birth. 

Topical microbicides would greatly in-
crease the empowerment of women in the 
prevention of all sexually transmitted dis-
eases, including AIDS. 

Sickle Cell Disease: The first effective 
treatment nearly ready for wide application 

The Promise: People who suffer the pain-
ful, debilitating effects of sickle cell disease, 
an inherited blood disorder that primarily 
affects African-Americans, can now look for-
ward to a better quality of life. 

After many years of research investment, 
scientists supported by the National Insti-
tutes of Health (HIH) this year developed the 
first effective treatment for the disease. 

A drug—hydroxyurea (hy-DROX-ee-urEE- 
ah)—relieves the pain and reduces by half 
the number of episodes or ‘‘crises’’ afflicting 
people with sickle cell disease. 

The drug was also proven to reduce the 
number of blood transfusions and hos-
pitalizations for sickle cell ‘‘crises’’, which 
are estimated to cost about $350 million an-
nually. 

The Next Steps: Having proven success in 
treating adults with sickle cell disease, med-
ical scientists are now ready to test the drug 
in children. The challenge is to test whether 
the drug is as effective in children as in 
adults, and whether the drug harms growing 
children. 

Additional clinical studies are needed to 
find the optimal dosage, consider long-term 
effects of the drug, and look at combination 
therapy to improve treatment further. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A reduction in 
funding would put a hold on the availability 
of this promising treatment for children, be-
cause the needed clinical studies would be 
slowed. This would prolong the suffering of 
both the children and their families. The 
likely reduction in health care costs would 
not materialize. 

Comment: Thanks to 20 years of research 
investment, tens of thousands of adults who 
suffer from the excruciating pain of sickle 
cell disease now have hope for relief. We can-
not turn our backs on children who might 
also benefit from treatment. 

STEM CELL RESEARCH: A revolutionary 
approach to a variety of diseases 

The Promise: Bone marrow transplan-
tation and gene therapy are currently being 
used to treat disease, but their utility is lim-
ited by the availability of blood stem cells. 

Scientists are beginning to understand and 
harness the incredible promise of stem 
cells—cells that give rise to all the different 
cells found in blood. These stem cells may 
make ideal ‘‘universal donor cells’’ because 
they maintain the capability for cell division 
and can accept genes from other cells. 

Recently, scientists have learned how bet-
ter to isolate these cells, not only from bone 
marrow, but also from umbilical and periph-
eral blood. They have also learned how to in-
crease the number of stem cells produced in 
animal models and in human volunteers. 

There is great hope that stem cells can be 
used to: 

Improve the prospects for people—such as 
those with aplastic anemia, a serious blood 
disorder—waiting for suitable bone marrow 
donors; the goal is to perform transplants 
from sources other than bone marrow, per-
haps from blood itself; 

Re-populate blood cells necessarily killed 
off when cancer patients undergo life-saving 
chemotherapy; and 

Advance human gene therapy for patients 
with genetic disorders, AIDS and cancer. 

The Next Steps: Scientists supported by 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) are 
eager to move quickly to: 

Search for sources of stem cells and test 
their usefulness for patients; 

Explore potential for using stem cells for 
gene therapy; 

Continue basic research to better under-
stand how blood is formed; and 

Create special facilities needed to isolate 
and grow stem cells under sterile conditions 
so they can be used in patients. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget reduc-
tion would mean that the research—both 

basic and clinical—would move more slowly 
and the clinical payoffs would be signifi-
cantly delayed. A delay would deny the great 
potential of this revolutionary approach. 

Stroke: Preventing stroke and limiting 
brain damage. 

The Promise: Research supported by the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) has re-
cently provided important new advances and 
insights: 

Surgery to open blocked arteries in the 
neck can prevent stroke or stroke death; 

Aspirin can protect against stroke in cer-
tain patients; and 

New treatments to protect brain cells from 
damage during stroke are emerging from 
animals studies 

The Next Steps: Further research could 
show how to prevent more strokes, limit 
brain damage when stroke occurs, and help 
people regain normal life after a stroke. 

Scientists are ready to begin new studies 
in patients to: 

Compare drug treatment and surgical ap-
proaches to episodes of bleeding within the 
brain; 

Learn more about differences in stroke and 
in optimal treatment for stroke in different 
racial groups; and 

Refine ways to reduce the occurrence and 
severity of brain bleeding in low birth weight 
infants. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A reduction in the 
budget would come just as scientists are 
poised to take a new approach by aggres-
sively treating acute stroke to prevent brain 
damage. 

Basic research would be curtained just as 
promising new opportunities are coming to 
light, such as the effects of vitamin supple-
ments, clot-dissolving medications, and 
agents such as calcium channel blockers to 
protect brain cells. 

Comment: Research has brought us a dra-
matic decline in stroke death in the U.S. in 
the last 25 years, but stroke is still the third 
leading cause of death. Every year, over 
500,000 Americans experience a stroke and 
many are left disabled, costing more than $25 
billion annually for medical treatment, reha-
bilitation, long-term care, and lost wages. 
These numbers and costs will only increase 
as the U.S. population ages. 

Additional research—capitalizing on sci-
entific opportunities—can help us learn how 
to prevent stroke and limit its damage when 
it does occur. 
VACCINES TO PREVENT STOMACH ULCERS AND 

STOMACH CANCER 
The Promise: Tremendous opportunity now 

exists for scientists supported by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH) to develop a 
vaccine to prevent gastric (stomach) ulcer 
and to create the possibility of preventing 
stomach cancer. 

This opportunity flows from the recent dis-
covery that stomach ulcers are caused by a 
bacterium, H. pylori (pie-LOR-ee), and that 
recurrence of ulcers can be prevented with a 
simple antibiotic treatment. This finding 
can save an estimated $400–$800 million an-
nually by preventing ulcer recurrence alone. 

It is also known that H. pylori is strongly 
linked to stomach cancer, one of the leading 
causes of cancer death throughout the world. 
Today only about 18 percent of patients sur-
vive stomach cancer in the U.S., where there 
are 23,000 cases per year. 

The Next Steps: Scientists are now ready 
to: 

Isolate the genes from the bacterium in 
order to develop a vaccine; 

Study how the bacterium might cause can-
cer; and 

Follow up on preliminary evidence that 
other types of H. pylori may cause other in-
testinal cancers such as liver cancer. 
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Effects of a Budget Cut: A reduction in the 

budget would impede scientists’ ability to 
pursue the many steps needed to develop a 
vaccine against H. pylori, conduct critical 
human trials on ulcer prevention, and under-
stand more fully the role of the bacterium in 
various cancers and how to prevent them. 

A budget reduction would diminish the 
number of scientists working on this impor-
tant problem. Cuts would delay by years the 
development of a simple vaccine that might 
bring life-long protection from some of the 
most deadly cancers. 

Comment: Recent understanding that 
stomach ulcers, and probably stomach can-
cers, are caused by a bacterium offers tre-
mendous opportunity to develop a protective 
vaccine. We should not turn our backs on 
this opportunity to have a major impact on 
a serious public health problem. 

Schizophrenia: Identifying the genetic fac-
tors involved in the onset of Schizophrenia. 

The Promise: In the past few months, NIH- 
supported scientists reported and subse-
quently verified that a specific gene located 
on chromosome 6 is one trigger to the ex-
pression, or onset, of schizophrenia. While 
more than one gene is likely to have a role 
in causing this complex disease, this finding 
is of major importance to researchers seek-
ing to develop more effective methods to di-
agnose, treat, and even prevent schizo-
phrenia. 

The Next Steps: For the first time, because 
of advanced genetic research and the possi-
bility of locating the family of genes that 
underlay the vulnerability to schizophrenia, 
it may be ultimately possible to prevent a 
mental illness. This concept was virtually 
unthinkable 5 years ago. Having located a 
single gene loci associated with schizo-
phrenia, it is vital that we pursue this lead 
aggressively to search for other relevant 
genes. In this manner, the complexity of this 
disease will be delineated and heretofore un-
known approaches to treatment and preven-
tion will be elucidated. 

Effects of a Budget Cut: A budget cut at 
this time would have the effect of extending 
by years efforts to devise and apply molec-
ular genetic strategies to the prevention of 
schizophrenia. 

Comment: Schizophrenia, the most dev-
astating mental illness, affects approxi-
mately 2 million Americans annually. Al-
though there is no known single cause, sci-
entists believe that genetic factors produce a 
vulnerability that may be triggered by envi-
ronmental factors. Most currently available 
medications are only palliative and have se-
vere side effects. In addition to the distress 
and disability caused by schizophrenia, the 
financial cost to society is great: treatment 
costs alone exceed $7 billion per year, and so-
cial costs are estimated to be $20 billion an-
nually. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on rollcall 

229 I voted no. It was my intention to 
vote yes. It was a tabling motion. 

Therefore I ask unanimous consent 
that I be permitted to change my vote. 
This will in no way change the out-
come of the vote. 

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

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of Senate concurrent 
resolution 13, the fiscal year 1996 con-
gressional budget resolution. 

I want to commend the hard work 
undertaken, and the excellent results 
obtained, by the chairman of the Budg-

et Committee, the senior Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]. We all 
know that his expertise in budget mat-
ters is unequalled and that he has 
great respect within this body and 
without as an opponent of deficit 
spending. I also appreciate how he has 
sought to work with and accommodate 
Senators with a wide variety of con-
cerns. 

This budget is not perfect; but then, 
no document produced by a com-
mittee—or a Senate—ever is. It is a 
good budget. More importantly, it is an 
essential budget, because it is a bal-
anced budget. 

My perfect budget would have in-
cluded instructions for tax relief that 
is pro-family, pro-saving, pro-invest-
ment, and pro-economic growth. 

We had a chance to vote on such a 
package yesterday, in the amendment 
offered by Senator GRAMM of Texas. 
That amendment was similar to the 
Contract With America tax relief bill 
passed by the House of Representa-
tives. It was also similar to the Coats- 
Grams-Craig bill, S. 568, the first bill— 
the Family, Investment, Retirement, 
Savings, and Tax Fairness Act. 

I’m disappointed that the Gramm 
amendment was not adopted. But I ap-
plaud Senator DOMENICI for designating 
a ‘‘fiscal dividend’’ reserve fund that 
takes the additional deficit reduction 
and surpluses expected under this 
budget, which will come from an im-
proved economy and lower interest 
rates, and dedicates them to tax relief. 

Senators have spent much time these 
last few days debating over this and 
many other budget priorities. This is 
what should happen when we consider a 
budget resolution. But this budget ful-
fills what is, by far, the single most im-
portant priority: 

It sets us firmly on a course toward a 
balanced budget by the year 2002. 

For most of our Nation’s history, the 
moral imperative to balance the budg-
et was considered part of what has been 
called our ‘‘unwritten constitution’’— 
those traditions so firmly imbedded in 
the American system, like political 
parties and the actual operation of the 
electoral college that they have the 
status of virtual constitutional status. 
For more than 60 years now, and espe-
cially over the last 30 years, this bal-
anced budget rule has been repealed. 

Because Congresses and Presidents 
did not have to set priorities, every 
item of spending has been treated like 
a priority. To qualify, an item needs 
only some well-intentioned supporters. 
We all know what has happened as a re-
sult: 

The sum total of these individually 
pleasant programs exceeds the capac-
ity or the willingness of the American 
people to pay for all of them. 

Without a binding requirement, or at 
least an extraordinary commitment, to 
balance the budget, there is no con-
stituency to limit spending to the 
amount the American people are will-
ing or able to pay in taxes. 

This dynamic has become a systemic 
problem, a fundamental flaw, in how 

our Government operates. It has led us 
to the point where the Government has 
saddled its citizens with almost $5 tril-
lion in debt. It has put the economic 
security of every American on a colli-
sion course with catastrophe. 

This isn’t just one Senator or one po-
litical party talking. The realization is 
bipartisan. The status quo is the least 
tolerable alternative. The experts 
agree: 

The General Accounting Office’s 1992 
report, entitled Prompt Action Nec-
essary to Avert Long-Term Damage to 
the Economy, said, ‘‘[I]naction is not a 
sustainable policy. * * * [T]he Nation 
cannot continue on the current path.’’ 

The Bipartisan Entitlement Commis-
sion’s Final Report, issued in January 
of this year, said, ‘‘The present trend is 
not sustainable.’’ 

DRI/McGraw-Hill, one of the world’s 
leading economic forecasting firms, in 
testimony before the Senate Budget 
Committee in January, said, ‘‘[T]he 
current economic strength is not sus-
tainable. * * * A balanced budget 
would be a major boost to the long- 
term growth of the U.S. economy.’’ 

This is the year, and this is the budg-
et, in which Congress finally makes 
that extraordinary commitment nec-
essary to balance the budget. 

By definition, an extraordinary com-
mitment is not permanent. That’s why 
we still will need to return to, and 
pass, the balanced budget amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. 

When we debated that amendment on 
the floor of the Senate earlier this 
year, opponents said, ‘‘You don’t need 
a constitutional amendment; all you 
need is the political will.’’ They also 
raised the taunt, ‘‘Where’s your plan? 
Show us which way you’ll balance the 
budget.’’ 

Well, the first Republican Congress 
in 40 years is showing the professional 
skeptics in Washington, DC, and the 
people across America that it has the 
will and the way. 

This budget resolution is a blueprint 
for hope, full of promise for current 
and future generations. This budget is 
the one that will restore opportunity 
and growth. This is the budget for 
America’s future. 

My colleagues know, and it is impor-
tant to remind others watching, that a 
budget resolution is just a blueprint. 
The details will be filled in during the 
coming weeks and months by the Ap-
propriations Committee and the var-
ious authorizing committees. I, for one, 
look forward to carrying this process 
forward within my assignments on the 
Agriculture, Energy, and Veterans Af-
fairs Committees. 

There’s been plenty of blame to go 
around for not balancing the budget. 
That blame has extended, for years, to 
both political parties and both the leg-
islative and executive branches of Gov-
ernment. With today’s vote, we will see 
if the solution is bipartisan, as it 
should be and as I hope it is. 

In the coming weeks, we will see if 
the President is willing to become part 
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of the solution. I was sad to see the 
President become a conscientious ob-
jector to the war on deficit spending 
when he submitted his official budget 
this past February. 

The law said the President had to 
submit a budget, so he did. But that 
budget dodged responsibility, dodged 
deficit reduction, and declared uncon-
ditional surrender to bigger deficits 
and more debt as far as the eye could 
see. In contrast, the budget before us 
today enlists, fights, and promises to 
win the war on the deficit. 

The President still will have the 
chance to choose whether to be a fiscal 
freedom fighter or a member of the sta-
tus quo resistance. Congress will give 
him that chance in the coming weeks 
as we send him 13 appropriations bills 
and a budget reconciliation bill. Those 
bills, taken all together, will enact 
into law a 7-year plan that finally, in 
fiscal year 2002, for the first time in 33 
years, and only the second time in 42 
years, will balance the budget. 

It’s very tempting to make the per-
fect into the enemy of the very good. 
And probably not one Senator thinks 
this budget is perfect. Many of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have come to the floor to say how 
much they are for balancing the budg-
et. Then they add that one little word, 
those three little letters, that cause so 
much mischief in this town: ‘‘B-U-T.’’ 
We keep hearing, ‘‘I’m for a balanced 
budget, but * * *.’’ 

Maybe they think 7 years is too soon. 
Or too late. Or they say it’s not really 
balanced unless you don’t count Social 
Security. Or they want to take interest 
savings that aren’t officially counted 
yet and use that for more social spend-
ing. Or they don’t want to rescue and 
reform a Medicare System that is on 
the verge of bankruptcy. Or they de-
mand the cart come before the horse 
and they want Medicare to be com-
pletely overhauled before we assume in 
a budget blueprint that it’s going to be 
overhauled. Or they do want to reform 
Medicare, but not without the Federal 
Government taking over everybody’s 
health care, or the list goes on. 

The easy thing is to vote no and say 
you wished someone had given you 
something on which to vote yes. There 
are always excuses available, if you 
want to say you’re for a balanced budg-
et but you want to vote against the 
real balanced budget. 

Mr. President, the only balanced 
budget that counts is the one that 
passes, the one that can be translated 
into binding law as the budget process 
continues this summer. 

A balanced budget is not an abstract 
goal or a political sound bite. It’s an 
absolute necessity. 

The vote that counts today is a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on final passage of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 13. I’m proud to cast 
that vote. I’m proud of the Budget 
Committee for writing a fair, reason-
able, balanced budget resolution. I ex-
pect to be proud of the Senate when 
the vote is complete, and I believe the 

American people will feel the same 
way. 

Mr. President, I spoke briefly on 
Monday about what I consider the top 
ten reasons why the budget must be 
balanced, as it will be under this reso-
lution. I would like to reiterate some 
of those points now, and expand on why 
this conclusion is inescapable. 
THE TOP TEN REASONS TO PASS SENATE CON-

CURRENT RESOLUTION 13 AND BALANCE THE 
BUDGET 

10. THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE 
A vote for the balanced budget reso-

lution is the vote consistent with the 
will of the American people that the 
Federal Government get its house in 
order: 70 percent in some polls, 80 per-
cent-plus in others. 

9. REASONABLE GLIDEPATH 
Under this budget resolution, overall 

spending still increases 3 percent a 
year through 2002, compared with the 
current rate of 5.4 percent a year. 

The real dividend comes after a suc-
cessful glidepath to balance. After fis-
cal year 2002, all it takes to keep the 
budget balanced is to match future 
spending growth to revenue growth. 
That would again allow more than 5.2 
percent a year growth in spending after 
2002, based on CBO projections. 

It is critical to keep in mind: bal-
ancing the budget will be easier now 
than it will be later. 

In the mid-1980’s, a glidepath com-
parable to that in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13 would have produced a 
balanced budget within 2 to 4 years. 
Now, it will take 7 years. The longer 
we wait, the harder it will get to bal-
ance the budget ever. Anyone who has 
any experience with debt accumulation 
understands why. Anyone who under-
stands the explosive growth in Federal 
programs under current trends under-
stands why. 

This year, fiscal year 1995, 
The $175 billion Federal budget def-

icit is 11.4 percent of total outlays, 12.9 
percent of revenues, and 2.5 percent of 
gross domestic product. 

Total revenues are enough to cover 
all entitlement spending plus interest 
payments plus 68 percent of discre-
tionary spending, in other words, 
enough to cover 88.5 percent of outlays. 

Total Federal outlays are 21.8 per-
cent of GDP. 

According to the Bipartisan Commis-
sion on Entitlement and Tax Reform, 
under current trends, by the year 2030: 

The deficit will be almost 50 percent 
of outlays and almost 19 percent of 
GDP. 

‘‘Projected spending for Medicare, 
Medicaid, Social Security, and Federal 
employee retirement programs alone 
will consume all tax revenues collected 
by the Federal Government.’’ That is, 
revenues will cover barely 50 percent of 
all outlays. 

Total Federal outlays could exceed 37 
percent of the economy. 

This is why a number of us have said 
during this debate that this is not only 
our best chance of passing a balanced 
budget—it may be our last. 

8. PRESERVING FLEXIBILITY TO ADDRESS 
PRIORITIES 

Families and businesses understand 
that, if you have discipline in the short 
term, if you forego instant gratifi-
cation, you will have more later, more 
money and more options. 

The increasing share of the Federal 
budget consumed by interest payments 
on the debt means a decreasing share 
which Congress controls, ever-higher 
taxes, or both. 

More debt means more interest pay-
ments on that debt. Interest costs 
squeeze other spending priorities and 
threaten to swallow the options of our 
kids and grandchildren. 

Already, by fiscal year 1994, net in-
terest payments were five and one-half 
times as much as outlays for all edu-
cation, job training, and employment 
programs combined. 

GAO’s 1992 report found that, if cur-
rent policies continue, Congress may 
be forced to enact one-half trillion dol-
lars in deficit reduction each year just 
to hold annual deficits to a constant 3 
percent of GDP. 

According to the Bipartisan Commis-
sion on Entitlement and Tax Reform: 

If current trends continue, by the 
year 2030 net interest payments will 
consume 30 percent of the Federal 
budget—double the rate of today. 

Under current trends, net interest 
payments on the Federal debt will 
more than triple as a percentage of 
GDP. Net interest is currently 3.3 per-
cent of GDP and is projected at more 
than 10 percent of GDP by 2030. 

Beyond the deficit reduction already 
built into this budget resolution, CBO 
has acknowledged a possible $170 bil-
lion ‘‘reserve fund,’’ or ‘‘Domenici divi-
dend,’’ in debt service savings and in-
creased revenues from economic 
growth. This could result in an addi-
tional $170 billion in deficit reduction 
and surpluses over 7 years, which frees 
up more money for other budget prior-
ities, such as tax relief. 

DRI/McGraw-Hill went even further, 
saying that, by 2002, half of all the $1 
trillion in spending restraint necessary 
to balance the budget could come from 
interest savings alone. 

7. STOPPING THE REGRESSIVE/OVERSEAS 
TRANSFER OF WEALTH 

Interest on the Federal debt is large-
ly a transfer from middle-income tax-
payers to large institutions, wealthy 
individuals and foreign investors. 

In fiscal year 1994, 22.8 percent, $44.5 
billion, of the interest on debt held by 
the public was paid to foreign inves-
tors. Also in fiscal year 1994, 33.9 per-
cent—$62.6 billion—of the dollars bor-
rowed from the public came from over-
seas. 

Interest on the Federal debt is actu-
ally the biggest foreign aid program in 
history. In fact, these payments 
amount to more than twice the amount 
spent on everything in the inter-
national affairs budget function, $17.1 
billion in fiscal year 1994, $18.9 billion 
in fiscal year 1995. 

I do not mean to imply here that 
there is anything wrong with being 
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wealthy, a lender, or investor. To the 
contrary, these persons supply the cap-
ital that creates jobs, raises living 
standards, and legitimately finances 
the Government in time of war or dire 
emergency. 

But it is unfair to taxpayers, and bad 
for the entire economy, for wealth to 
be arbitrarily and artificially redistrib-
uted through interest payments on a 
growing and excessive debt that has 
been accumulated over the decades, 
merely because spending and borrowing 
was the course of least political resist-
ance. 

This actually was one of the reasons 
why the original Jeffersonian Repub-
licans were so opposed to Government 
indebtedness. The Republicans, rep-
resenting them, as now, farmers, mer-
chants, and other working Americans, 
did not want to see the fruits of their 
labors taxed excessively to pay interest 
to the monied class, represented by the 
big-government Federalists. 

6. INTEREST RATES AND INVESTMENT 
Lower interest rates and greater eco-

nomic growth, of course, do not benefit 
only the Federal budget, but all Ameri-
cans. 

In an appendix to its April ‘‘Analysis 
of the President’s Budgetary Pro-
posals,’’ CBO discussed the drop in in-
terest rates that could result from bal-
ancing the budget, noting: 

Good arguments exist for * * * a range of 
from 100 to 200 basis points. A drop of that 
magnitude from CBO’s baseline forecast 
would leave real long-term rates at between 
1 and 2 percent—lower than they have been 
since the 1950’s—and real short-term rates 
close to zero * * * (R)eal short-term interest 
rates have already been as low as zero. 

One widely used model, developed by Data 
Resources, Inc. (DRI), predicts an exception-
ally large drop in interest rates as the deficit 
falls, nearly 400 basis points * * *. 

We know what these interest-rate 
drops mean to American families: buy-
ing a house, buying a car, or financing 
a college education would be more af-
fordable than today, by hundreds and 
even thousands of dollars. 

DRI/McGraw-Hill says that balancing 
the budget could result in nonresiden-
tial investment increasing 4 to 5 per-
cent by 2002, over what it would be 
with today’s $200 billion annual defi-
cits. 

5. ECONOMIC GROWTH 
Balancing the budget means pre-

serving, in the near term and espe-
cially for our children, the American 
dream of economic opportunity. The 
damage being done by the borrow-and- 
spend status quo must be stopped. A 
study by the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York showed that America lost 5 
percent growth in GNP—and 3.75 mil-
lion jobs—from 1978–89 because of def-
icit and debt. DRI/McGraw-Hill esti-
mates that balancing the budget by fis-
cal year 2002 would raise real gross na-
tional product by about 2.5 percent. 
That means putting about $1,000 a year 
into the average household’s pockets, 
at today’s prices, by 2005. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has 
cited a Laurence H. Meyer & Associ-

ates study showing that economic out-
put would rise between 1 to 1.6 percent 
within 5 years after balancing the 
budget. 

Even the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, using a more cautious model, 
projects a GNP in 2002 that is 0.8 per-
cent—almost 1 percent—higher than in 
its baseline projections. 

The idea that balanced budgets 
produce economic growth is not a new 
one. More than 160 years ago, President 
Andrew Jackson said: 

Once the budget is balanced and the debts 
paid off, our population will be relieved from 
a considerable portion of its present burdens 
and will find not only new motives to patri-
otic affection, but additional means for the 
display of individual enterprise. 

4. LOWER TAXES 
Balancing the budget and keeping it 

balanced will remove pressure for fu-
ture tax increases. Since every dollar 
borrowed today has to be repaid even-
tually, with interest, the status quo 
promises ruinous levels of taxation in 
the future. 

According to the National Taxpayers 
Union Foundation, for every year in 
which the Federal Government runs a 
$200 billion deficit, the average child of 
today will pay $5,000 in additional 
taxes over his or her lifetime. The sta-
tus quo and the Clinton budget show 
deficits that large and larger for as 
long as the eye can see. 

President Clinton’s fiscal year 1995 
budget included a section on 
‘‘generational accounting.’’ It pro-
jected that failure to change current 
trends will force generations to face a 
lifetime net tax rate of 82 percent to 
pay off the current generation’s bills, 
counting taxes at all levels of govern-
ment. 

3. PROTECTING SENIORS 
The debt is the threat to Social Secu-

rity, Medicare, and the economic secu-
rity of seniors on fixed incomes. 

Gross interest payments on debt are 
the second largest single spending item 
for the Federal Government, and under 
the status quo or the President’s budg-
et, would overtake Social Security 
within a few years. 

Growing interest payments crowd 
out other spending, regardless of 
whether an item is off-budget or on- 
budget or financed through a trust 
fund. When the Government faces the 
need to make good on its obligations, 
its ability to do so is going to be af-
fected by the total debt load it is car-
rying. 

More debt and a bigger chunk of the 
budget going for interest payments ul-
timately threatens the Government’s 
ability to pay for anything else. 

This becomes more obvious and more 
true when we remember that, under 
current trends: Medicare goes into def-
icit in 1996 and runs out of money in 
2002; and Social Security taxes no 
longer cover benefits in 2013, the sys-
tem goes into deficit in 2019, and it 
runs out of money in 2029. 

2. JOBS 
DRI/McGraw-Hill projects that bal-

ancing the Federal budget can create 
2.5 million new jobs by 2002. 

The last Federal balanced budget was 
in 1969. According to Investor’s Busi-
ness Daily, unemployment from 1970– 
1990 averaged 6.7 percent as compared 
to the post-war period as a whole which 
was 5.7 percent. In the first three dec-
ades of this century, before deficit 
spending was the rule and not the ex-
ception, unemployment averaged 4.5 
percent. 

1. OUR CHILDREN 

The future for our children and 
grandchildren depends on the future of 
the economy. 

The General Accounting Office, in its 
1992 report, showed gains in standard of 
living of between 7 percent and 36 per-
cent in 2020 resulting from balanced 
Federal budgets. More recent economic 
and budget developments would still 
keep projections well within this 
range. 

In fact, remembering the late 1970’s, 
there’s every reason to believe that the 
borrow-and-spend trends of the status 
quo and the President’s budget would 
provoke a return of high interest rates 
and make GAO’s ‘‘no action’’ scenario 
positively optimistic. 

We all have become familiar with 
Thomas Jefferson’s admonition in this 
regard: 

The question whether one generation has 
the right to bind another by the deficit it 
imposes is a question of such consequence as 
to place it among the fundamental principles 
of government. We should consider ourselves 
unauthorized to saddle posterity with our 
debts, and morally bound to pay them our-
selves. 

Now is the time to act on that prin-
ciple, by passing Senate Congressional 
Resolution 13, the balanced budget res-
olution. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to preface my remarks by 
commending Senator DOMENICI for his 
efforts to help tame the Federal Gov-
ernment’s runaway deficits. 

As you know, Mr. President, under 12 
years of Republican administrations, 
the Federal debt quintupled. In 1980, 
when Republicans took over both the 
White House and the Senate, the Fed-
eral debt stood at about $800 billion. 
After 12 years of Republican leadership, 
the debt stood at roughly $4 trillion. If 
it were not for the almost $200 billion 
in interest that we pay each and every 
year on the debt that was amassed 
under successive Republican adminis-
trations, we would already have a bal-
anced budget. In 1993, in order to begin 
to tackle the problems posed by this 
mountain of debt, Congress passed the 
largest deficit reduction passage in his-
tory. We did this without a single Re-
publican joining in the effort. 

Time and time again, I have stated 
that we cannot gain control over the 
Government’s fiscal crisis with gim-
micks. No amendment to the Constitu-
tion will ever balance the budget. No 
rosy projections about economic 
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growth and supply-side impacts will 
balance the budget. Only strong and 
consistent leadership will balance the 
budget. If we want to restore the Fed-
eral Government to fiscal sanity, we 
cannot abrogate our leadership respon-
sibilities or refuse to join the debate 
for fear of the political consequences of 
tough decisions. Instead, we must act 
decisively to continue to move toward 
a balanced budget. 

We could adopt a ‘‘scorched earth’’ 
approach to balancing the budget, 
slashing and burning everything which 
gets in our way. But what good have we 
done for our children if we reduce their 
debt burden but deny them a decent 
education and adequate health care? 
How much have we improved our work-
ers’ ability to compete in the world 
economy if we deny them the funding 
necessary to improve their skills? 

Presenting numbers which add up to 
a balanced budget is one thing; decid-
ing how to reach those numbers is an 
altogether different task. It is in decid-
ing how to reach those numbers—decid-
ing what our priorities really are—that 
we reveal who we are as individuals 
and what we stand for as a nation. So, 
Mr. President, while I am pleased that 
the proposed budget resolution moves 
us toward a balanced budget, I am con-
cerned about the means used to achieve 
this end. 

Mr. President, the Republicans’ 
choices distort the principle of shared 
sacrifice. They have balanced the budg-
et on the backs of children, students, 
families, and seniors. They have chosen 
to cut programs for those most in need 
in our society, while asking little or 
nothing of large corporations and the 
wealthy. 

Mr. President, no matter how the Re-
publicans phrase their assault on Medi-
care, it’s just that—an assault. Their 
cuts will force millions of seniors to 
suffer drastically reduced benefits, a 
much lower quality of care, and signifi-
cantly higher medical bills. We des-
perately need Medicare reform, but we 
cannot simply let seniors free-fall until 
these reforms take place. 

The Republicans’ Medicare cuts mean 
that, on average, seniors will have to 
find an additional $3,447 to pay for 
their health care over the next 7 years. 
For the majority of seniors, this will be 
no easy task. In 1992, the median in-
come of seniors in this country was 
only about $17,000 a year, and about a 
quarter of elderly households had in-
comes under $10,000. These seniors al-
ready spend more than $1 of every $5 on 
medical care. For the millions of sen-
iors across the country who live on 
fixed incomes, finding an additional 
$3,447 will mean sacrificing something 
else which is important to them. It has 
been stated that each month millions 
of American seniors are forced to 
choose between food and necessary 
medication. I can’t help wondering how 
many more will be faced with this hor-
rible choice once the proposed cuts are 
put into place. 

In addition to higher costs, seniors 
are likely to have fewer choices. In 

many cases, financial limitations will 
leave them with no choice but to join a 
managed care plan. Doctors, hospitals, 
and others providers are all likely to 
face even lower reimbursement rates. 
As a result, many health care providers 
may no longer be able to afford to ac-
cept Medicare patients. Those that can 
will be forced to shift even more costs 
onto their privately insured patients, 
creating a hidden tax on employers and 
individuals. 

Mr. President, that’s just Medicare. 
This budget proposal also cuts Med-
icaid by $175 billion. Again, I think it is 
important that we all understand ex-
actly who these cuts will affect. Med-
icaid now insures about one of every 
four American children. It helps to pay 
for roughly one of every three births in 
this country. It also provides aid to 
over three-fifths of the people who need 
long-term care services, either in nurs-
ing homes or at home. Most elderly re-
cipients of Medicaid are people who 
spent their whole lives as members of 
the middle class. But when faced with 
nursing home costs averaging almost 
$40,000 a year, it doesn’t take long for 
their entire life’s savings to disappear. 
Once they reach this point, these peo-
ple have nowhere else to turn. Thank-
fully, Medicaid has been there to pro-
vide a safety net for them. 

This resolution caps Federal Med-
icaid spending at an average annual 
growth rate of 5 percent. We all know 
that Medicaid spending is expected to 
grow faster than that in the future. By 
setting a 5-percent cap, the Federal 
Government is essentially saying to 
the States: ‘‘It’s all your problem now. 
We can’t figure out how to deal with 
the growing number of uninsured and 
the rising costs of health care, so you 
do it. We wash our hands of any respon-
sibility to help you deal with these 
critical needs.’’ But, if we are honest 
with ourselves, we must admit that 
States can’t cope with these problems 
alone. 

So, Mr. President, let me tell you 
what is expected to happen once these 
proposed Medicaid cuts go into effect. 
By the year 2002, the number of unin-
sured children in America is predicted 
to rise by more than 6 million. By that 
same year, there will be an additional 
3 million persons who need, but will 
not receive assistance with, the costs 
of long-term care. These individuals 
will not be able to obtain nursing home 
care, despite the fact that they will 
need more care than their family and 
friends will be able to provide. For 
those individuals who will be able to 
enter and remain in nursing homes the 
picture will not be much brighter. Med-
icaid now pays significantly less than 
the private sector for long-term care. 
When Medicaid cuts these payments 
even further—as it will have to do in 
response to the budget cuts—nursing 
homes will have to do even more with 
less. This means that staff will be 
stretched even thinner, and each resi-
dent will receive even less personal at-
tention. The proposed cuts will mean 

that the quality of life of nursing home 
residents will deteriorate even further. 

There is no doubt that Medicare and 
Medicaid have taken the brunt of the 
proposed cuts. But they are not the 
only examples of shortsighted cuts con-
tained in this budget proposal. Con-
sider the cuts to the earned income tax 
credit and education funding. The EITC 
provides tax relief to lower income 
working families. By proposing to cut 
the EITC, this budget deals a strong 
blow to the working families. While I 
strongly believe that sacrifice is need-
ed to balance the budget, I have to ask: 
Is it fair to ask working families to 
make a sacrifice of this magnitude at 
the same time the Republican budget 
proposals contemplate tax cuts for cor-
porations and the wealthiest Ameri-
cans? 

At the same time, this budget signifi-
cantly cuts funding for student loans. 
We all recognize that we must balance 
the budget so that our citizens will be 
able to compete successfully in the 
next century. While I agree with the 
need to prepare for increased global 
competition, it is difficult to under-
stand how we will become more com-
petitive without the skills and knowl-
edge that an education provides. 

At the same time that this budget 
makes drastic cuts in critical pro-
grams, it completely ignores the bil-
lions of dollars we spend each year on 
special-interest tax loopholes. The tax 
code provides special exceptions that 
will total over $480 billion in 1996, more 
than double the entire Federal deficit 
and nearly one-quarter of total Federal 
spending. Because many of these tax 
code provisions single out narrow sub-
classes for benefit, the rest of us must 
pay more in taxes. 

Balancing the budget will not be 
easy. It will require significant sac-
rifices. However, how can we argue 
that we are fairly balancing the budget 
when we raise taxes on working fami-
lies and make dramatic cuts in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and education, yet con-
tinue to spend billions each year in tax 
pork? 

Mr. President, to help correct many 
of the problems contained in the Re-
publican budget proposal, I have of-
fered a substitute balanced budget pro-
posal. In fact, under my proposal, the 
Federal Government would have a sig-
nificant budget surplus by the year 
2002. 

The main difference between the pro-
posals the Republicans and I have of-
fered is in the priorities that they set. 
I believe that our Nation’s future suc-
cess will depend on the choices we 
make today. To ensure this success, I 
believe that our priorities must be 
placed on our children. The most im-
portant step we can take to build a bet-
ter life for our children will be to bal-
ance the budget, which my proposal 
would do. However, in our efforts to 
put the budget in balance over the long 
run, we cannot ignore the needs of our 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7467 May 25, 1995 
children today. Therefore, my proposal 
would fully fund the education and 
child nutrition programs cut under the 
Republican proposal. 

At the same time we are attempting 
to create a better future for our chil-
dren, we cannot ignore the legitimate 
needs of older citizens today. To ensure 
that the elderly and the least well off 
in our society are not forced to bear 
the bulk of the sacrifices that bal-
ancing the budget will require, my pro-
posal restores $100 billion in Medicare 
funding and replaces $75 billion in Med-
icaid cuts. 

I would also repeal the Republican 
tax increase on those families that are 
trying to work their way out of pov-
erty. Although we need to balance the 
Federal budget, it would be short- 
sighted to do so on the backs of Amer-
ica’s working and middle-class fami-
lies. In the face of declining real wages 
and Republican proposals to cut impor-
tant aid programs, more and more 
American families are facing increas-
ingly tough times. These are working 
families who need every penny of the 
wages they earn just to make ends 
meet. We simply should not tax these 
families into poverty by cutting the 
EITC. 

My budget would pay for these 
changes by reducing defense spending 
by just $5 billion below the current 
baseline, cutting $15 billion in waste-
ful, pork-barrel spending, eliminating 
$46 billion in unnecessary agriculture 
subsidies, and raising the tobacco tax 
by $1 per pack to restore much of the 
funds lost in the Republican Medicare 
cuts. 

I would also close $197 billion in spe-
cial-interest tax loopholes. My budget 
explicitly provides that individual tax 
rates will not be raised and that the de-
ductions for mortgage interest, chari-
table contributions, and State and 
local taxes will not be affected. In-
stead, these savings will be realized by 
simply slowing the rate of growth in 
special-interest loopholes enjoyed by 
corporations and the very wealthy. 
Left unchanged, between now and the 
year 2002, the Federal Government will 
spend roughly $4 trillion on tax sub-
sidies; my proposal would affect less 
than 5 percent of this amount. 

Rather than reducing the deficit by 
singling out children, working fami-
lies, and the elderly for especially 
harsh treatment, I would offset a por-
tion of these potential cuts by setting 
specific targets for eliminating tax 
loopholes. I believe that this approach 
would allow us to balance the needs of 
the many with the desires of the few. 

Mr. President, I expect that some 
will attempt to mischaracterize my ef-
forts to close special interest tax loop-
holes as a tax increase. If there was a 
special tax credit for Members of Con-
gress, and we closed that loophole, no 
one would claim that we were raising 
taxes. However, when we attempt to 
close tax loopholes for the oil and gas 
industry, the agricultural industry, or 
other industries, we hear the cham-

pions of these special interests claim 
that we are trying to raise taxes. 

Tax loopholes give some individuals 
and corporations a special exception 
from the rules that oblige everyone to 
share in the responsibility of our na-
tional defense and protecting the 
young, the aged, and the infirm. The 
only way to let everyone keep more of 
what they have earned is to minimize 
these tax expenditures so that we can 
reduce the burden of the national debt 
and bring down tax rates fairly, for ev-
eryone. 

Finally, if, by balancing the budget, 
we realize additional savings, my budg-
et provides that these savings may be 
used to provide a middle-class tax cut. 
This tax cut would not be available 
until after we have achieved the sav-
ings necessary to put us on a path to-
ward a balanced budget. It is my 
strongest hope that we will have these 
savings in order to provide much need-
ed tax relief to working families in 
New Jersey and across the country. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I do not ex-
pect my budget proposal to pass. By 
asking the Defense Department, the to-
bacco industry, agribusiness, and other 
special interests to share in the bur-
dens of balancing the budget, my pro-
posal takes a small bite out of a num-
ber of sacred cows. As a result, I antici-
pate that my budget proposal will raise 
a good deal of organized opposition. 
Unfortunately, unlike defense, tobacco, 
and the wealthy, most Americans can-
not afford high-paid lobbyists to pro-
tect their interests. So, in all likeli-
hood, my budget proposal will be de-
feated, average Americans will be left 
bearing the burden of balancing the 
budget, and special interests will con-
tinue to enjoy all of their same bene-
fits at the expense of the rest of us. 

Mr. President, fundamentally, my 
budget proposal is about setting prior-
ities. There’s no serious disagreement 
between Democrats and Republicans on 
the need to balance the budget. In fact, 
my proposal would reduce the deficit 
by even more than the Republican pro-
posal. However, the real question that 
my proposal raises is how we should 
balance the budget. Either we can bal-
ance the budget by raising taxes on 
working families and cutting needed 
assistance for children and the elder-
ly—as the Republican proposal would 
do—or we can spread the burden for 
balancing the budget more fairly—as 
my proposal would do. 

I am very pleased that our Repub-
lican colleagues have chosen to join 
the fight to eliminate budget deficits. 
Again, I commend Senator DOMENICI 
for introducing a budget resolution 
which seeks to achieve that goal. At 
the same time, however, I have serious 
concerns about many of the specific 
proposals contained in this budget. I 
am deeply concerned for our Nation’s 
children, families, and seniors. And, I 
am concerned that many of the cuts in 
the Republican budget proposal are 
necessary because of a refusal to sim-
ply slow the rate of growth in special 
interest loopholes. 

Mr. President, America needs a bal-
anced budget. But it deserves a much 
better balanced budget than that pro-
posed by our Republican colleagues. 
The budget I have proposed will bal-
ance the budget without losing sight of 
the obligations we have as a nation to 
our children, families, and seniors. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today, by voting for the amendment of-
fered by Senator CONRAD, I voted to 
balance the Federal budget by the year 
2002. I was pleased to work with Sen-
ator CONRAD in recent days on his 
amendment, and I am particularly 
pleased that it restored funds for edu-
cation, economic growth, job training, 
and environmental protection. Senator 
CONRAD’s amendment would have bal-
anced the budget by making tough 
choices: it drastically slowed the in-
crease in spending on Medicare and 
Medicaid; it froze discretionary spend-
ing, meaning no real growth in spend-
ing over the next 7 years; it closed tax 
loopholes and eliminated wasteful sub-
sidies. 

I did not agree with every detail of 
this amendment, but it came closest to 
my priorities in terms of what we need 
to preserve and what we need to reduce 
or get rid of to reach the goal of a bal-
anced budget. It balanced the budget 
without harming our Nation’s defense 
or reducing our fight against crime. It 
did so without slashing Government’s 
commitment to helping businesses cre-
ate jobs, helping children receive a 
good education, and helping protect 
our environment from pollution. 

I am sorry that the amendment did 
not pass, but I do not regret my deci-
sion to support it, because I believe 
achieving a balanced budget is essen-
tial if we are to keep our economy 
strong and keep hope for a brighter fu-
ture alive for our children. 

After careful consideration of the 
budget offered by Senator DOMENICI, I 
decided to vote against it. I have great 
admiration for what he has done: he 
brought a serious balanced budget to 
the floor and shaped a historic debate 
over the direction of our country. Sen-
ator DOMENICI deserves much credit for 
putting us on the path toward a bal-
anced budget. 

But I concluded the path his budget 
takes to achieve that goal is too 
strewn with policies that I do not sup-
port. The worthy end does not justify 
the harsh means. I decided to oppose 
the Budget Committee’s budget be-
cause it: reduces government’s key role 
in promoting education, research, tech-
nology, and trade promotion, all of 
which are crucial to our children’s eco-
nomic future; turns back the clock on 
environmental protection, threatening 
to foul our waters and beaches and pol-
lute our lands; and increases the tax 
burden on working families by can-
celing the expansion of the earned in-
come tax credit. 

I could not reconcile the Budget 
Committee’s balanced budget with the 
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steps taken to achieve that balance. If 
there were no other way to achieve a 
balanced budget, I would have had no 
choice. But the Conrad Amendment 
proved that there is a better way. 

One final point: this has been, for the 
most part, a sober, substantive debate 
over a serious, precedent-setting budg-
et resolution. But too much politics 
was being played by both parties. Un-
fortunately, some Democrats used this 
occasion too frivolously by simply 
sniping at the Budget Committee’s 
plan for short-term, partisan gain. As a 
consequence, they have helped rein-
force an image of our party as reflex-
ively committed to spending and the 
status quo. I also regret that the lead-
ership of the Republican party failed to 
reach out to those of us on the other 
side of the aisle who share a genuine 
commitment to a balanced budget to 
fashion a budget that could have won 
substantial bipartisan support. By act-
ing alone, I believe they have gone too 
far. 

This is the first step of a long proc-
ess, however, and I hope we can begin 
to work together so that, in the end, 
we can pass a bipartisan balanced 
budget. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, America 

has three deficits—not one. And we 
have to address all three if we are to 
solve our fiscal and social problems. 
We have to cut the budget and reduce 
the fiscal deficit, but, as I have said be-
fore, we also have an investment def-
icit and a spiritual deficit that require 
our collective commitment to retool 
and rebuild our communities, our poli-
tics, and our culture for the next cen-
tury. 

This budget, Mr. President, is wrong- 
headed and misdirected in concept as 
well as in substance. It is at best my-
opic and at worst destructive. 

I have come, once again, to the floor 
to talk about the three American defi-
cits, not one about a commonsense ap-
proach to the budget and about fair 
cuts. These things seem to have eluded 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle, and I submit that this budget 
proposal, Mr. President, proves it. 

I have to say, first, I think the Amer-
ican people are looking for an honest, 
truthful budget that tells them what 
really is being cut and who will bear 
the burden. 

Mr. President, we all want to elimi-
nate the deficit. It is bankrupting this 
country, but to cut Medicare and break 
a generational compact with American 
mothers and fathers who are retired 
and struggling to make ends meet in 
order to pay for tax cuts for the 
wealthiest among us is not the way to 
do it. 

I was both troubled and in a way 
amused to see, Mr. President, that the 
Republican cuts in Medicare actually 
take ‘‘choice’’ in health care away 
from senior citizens. They will not be 
able to chose their own doctors. That is 
exactly what my friends on the other 
side complained about last year when 

they rejected the President’s health 
care plan because working Americans 
would not have a choice of doctors. 

And now, here they are doing what 
they said was wrong for workers last 
year, but in their minds is apparently 
right for senior citizens this year. 

Mr. President, this is the height of 
hypocrisy. We saw television commer-
cials that played on those fears, and 
here we are today with those same Re-
publicans doing what they claimed a 
year ago was dead wrong. 

If that is not a flip-flop on the funda-
mental issue of health care reform, 
then I don’t now what is. 

Let me say a few things about Medi-
care, Mr. President. 

Medicare was a Democratic compact 
and I—for one—will not trade it for an 
ill-conceived attempt to score political 
points. 

It is a bedrock program that provides 
adequate health care to one out of 
every seven Americans—that’s 38.3 mil-
lion people—38.3 million Americans 
who worked hard, played by the rules, 
and made plans based on our contract 
with them, and we won’t break it. 

Without these benefits many if not 
most of our seniors would have limited 
access to adequate care, and in many 
cases no treatment at all. 

Mr. President, when it comes to 
Medicare, turning our back on our 
commitment to the elderly and dis-
abled by asking them to pay almost 
$900 more per year in premiums, $1200 
for home health services, and $100 more 
per year to meet their deductible may 
be what the Republicans think they 
need to do to keep their promise to 
protect the wealthiest and the strong-
est in this society, but it is not part of 
the Democratic commitment to pro-
tect average, hard-working Americans. 

That is not to say that Medicare 
doesn’t need to be fixed, but this is not 
how we ought to fix it. 

Mr. President, I find it very inter-
esting that the proposed cuts in the 
Medicare program under this Repub-
lican plan virtually equal the total 
amount the Republicans have budgeted 
for a tax cut for the wealthy. 

They have to break a promise to mil-
lions of Americans who live on fixed in-
comes and have made careful plans 
based on our commitment to them to 
achieve their goal. 

It is absolutely outrageous. It is fun-
damentally unfair. And it’s just plain 
wrong. 

We need to fix the system, Mr. Presi-
dent, but fixing it does not mean using 
it to balance the budget or win some 
ideological points. 

The system is, indeed, costly. This 
year’s estimated Medicare expendi-
tures will be 10.4 percent higher than 
last year. But that is not the function 
of government largesse. It is the func-
tion of a number of factors: including a 
rapidly aging population resulting in 
more beneficiaries, increases in the 
costs of medical procedures, inefficien-
cies in the utilization of medical serv-
ices, and the costs of new technologies 
for increased medical care. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, 
Democrats supported comprehensive 
health care reform last year, and my 
colleagues on the other side took a 
walk on it; and now I am amazed to 
hear my colleagues demanding that the 
Democrats should take the lead on the 
budget and do something about health 
care costs. 

We did, and they said no. Now it is 
time for them—now that they are in 
the majority—to stand and deliver. 

The truth is that the President’s pro-
posals to accomplish this last year 
were shot down by the Republicans 
without their offering even a single al-
ternative—and despite all the publicity 
of the Contract With America, it has 
not produced even the beginnings of a 
broad health care reform proposal, 
much less a comprehensive plan this 
year. 

Mr. President, it has been my belief 
that we must gain control over the in-
creases in Medicare costs. But it should 
be done in the context of comprehen-
sive reform of our health care system, 
not by willy-nilly cutting benefits to 
the elderly. 

The problem with Medicare is noth-
ing new. It has been articulated by the 
trustees, and by every responsible gov-
ernment official. For this reason, Mr. 
President, when this latest political ef-
fort to trade Medicare for tax cuts is 
over, I anticipate that this Congress, 
Republicans and Democrats, will sup-
port a broad range of bi-partisan re-
forms that will make the Medicare 
trust fund solvent—just as we did for 
Social Security in 1981. 

I do not support dumping those prob-
lems on the States, or thoughtlessly 
cutting eligibility for these programs 
or the services they finance for the el-
derly. 

And I am not for cutting reimburse-
ment rates to providers so deeply that 
they leave the program, go out of busi-
ness, or simply shift costs to individ-
uals who pay for their care directly or 
with private insurance. 

Mr. President, I will support only 
thoughtfully-devised approaches de-
signed to address these six basic re-
forms to Medicare: eliminate unneeded 
care and treatment; put a stop to pay-
ing for ineffective treatments; increase 
inefficiency of the entire medical care 
delivery system; emphasize preventive 
rather than remedial care; emphasize 
outpatient rather than inpatient care; 
and implement financial reforms that 
build-in disincentives to excessive use 
of medical services without inhibiting 
needed preventive care. 

Any plan that addresses these six 
basic areas will represent the kind of 
comprehensive reform we need. 

But, Mr. President, we must ap-
proach reform intelligently and com-
passionately with a deep and abiding 
regard for the promises we’ve made to 
elderly Americans who have reached 
the age of 65 and have planned on Medi-
care benefits. 

Medicare needs to be fixed—not raid-
ed. 
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Having said that Mr. President, I be-

lieve that Medicare is hardly the only 
problem with this proposed budget. 

I have said on this floor, and I will 
say it again, that we face an enormous 
fiscal deficit and I am prepared to 
make the cuts necessary to reduce the 
deficit and avoid bankrupting our chil-
dren and grandchildren, if they pass 
the fairness test and the common sense 
tests. 

But I want to discuss how this budget 
fails to address the two other American 
deficits. 

Yes, we face a growing fiscal deficit, 
but we also face a growing investment 
deficit and a growing spiritual deficit, 
and this budget is wrongheaded in not 
understanding or appreciating the sig-
nificance and interrelation of the three 
American deficits that are ruining this 
nation. 

As much as we need to reduce the fis-
cal deficit we also need to increase liv-
ing standards, create jobs, educate our 
children and our workforce, and pre-
serve and protect the quality of life 
that generations of Americans have 
come to expect. 

I believe the budget debate should 
focus on attacking all three of these 
deficits: 

The first is the fiscal deficit. The na-
tional debt has more than tripled since 
1979 and will soon top $5 billion. Just 
the interest payments on the debt af-
fect every other budget decision we can 
make. We know that. 

We know that if we let this continue, 
we will be crowding out all the other 
choices we can make: how much we can 
spend on national defense and on essen-
tial social programs like drug treat-
ment and prevention. 

The second deficit is the investment 
deficit. We need to find ways to invest 
in our infrastructure as well as in our 
people. A nation that does not invest is 
a nation that has given up hope for the 
future. We are not such a nation. 

And let me tell you, we are a nation 
that has always found a way to build 
and grow—re-tool and re-invest in edu-
cation, in business, in the arts and 
sciences, in our culture and in our fam-
ilies. We need to remove unnecessary 
regulations so business can create jobs 
while, at the same time, we maintain 
the health and safety of every Amer-
ican. 

The third deficit is the spiritual def-
icit. Values, my friends, do not come 
from laws and speeches. They come 
from families, teachers, and churches. 

There are millions of young Ameri-
cans today who no longer have signifi-
cant contact with any of these sources. 

If this country is going to have chil-
dren having children; if families are 
going to continue to erode—then our 
ability to reach these kids is essential. 
If that means investing in community 
organizations with a track record of 
success, then we should do it. 

So, I submit that this budget debate 
needs to go beyond the political rhet-
oric about our fiscal deficit. We all 
agree that we need to downsize and 

streamline government, but we must 
not lose sight of our obligation to re- 
invest in our people and in our nation 
to keep both strong. 

Mr. President, let me quote from an 
editorial on this budget debate in the 
Washington Post on Tuesday by E.J. 
Dionne. I think he asks an important 
question that must be addressed. 

He asks, ‘‘Will Democrats be bold 
enough to question the Republicans’ 
core assumptions about government? 
The issue in this debate,’’ he said, 
‘‘should not be whether to reduce the 
deficit, but how that can be done in 
ways that will increase living stand-
ards and average wages, which have 
been dropping for two decades.’’ 

Now, Mr. President, I am challenging 
those core assumptions of the Repub-
licans because I believe they are short- 
sighted and wrong. And I believe that 
we will not be in an economic position 
to increase living standards until we 
have a budget that addresses the three 
American deficits simultaneously. 

In fact, Mr. President, I submit that 
if we pass this budget we will dramati-
cally increase our investment and our 
spiritual deficits because we will not 
have committed ourselves to creating 
opportunities and jobs. We will not 
have committed to preserving the fun-
damental structural integrity of our 
nation—whether it’s our roads, rail-
roads, and bridges, or our values and 
our belief in citizenship and in the con-
cept of community. 

This budget, Mr. President, is, there-
fore, wrong-headed, misdirected. It 
doesn’t make any sense. It fails the 
common sense test. It fails the fairness 
test. 

This budget disinvests in people and 
makes us less competitive. 

It cuts Medicare by $256 billion; it 
cuts student aid by $14 billion; it ter-
minates AMTRAK by the year 2000— 
terminates it. 

Do you know that we are 34th in the 
world in our commitment to our rail 
system which industry and commerce 
rely on. We are behind Ecuador and 
just ahead of Bangladesh. And the Re-
publicans now want to cut all support 
for the railroads. 

The proposed budget decimates envi-
ronmental programs and cuts all the 
crime prevention programs we passed 
last year. 

It cuts $34 billion from food and nu-
trition programs. 

It cuts unemployment compensation, 
SSI, and other programs under the ju-
risdiction of the Finance Committee by 
$66 billion. 

But this so called revolution doesn’t 
stop there. It disinvests in our infra-
structure by cutting $3 billion for air-
ports, highways and school improve-
ments. 

It disinvests in job training for young 
people by cutting $272 million. It 
disinvests in summer jobs for kids by 
cutting $871 million. It even disinvests 
in safe drinking water with a $1.3 bil-
lion cut in grants to the states to keep 
our water clean. 

These are not just draconian cuts 
that go to the heart of our ability to 
address the three deficits we face. They 
are the symbol, Mr. President, of a 
wrong-headed political philosophy that 
does not represent the mainstream of 
America. 

So, I submit that this budget is fun-
damentally flawed in its concept and is 
designed simply to achieve the polit-
ical goals of a minority of anti-govern-
ment zealots who are blind to the real 
needs of this nation. They cut what we 
need and keep what we don’t. 

Let me conclude by saying, Mr. 
President, that I am emphatically for a 
balanced budget. I voted for the Brad-
ley and Conrad alternative budgets be-
cause, though they are not perfect, 
they better protect Medicare, Med-
icaid, education, and other critical 
government services and they make 
better choices than the Republican 
leadership’s budget. 

What the Bradley and Conrad alter-
natives prove is that we can balance 
the budget in less than ten years with-
out increasing income tax rates for 
lower- and middle-income Americans. 
They prove in some what different 
ways that we can balance the budget 
without pillaging or eliminating key 
government services on which tens of 
millions of Americans depend and 
which are critical to keeping our na-
tion competitive and our people 
healthy, happy, and safe. 

Both of these alternatives balance 
the budget in a fairer fashion than the 
Republican leadership in both the 
House and the Senate has tried to per-
suade the American people is possible. 

Mr. President, until my Republican 
colleagues understand that this budget 
is about people and their future and 
the future of our nations, and that 
there are three deficits we face as a na-
tion—until they change their core as-
sumptions about what we must pre-
serve as well as what we must cut, then 
they will have failed, as the majority 
party, to legislate in the best interest 
of the people who have entrusted them 
with the fundamental process of this 
democracy. As I oppose this Budget 
Resolution, I commit to continue 
working to place us on a different 
course that will permit us to realize 
our potential as a nation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1150 
OIL AND GAS LEASING IN THE ARCTIC NATIONAL 

WILDLIFE REFUGE 
Mr. KERRY. Yesterday the Senate 

voted on an amendment sponsored by 
Senator ROTH which removed from the 
budget all savings attributable to en-
actment of legislation to open the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) to 
oil and gas leasing. The Arctic Refuge 
is often referred to as America’s 
Serengeti because of its outstanding 
wildlife, beauty and recreation oppor-
tunities. ANWR serves as the staging 
area for thousands of migratory birds, 
denning habitat for polar bears, and 
calving grounds for the 160,000 member 
Porcupine Caribou Herd. Moreover, the 
Refuge plays an integral part in the 
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lives of the Gwich’in people, whose 
members depend upon the seasonal mi-
grations of the caribou for both sur-
vival and cultural identity. The bio-
logical heart of this pristine wilderness 
is the 1.5 million acre coastal plain. 

The fate of ANWR has been the sub-
ject of a complex and highly contested 
debate for more than a decade. That is 
why I am deeply saddened that the 
Budget Committee would use this back 
door approach via the budget process 
to try to open one of the Nation’s last 
great wilderness areas to oil drilling. 

Under current law, receipts gen-
erated from assets sales and leases can-
not be used for deficit reduction. I fear 
using the anticipated $1.4 billion pro-
ceeds from opening ANWR to drilling 
for deficit reduction may signal the be-
ginning of a ‘‘fire sale’’ of natural re-
sources such as the ANWR. For many 
Americans, trading the Arctic Refuge 
wilderness for a one-time budget reduc-
tion, and the possibility but only the 
possibility of finding oil, is simply not 
worth it. The environmental costs of 
opening the Refuge to leasing are not 
worth the estimated benefits, espe-
cially when the oil—estimated to sup-
ply only a 200 days supply of oil for the 
nation—is not needed because small 
gains in energy conservation could pro-
vide both more energy and more job 
creation than developing all of the po-
tential for oil available in ANWR. It is 
very ironic that, while taking the first 
step towards opening up ANWR for ex-
ploration for petroleum, this budget 
will cut funding for energy conserva-
tion programs that could decrease our 
dependence on petroleum and create 
more U.S. jobs. A national energy effi-
ciency program would create, on aver-
age, ten times the number of jobs that 
might be produced from Arctic Refuge 
drilling. 

All Americans have a stake in our 
national wildlife refuges and parks. 
The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is 
the crown jewel of the National Wild-
life Refuge System. The Refuge is a 
wilderness area unique not only in the 
United States but in the world. The 
words of the renowned naturalist, 
George Schaller, say it all: 

Based on my experience, I conclude that 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in all its 
magnificent diversity, from mountain range 
to coastal plain, is unique and irreplaceable 
not just on a national basis, but also on an 
international basis. It is sometimes thought 
that there are still many remote and un-
touched wilderness areas in which the 
earth’s biological diversity will be protected 
. . . Most remote ecosystems, both inside 
and outside reserves, are rapidly being modi-
fied. The Refuge has remained a rare excep-
tion. It represents one of the last and true 
large wilderness areas left on earth, an area 
unspoiled, its biological systems intact. Our 
civilization will be measured by what we 
leave behind. The Refuge was established not 
for economic value but as a statement of our 
nation’s vision. There are certain places on 
earth that are so unique that they must be 
preserved without compromise . . . Such 
places include the Virunga Volcanoes with 
its mountain gorillas, the Serengeti plains, 
the Chang Tang of Tibet—and the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. 

Mr. President, I voted for the Roth 
amendment primarily because I believe 
it is unconscionable to allow the deg-
radation of the ‘‘biological heart’’ of 
the only complete arctic ecosystem 
protected in North America without a 
thorough and substantive debate un-
dertaken in full view of the American 
public. I terribly regret a majority of 
the Senate did not vote the same way 
and that we moved one step closer to 
what I believe is an unacceptable out-
come. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the ranking member. 

I wish to commend the chairman of 
the Budget Committee and commend 
the ranking member for really an ex-
ceptional effort. The chairman of the 
Budget Committee has been truly dedi-
cated to balancing the budget and def-
icit reduction for as long as I have been 
a Member of this body, and I wish to 
pay respect to that commitment. 

The goal is absolutely right. This is 
precisely what we must do for the 
country’s future. I think all of us who 
have worked on the budget understand 
that we must rein in the growth of en-
titlements, we must look at freezing 
defense spending and domestic discre-
tionary spending if we are going to 
have a chance to do what is the right 
economic policy for this Nation’s fu-
ture. It will mean a better future for 
America if we achieve a balanced budg-
et. 

Mr. President, I do not believe the 
specifics that we have in this plan are 
yet a fair sharing of the burden of def-
icit reduction. 

It seems to me that the middle-class 
children and the elderly have been or-
dered into the front lines, but the 
wealthiest among us have been ushered 
to the sidelines. More than that, they 
have been put at the head of the line 
for additional tax preferences, tax 
breaks, and tax loopholes. 

Mr. President, I do not think that is 
right. A group of us offered an alter-
native. We called it the fair share plan 
because we think it had a more equi-
table distribution of the burden of 
reaching a balanced budget, and we 
reached a balanced budget in the year 
2004 without counting the Social Secu-
rity surpluses. We had more deficit re-
duction in the year 2002 than the plan 
we will vote on momentarily. 

But perhaps the most interesting 
irony is that as part of our plan, we 
proposed closing tax preferences and 
tax loopholes. Yesterday, the other 
side said that was a tax increase. But 
interestingly enough, the last vote 
that we had on an amendment offered 
by a Republican Senator was to do pre-
cisely what we advocated. 

The Senator from Maine offered an 
amendment to restore funding to edu-
cation priorities and do it by closing 
tax preferences and tax loopholes. I am 

glad they have put it on the table. It 
got 67 votes, when that was the last 
amendment adopted because that is 
precisely what direction we ought to 
take to reach a fair conclusion when 
we vote on reconciliation. I hope we do 
that, Mr. President. I hope we do that. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield 

me 2 minutes? 
Mr. EXON. I yield 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for 2 minutes. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we have 

reached an important point in dealing 
with the budget deficit. The Senator 
from New Mexico has proposed a deficit 
reduction budget that is real. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska and the Senator 
from the State of North Dakota and 
Senator BRADLEY and I, although they 
are different plans, have introduced 
proposals that are real, genuine reduc-
tions in working on a balanced budget 
and moving to a balanced budget with-
in 7 years. 

But there is a big difference here. I 
believe the one we are about to vote on 
is simply not fair. We can get there 
from here fairly. There is a funda-
mental difference in the approach 
taken by Senator BRADLEY and myself 
and the Senator from North Dakota, 
and others, and the Republican pro-
posal, and that is, we put a lot less bur-
den on the elderly, a lot less burden, or 
no burden, on college loans, a lot less 
burden on middle-class folks. We in-
crease the burden on other elements of 
society. The point is, we do look at and 
do play a major part in dealing with 
closing tax loopholes. 

It is a big difference. It is a funda-
mental difference, but this is only the 
first round of the fight. This is a budg-
et resolution that does not mean a 
darn thing other than as it guides us. It 
is not a law. It does not change any-
thing. The President does not get to 
veto it or sign it. We now get into the 
hard stuff, the hard part. 

I am confident that as the American 
people understand the commitment on 
both sides to move to a balanced budg-
et, they are going to be able to begin to 
weigh what the real costs are, and they 
are going to make a judgment whether 
or not cutting Medicare and Medicaid 
by $400 billion is a better way to go 
than closing $176 billion worth of tax 
loopholes. They are going to make 
those basic judgments. I think we will 
be back at it again. I compliment the 
managers of the bill for their diligent 
effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 1 minute to 
Senator THURMOND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
President pro tempore of the U.S. Sen-
ate is recognized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
have the greatest nation in the world. 
It has given us more freedom, more jus-
tice, more opportunity and more hope 
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than any nation has given its people in 
the history of the world. If we are 
going to keep it free, though, and enjoy 
freedom and democracy, we have to do 
at least two things: We have to keep a 
defense that is strong to protect us 
from our enemies. And the other thing 
is, we have to take steps to handle our 
finances correctly. We have not bal-
anced this budget but once in 32 years, 
eight times in 64 years. We cannot keep 
on like this. 

I want to commend Senator DOMEN-
ICI, the chairman, for the great job he 
has done. I also commend the able Sen-
ator from Nebraska for how he has 
handled this bill on the floor. In addi-
tion I commend Senator DOLE, for the 
leadership he provides. 

Mr. President, we must take steps to 
take care of our finances. If we do that, 
and protect our defense, we can con-
tinue as the greatest nation in the 
world. I hope we will take a step to-
night toward putting our fiscal house 
in order, and pass this Budget Resolu-
tion. I thank the chair and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished majority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding both the distinguished 
minority leader and the majority lead-
er each have 5 minutes of the allotted 
40 minutes. How much time is remain-
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 9 minutes left for the Senator from 
New Mexico and 2 minutes left for the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. DOLE. I wonder if I might in-
quire of the Democratic leader, will he 
speak following the Senator from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the order, I 
thought, was I would speak, Senator 
DOMENICI would speak, Senator 
DASCHLE, and then Senator DOLE. That 
is what we tentatively agreed to. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 41⁄2 minutes so the Senator 
from Kansas can make the final re-
marks on our side. 

Mr. President, there are so many peo-
ple to thank. I do not believe I am 
going to try to thank them name by 
name, because I am going to forget 
some. But I must say, there are 11 Sen-
ators that I must thank very person-
ally and very specifically. 

Senator DOLE, on January 6, assigned 
the Budget Committee and I was its 
chairman. As I looked at the Senators 
that were assigned and the Senators 
that were left from previous years, I 
wondered how would I get 12 Senators 
to vote together. 

Maybe to those on the outside they 
would not understand this, but let me 
just read off the names as I thank them 
individually and share with our leader 
how difficult and daunting I thought 
the chore was on January 6: 

Senator GRASSLEY, Senator NICKLES, 
Senator GRAMM of Texas, Senator 

BOND, Senator LOTT, Senator BROWN, 
Senator GREGG, Senator GORTON, Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator ABRAHAM, and 
Senator FRIST. That is a very diverse 
group of Republican Senators. 

But let me say to the American peo-
ple, a very significant event is going to 
occur tonight when we vote on this bal-
anced budget. And as it is recorded and 
as we look back on it, while many de-
serve credit, none deserve the credit 
more than these 11 Senators who joined 
with me in producing what I am abso-
lutely convinced is a fair budget, is a 
good budget and will, indeed, protect 
today and tomorrow. It is a budget for 
today and a budget for tomorrow. 

The tomorrow part is shown right 
here behind me. I am not going to go 
through each one. Here are five little 
children and a set of twins. 

Mr. President, if you look at those 
big numbers on each of these includ-
ing—let us pick whatever you want, 
Sam and Nicholas. You can guess about 
how old they are. You see that $151,000. 
Mr. President, I say to my fellow Sen-
ators that $151,000 is what those chil-
dren will pay out of their income to 
pay the interest on the national debt if 
we were to adopt the President’s budg-
et and stay at current law. 

Mr. President, I say to my fellow 
Senators, we can talk all we want 
about who this budget helps and who it 
hurts. But I want to tell you, for one 
thing, you cannot continue to do that 
to our children or there will be no 
America, there will be no future. For 
what will young people have to work 
for if they work for us to pay our inter-
est on our debts which we adult leaders 
refuse to pay? 

Frankly, what we are saying today is 
a very simple vision. For the first time 
in 25 years, the grown-up leadership of 
America is going to say we are going to 
pay our own bills. If we want to give 
citizens of the United States benefits, 
if we want to have programs that we 
herald across America, we are going to 
pay for them or we are not going to 
have them. That is what this budget 
says, 7 years from now, not tomorrow, 
for some would say, is it not too quick? 

How quick is too quick? Twenty-five 
years in deficit and 7 more in deficit— 
that is 32, I say to my friend. When is 
it enough? Mr. President, let me sug-
gest that Senator EXON has been a 
marvelous ranking member, and I 
thank him, his great staff and my 
great staff. But I do not believe it is 
fair to say that there was no room for 
cooperation. It is now many, many 
days since we put forth a comprehen-
sive budget that everyone that has 
looked at it says not only is it fair, but 
it is filled with integrity. It is honest, 
it has no smoke and mirrors, and, if 
implemented, its probability for a bal-
ance is very, very high. We cannot do 
much better for our people than to 
produce that. 

Now, frankly, I have not seen any 
real serious effort to try to address the 
issues that we put before the Budget 
Committee or here on the floor. Frank-

ly, in the committee they have an ar-
gument. The first couple of days they 
did not know enough about it. Even 
after they found out about it, the 
amendments all went to spending more 
money but taking it out of the reserve 
fund. 

I close today saying to my fellow 
Americans—young, old, seniors, mili-
tary men—you all ought to be proud of 
the Senate tonight because we will 
vote about 56 or 57 strong to preserve 
today and make sure that we are 
strong and powerful in the future and 
that our children live in a land of op-
portunity. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. How much time re-

mains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four and 

a half minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico, 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I will use additional 
leader time, if I must, to accommodate 
whatever time is required for my re-
marks. 

Mr. President, let me begin by com-
mending the distinguished chairman of 
the Budget Committee and the ranking 
member for what I consider to be an 
outstanding job. They have led this 
Senate in the last several days in a 
very good-faith effort, and I applaud 
their work, and I applaud the staff, es-
pecially, for what has been an extraor-
dinarily arduous and extremely mean-
ingful project for which we can all be 
very proud. 

Let me also say there is absolutely 
no disagreement with what the chair-
man said about those children. There is 
no disagreement about how concerned 
we are about the debt they are incur-
ring. There is no disagreement whatso-
ever about their futures and how im-
portant it is that we address this budg-
et. The only disagreement is how we 
got the interest amounts that were 
designated under each picture. The 
amounts those children have to pay, in 
large measure, were run up in the 
Reagan and Bush administration years, 
and everyone understands that. 

The question now is: How do we get 
out of it? Because for the last couple of 
years, that is what this administration 
has given us the opportunity to do—to 
begin making the downpayment on a 
balanced Federal budget. 

So this debate is about priorities. It 
is not about goals. Everyone under-
stands the importance of the goal. We 
agree on the need for a balanced budg-
et. We agree on the need for a date cer-
tain by which the budget should be bal-
anced. We agree on the tough choices 
that have to be made. 

We offered over 50 amendments to 
this budget resolution and not one— 
not one, Mr. President—would have in-
creased the debt. Not $1. Only one 
moved back the date, because it was 
honest, because it did what we said a 
couple of months ago we had to do, and 
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that was to exclude Social Security. In 
fact, this budget resolution does not 
bring about a balanced Federal budget 
by the year 2002 as touted. On page 7, 
on line 21, it shows that we will still 
have a $113 billion debt, money bor-
rowed from the Social Security trust 
fund to make the budget appear bal-
anced. 

Whether or not Social Security is in-
cluded, let me reiterate that this de-
bate is about priorities. This debate is 
about what is important. With or with-
out Social Security, we agree on the 
goal. 

When it comes to those priorities, 
this budget resolution, in the opinion 
of most Senators on this side of the 
aisle, is fundamentally flawed. We have 
many substantive disagreements, but 
most of them boil down to one core dif-
ference—the Republican majority has 
insisted on tax cuts for the wealthiest 
1 million Americans, and they have 
made that the highest priority above 
everything else. As a result, this budg-
et takes the side of the privileged few. 
It virtually abandons ordinary Ameri-
cans, families, students, veterans, sen-
iors, and children. It demands deep sac-
rifice from America’s middle class, 
while it showers tax cuts on the elite. 

We knew the Republicans had the 
votes to pass this resolution. That was 
never in doubt. What Democrats have 
tried to do is to reveal the truth about 
this budget and to try as best we can to 
improve it. 

Without increasing the debt, Mr. 
President, our priority was to ensure 
that millions of older Americans have 
access to health care, by taking $100 
billion in tax cuts for the most pros-
perous among us and investing in the 
health of senior citizens. The Repub-
licans said ‘‘no.’’ 

Without increasing the debt, we tried 
to help millions of young Americans by 
investing $40 billion in education and 
averting the largest educational cuts 
in our Nation’s history. The Repub-
licans said ‘‘no.’’ 

Without increasing the debt, we tried 
to assist 12 million working Americans 
by repealing a $21 billion tax increase 
by slightly reducing the huge tax 
breaks going to the 1 million wealthi-
est among us. The Republicans said 
‘‘no.’’ 

Without increasing the debt, we tried 
to invest a small part of the tax cuts in 
science, technology and research. The 
Republicans said ‘‘no.’’ 

We tried to use the tax cuts to reduce 
the deficit. The Republicans said ‘‘no.’’ 

With our amendments—and without 
increasing the debt—we tried to help 
seniors, to lower the heavy burden on 
students, to attempt to be fair to vet-
erans and to farmers and to small busi-
nessmen and to families, to reduce the 
deficit. And on virtually every occa-
sion, the Republicans said ‘‘no.’’ 

We even tried to ensure that the mid-
dle class would be the beneficiaries if 
we had a tax cut, and that 90 percent of 
the benefit would not go to the 10 per-
cent of us who are the most well-to-do. 
And again, the Republicans said ‘‘no.’’ 

Time after time, amendment after 
amendment, the wealthy won and the 
middle class lost. 

Fairness and equal sacrifice were 
great goals, but they were lost to the 
higher Republican priority—a tax cut 
we simply cannot afford. 

This budget is fundamentally flawed, 
Mr. President. It does not strengthen 
America; it weakens it. It does not 
bring us together; it moves us apart. 

The ‘‘haves’’ will have more and the 
rest will have less. 

It is not what the American people 
would have as their priorities, not 
when you put tax cuts for the privi-
leged ahead of seniors, students, fami-
lies and deficit reduction. 

But this is a long process. It is only 
the beginning. Today is the easy part. 
When the American people understand 
whose side this budget is on, I believe 
they will demand that we change it. By 
the time the committees confront the 
hard choices in reconciliation, the pub-
lic will understand who is sacrificing 
and who is benefitting. This budget 
will be altered, or it will not become 
law. 

Democrats remain committed to bal-
ancing the budget. We remain open to 
working with Republicans to fashion a 
bipartisan budget. But it must be a 
budget that asks equal sacrifice and 
does not exclude the privileged few. 

It must be a budget that invests in 
America, even as we reduce spending, a 
budget that pulls Americans together, 
rather than divide us. We can do that, 
Mr. President. It is not beyond our 
reach. And the American people expect 
no less. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, like most 

Senators, I have lost track of the meet-
ings I have attended. But a few years 
back, I was in a meeting that I will 
never forget. 

These people were not presidents or 
prime ministers. They did not run big 
businesses. In fact, most of them did 
not even have a job. 

Who were they? They were high 
school seniors—100 of them—one boy 
and one girl from each State. 

The reason why I will never forget 
that day is because of what they 
taught me—and what they should 
teach all of us. 

Sometime during our meeting, one 
young man stood up and said, ‘‘Sen-
ator, it seems like every group of 
Americans is represented in Wash-
ington. Everyone has somebody who 
speaks for them.’’ ‘‘But who speaks for 
us?’’ He asked me, ‘‘Who speaks for the 
future?’’ 

It was a good question then. And it is 
a good question now. 

And for far too long, the answer has 
been that ‘‘No one speaks for the fu-
ture.’’ Instead, we have piled deficit 
upon deficit, mortgaging our children’s 
future for the temporary convenience 
of the present. 

But today, the Senate will make a 
statement, and we will make history in 
the process. 

We will finally begin to unpile the 
deficits. We will finally begin to speak 
for the future. And we will do it with 
one word—leadership. 

Harry Truman was right when he 
said: 

Where there is no leadership, society 
stands still. Progress occurs when coura-
geous leaders seize the opportunity to 
change things for the better. 

And let us be frank. When it comes to 
reducing the deficit, Congress has 
stood still—frozen in place year after 
year after year, as our debt grew bigger 
and bigger and bigger. 

But in November 1994, Americans 
voted to change all that. For the first 
time in 40 years, they gave control of 
Congress to the Republican Party. And 
with that control came a responsi-
bility. 

A responsibility to do what we prom-
ised—a responsibility to act coura-
geously—a responsibility to change 
things for the better. 

And under the leadership of Senator 
DOMENICI that is exactly what we have 
done. We have accepted the responsi-
bility of leadership. We have made the 
tough choices. We have put a plan on 
the table that will result in a balanced 
budget within 7 years. 

This budget is based on the under-
lying principle that we simply cannot 
go on spending our children’s money. 

In fulfilling that principle, those bu-
reaucracies and programs counting on 
their usual big spending increases must 
learn to make do with less—$961 billion 
less over the next 7 years, to be exact. 

And we begin right here in Congress, 
as this budget reduces legislative 
branch spending by some $200 million. 

Those who are used to more and more 
power flowing to Washington, DC, will 
have to adjust to a new tide, where 
power is carried back to the States and 
to the people. 

And we will have to learn how to 
make do without the Department of 
Commerce, and its more than 140 Fed-
eral departments, agencies, and pro-
grams. This Senator is confident that 
we will do just fine, thank you. 

And despite the rhetoric coming out 
of the White House, this budget also 
recognizes that Government has cer-
tain responsibilities. 

Responsibilities like taking the steps 
necessary to preserve, improve, and 
protect Medicare, which three of the 
President’s Cabinet members tell us 
will go bankrupt in 7 years if we do 
nothing. We do this by slowing the 
growth rate of Medicare—while still al-
lowing Medicare spending to increase 
by $1.6 trillion. 

This budget also recognizes that 
there are those in need who depend on 
Government programs, and who often 
have nowhere else to turn. 

Therefore, it provides for an addi-
tional $36 billion in spending for Med-
icaid. 

It increases funding for the Women/ 
Infant/Children Program by $2 billion. 
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It increases funding for food stamps, 

for aid to families with dependent chil-
dren, for supplemental security in-
come. and for the earned income tax 
credit. 

Is the budget perfect? Of course not. 
Some of us would have reduced spend-
ing in other programs than the ones 
chosen. Some of us would have in-
creased spending in others. And some 
of us—including this Senator—would 
have dedicated more funds to reducing 
the tax burden on Americans. 

But make no mistake about it, this 
budget does provide tax relief. 

The $170 billion fund this budget cre-
ates must and will be devoted to tax re-
ductions that will help America’s fami-
lies, stimulate savings, increase invest-
ment, create jobs, and promote eco-
nomic growth. 

Family tax credits, spousal IRA’s, es-
tate tax relief for family businesses, 
and a capital gains rate reduction are 
some of the actions I will promote as 
Senate majority leader, and as a mem-
ber of the Finance Committee. 

Additionally, it’s no secret that when 
the House and Senate return from con-
ference on our respective budgets, we 
are likely to to return with a budget 
that will dedicate even more funds to 
tax relief. 

Mr. President, when Republicans 
drew up our plan to reach a balanced 
budget, we also drew a line in the sand. 

And we said that those who are seri-
ous about balancing the budget will 
cross that line and work with us, or 
propose an alternative. 

And those who are not serious will 
stay on the other side of the line and 
offer no leadership. I regret to say that 
President Clinton has never come close 
to crossing that line. 

While he says we have the wrong 
plan, he never comes close to saying 
what the right plan is—except one that 
gave America $200 to $300 billion defi-
cits well into the next century, and 
that would have added $1.2 trillion to 
our debt in the next 5 years. 

Thankfully, that plan was defeated 
by a vote of 99–0. 

Instead of leadership, the President 
offers fear. And he casts his net far and 
wide. Seniors, children, the so-called 
middle class, the needy, farmers, stu-
dents, the list goes on and on. Each 
day, the President tells them they 
should be afraid of our budget, they 
should be afraid of Republicans. 

Let me again quote the words of 
Harry Truman. Truman said: 

America was not built on fear. America 
was built on courage, on imagination, and an 
unbeatable determination to do the job at 
hand. 

So, Mr. President, we will win this 
vote today. We will take our budget to 
conference. We will work with the Re-
publican majority in the House. And 
we will return with a plan that will 
balance the budget in 7 years. We will 
do it with the help of the American 
people—people who have always exhib-
ited courage, imagination, and an un-
beatable determination to do the job at 
hand. 

I conclude where I began. With 
speaking for the future. And I conclude 
not by quoting Harry Truman, but by 
quoting another President. 

Somewhere at this very moment, another 
child is born in America. Let it be our cause 
to give that child a happy home, a healthy 
family, a hopeful future. Let it be our cause 
to see that child reach the fullest of their 
God-given abilities. 

Those words were spoken by Bill 
Clinton in 1992, as he accepted his par-
ty’s nomination for President. 

And with passage of this budget, Re-
publicans will turn those words into 
action. Because somewhere at this very 
moment, another child is born in 
America. 

And that child comes into the world 
already owing $18,500 as his or her 
share of the national debt. 

That child comes into the world with 
the knowledge that he or she will pay 
$163,300 in taxes during his working life 
just to pay off interest on the debt. 
That child comes into a world facing a 
future of fewer jobs, fewer opportuni-
ties, and higher interest rates. 

Today, with this vote, we begin to 
change that child’s world for better. 

Today, we begin to speak for all the 
children born today and in the days to 
come. 

Today, we begin to speak for the fu-
ture. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to consideration of Calendar 
No. 115, the House budget resolution. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 67) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all after the 
resolving clause be stricken and the 
text of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, as amended, be substituted in lieu 
thereof, and that the Senate amend-
ment be adopted, and that all time on 
the resolution be yielded back. 

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

The question is now on agreeing to 
the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. 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. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. HATFIELD. On rollcall vote No. 

231, I voted ‘‘no.’’ It was my intention 
to vote ‘‘yea.’’ Therefore, I ask unani-

mous consent that I be permitted to 
change my vote. This will in no way 
change the outcome of the vote. This 
has been cleared by the two leaders. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur-
rent resolution, as amended. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 57, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 232 Leg.] 
YEAS—57 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—42 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Mikulski 

So the concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 67), as amended, was agreed to. 

(The text of the concurrent resolu-
tion will be printed in a future edition 
of the RECORD.) 

(Applause.) 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished majority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the con-
current resolution was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate in-
sist on its amendment and request a 
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DOLE. I want to ask that there 
be a period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business for about the 
next 10 minutes or so. There are a cou-
ple of people who want to speak. Then 
we will turn to the terrorism bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning busi-
ness with Members permitted to speak 
for not more than 5 minutes each, and 
that at 6:45 the Senate then turn to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 192, S. 
735, the antiterrorism bill. 

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

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAMS). The Senator from Vermont is 
recognized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. JEFFORDS per-

taining to the introduction of S. 856 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

HEARINGS ON TERRORISM 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
Subcommittee on Terrorism of the Ju-
diciary Committee was scheduled to 
have hearings on terrorism today. 

Those hearings could not be held be-
cause the Senate was in session con-
tinuously from 9 a.m. with rollcall 
votes of 9 minutes. So those hearings 
had to be postponed. They are going to 
be held on Thursday, June 8. 

A good many people came from sub-
stantial distances. I expressed our re-
grets that we could not hold the hear-
ing. But it was not possible to do so. 
But I did tell them that the statements 
which had been submitted would be put 
in the RECORD at this time so that 
their prepared statements could at 
least be read by Members of the Senate 
or those interested in reading them. 

At this time, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of attorney 
John W. DeCamp, the statement of Mr. 
Norman Olson, the statement of Mr. 
Leroy Crenshaw, and the statement of 
the Militia of Montana be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Memorandum from: Senator John W. De-

Camp, Atty. 
To: Sub Committee on Terrorism, U.S. Sen-

ator Judiciary Committee. 
Re: Testimony to Committee. 

To paraphrase an old saying. . . . ‘‘Five 
months ago I couldn’t spell ‘Militia’ and now 
I represent one.’’ 

It was five months ago I agreed to PRO-
VIDE LEGAL ASSISTANCE TO the leaders 
of the Montana Militia on a dozen felonies. 
Why? I felt the felony charges involved open 
and shut first amendment issues of freedom 
of speech, assembly and right to petition 

Government issues, and have learned a 
wealth of information since that time—par-
ticularly in light of the Oklahoma bombing 
and the anti-militia movement. 

Before I go too much further, let me give 
brief background on myself and let me an-
swer the first questions that press and your 
staff asked of me. 

Question: Are you a white supremacist? 
My wife is Vietnamese—one of the 

Boatpeople. Our four home made 
AMERASIAN children are the four most 
beautiful and talented mixed race children 
on the planet. My business partner is Afri-
can-American. My Comptroller is Indian 
from Bombay & my legal associates over the 
years have been mostly Jewish. You make 
your own conclusions. 

Question: Are these militias dangerous? 
Absolutely yes, and absolutely no. 
First, the media and MOST OF US have 

made the same fundamental error (‘‘Cat Bag-
ging’’ I call it) as was made during the 
McCarthy Era, during the Vietnam War Pro-
test Movement, and during Watergate. 

That is, we lump all the Militias, the So 
Called Patriot groups, and Tax Protesters 
and Free Men & Survivalist Groups together 
as identical cats and then put them all into 
one bag. 

Second, we SELECT An individual or enti-
ty that is simply off the spectrum in their 
beliefs, one not tethered to reality and at-
tribute those horrible characteristics to all 
the militias. In short, we ‘‘demonize’’ them. 
Quickly, they are all labeled as white su-
premacist, racist, anti-government, paranoid 
revolutionaries fixing to blow up the world. 

The truth is that there is as much diver-
sity among these groups as there is among 
religious groups. As a young boy, I remember 
sitting in the front pew and hearing the 
Priest in my small town of 1,800 people ex-
plain why the Protestants were all going to 
hell. And, on Monday morning at school my 
best friend, a Protestant kid named Jimmy, 
would explain to me that his preacher had 
told him the same thing about us Catholics 
the day before. 

It has been my observation that many of 
these groups—particularly the ones I consid-
ered not tethered to reality—are a bit like 
the Priest and the Preacher * * *. That is, 
much of their effort is devoted to explaining 
to their members why the other group are 
not real patriots, or why Bo Gritz or John 
Trochman are really C.I.A. agents. 

In truth, most of the militia groups—Mon-
tana Militia, Oklahoma Militia, New Hamp-
shire Militia—could be classified as middle of 
the road among hard conservatives. What do 
I mean? 

Ten, twenty and thirty years ago they are 
the individuals who were clamoring for ‘‘Law 
and Order.’ 

I suppose it is ironic, some might say po-
etic, that what many of them sought, ‘‘Law 
and Order’’ has now come to pass in a FORM 
they deem to be excess * * * that is too 
much oppressive law and abuse of the Con-
stitution. And ‘‘order’’ has become what they 
fear to be ‘‘a new world order.’’ And thru 
speaking out, they want everyone to know 
this attitude on their part and their fears 
and concerns. 

But are they dangerous? 
They are a political movement. All polit-

ical movements are dangerous to some other 
political movement they run counter to. 

That is how our system of government 
evolves * * * thru political conflict and wars 
fought with words instead of bullets and 
fought in the press and from the bully pulpit 
instead of on the battlefield. 

Ultimately, that is the only truly distin-
guishing feature separating our 200-year-old 
political system from all others that went 
before it. Namely, the ability thru verbal 

conflict and battle for our system to reverse 
itself (revolution) and go in an opposite di-
rection without the necessity of a violent 
revolution. 

But are they physically dangerous or a 
threat to our Government or our Constitu-
tion? 

You judge * * * but do it on the facts, not 
on innuendo or the words of the natural en-
emies of these militias, namely, other polit-
ical groups opposed to their philosophy. 

To the best of my knowledge, there are no 
reported incidents of any significance of mi-
litias being involved in any of the following: 

1. Drive by shootings. 
2. The drug trade. 
3. Use of children for pornography, 

pedophilia & drug couriers. 
4. Gang wars. 
5. Auto theft. 
6. Murder, rape, robbery, trafficking in ille-

gal arms. 
If militias are involved in these somebody 

is not reporting them. And I doubt that. 
For benefit of those who might differ with 

me on this, I would point out that in each of 
the incidents you might be familiar with, 
Gordon Kahl, Radny Weaver, Waco, the 
events were initiated by the Government in 
an attempt to serve usually misdemeanor 
warrants on contested tax matters using 
overwhelming force and what in hindsight 
seems rather poor judgement. 

In short, an analysis by you will show that 
the militias themselves have been the victim 
of violence rather than the perpetrator or 
initiator. 

As an example to prove my point, I chal-
lenge this committee to examine the most 
notorious & deadly event in American his-
tory involving U.S. marshals * * * namely, 
the Gordon Kahl shoot-out 12 years ago in 
which about a half-dozen marshals were 
shot, and Kahl escaped resulting in the larg-
est manhunt in American history. 

Have the courage to OBJECTIVELY exam-
ine this event—same with Waco—, and you 
will begin to understand the origins of the 
militia movement, their disenchantment and 
fear of law enforcement and Government. 

Whether you believe Kahl was the most no-
torious and crazy tax protester in American 
History or whether you believe he was a 
martyr responsible for triggering the militia 
movement, it is only by understanding this 
case in depth that you can understand the 
origins of the Militia movement. 

Question: Are you, John DeCamp, a mem-
ber of a militia? 

Sure, about twenty-five years ago I was a 
member. We called it the United States 
Army. We had training sessions and exer-
cises in a place called Vietnam. I was an In-
fantry Captain there specially assigned to a 
man named Bill Colby. Bill subsequently be-
came my friend, Godfather, advisor and 
Legal Associate on a case or two. Bill was 
the individual who insisted I write the book, 
the Franklin Coverup—which book resulted 
in some of the Militias asking me to rep-
resent them. You may remember Bill as the 
former head of a group called the C.I.A., Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency. 

So, since Colby told me to write my book 
the Franklin Cover-up; and since the book 
resulted in my representing the Montana mi-
litia and being here today, I suppose I’m here 
because of the C.I.A. just kidding. . . . 

My Militia leader, a chap named McNa-
mara, told us in Vietnam that we were win-
ning; that our government was sincere . . . 
and a lot of other nice things that inspired 
us to get our heads blown off. Then a couple 
weeks ago, I understand Mr. McNamara told 
the world that he was only ‘‘funnin’’ us when 
he told us those things during the war. 
McNamara said that he or our other leader 
Lyndon knew all along that they were lying 
to us. 
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That is the about the same thing those war 

protesters were saying twenty-five years 
ago. But twenty-five years ago Mr. McNa-
mara and Lyndon said the war protesters 
were lying and Mr. McNamara and Lyndon 
tried to suspend their right to criticize or 
question government. Lyndon tried to beat 
their heads in, lock them up and shut them 
up using government agencies. Now, I get a 
little gun-shy when I see the Government 
taking the same approach to the Militias 
today. Instead of raiding them, threatening 
them, indicting them for what they say and 
believe, let’s keep open minds and listen to 
their arguments the same as any other polit-
ical debate. 

Who knows, we might discover that ‘‘truth 
lies somewhere in the middle’’ as it fre-
quently does in all things in life. 

There is no proof at this point, nor any in-
dication of proof, that the militias them-
selves—unlike Vietnam war protesters—have 
blown up any buildings, media and political 
innuendo to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Question: How should government treat the 
militias? 

The same as any other political movement 
or group. Give them the full benefit of the 
First Amendment. Let the war be fought in 
the press and with words. The legitimate 
ones will survive and maybe evolve. In open 
debate, any crazies will self-destruct. 

The only real danger from the militias is if 
you try to suspend pieces of the Constitution 
to shut them up or destroy them. 

For God’s sake . . . for America’s sake . . . 
don’t rip off a corner of our Constitution to 
address a crisis or threat that has yet to be 
proven to even exist. 

Three times in my short life, I have 
watched panic set in with Government Lead-
ers. Those three times are: McCarthyism, 
Vietnam war protest movement, Watergate. 

Each time, government reacted by trying 
to suspend our Fundamental First Amend-
ment Rights. 

McCarthyism: I remember * * * teachers 
taking loyalty oaths * * * neighbors ques-
tioning and accusing their neighbor or com-
petitor of being a Communist. J. Edgar being 
given free reign to suspend the Constitution. 
And everybody was paranoid about their 
neighbor. 

Vietnam war protesters: I sure remember 
that. First reaction was to try to shut them 
up. That simply resulted in violence. 

Watergate: My hero Dick Nixon panicked 
and for his own security also tried to rip off 
a corner of the Constitution and shut up his 
critics. That resulted in a brutal First 
Amendment ‘‘caning.’’ 

But, in each case, it was not the Govern-
ment which saved the Constitution for the 
people; rather it was the free and unfettered 
press using their First Amendment which 
saved the Constitution from the Government 
abuse. 

That First Amendment—and the free press 
and robust and wild and wooly free speech it 
promotes—is our ultimate check and balance 
to preserve the Constitution. 

Whether it is Edward R. Murrow exposing 
McCarthy as a Charlatan; or the New York 
Times daring to print the Pentagon Papers; 
or, God Forbid, the Washington Post taking 
on Nixon and the entire government in Wa-
tergate, it has been the press operating 
under the First Amendment that has saved 
our Constitution and Americans from Gov-
ernment abuse rather than the Government 
saving our Constitution from press or Amer-
ican citizen abuse. 

So what ever you do, don’t overreact and 
trade pieces of our Constitution for an in-
stant solution to some perceived but 
unproved problem. 

Let me conclude by simply saying this: the 
best way to understand the militias, their 

motives, their agenda, their danger or their 
benefit to America is to understand their 
origins. 

And, you can only understand their origins 
if you will as a governing body publicly, 
openly and thoroughly examine Waco and 
Gordon Kahl and Randy Weaver. 

This is what we ask of you. An open, pub-
lic, above-board Senate examination of those 
events that will help re-establish, no matter 
the outcome of that objective examination, 
trust and credibility in our Government 
agencies when they speak. 

(From The Alanson Armory: Wolverines, 
May 24, 1995) 

TESTIMONY OF MR. NORMAN OLSON 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify 

today. The following statement will attempt 
to answer the question of the legitimacy and 
the need of the citizen militia. 

Not only does the Constitution specifically 
allow the formation of a Federal army, it 
also recognizes the inherent right of the peo-
ple to form militia. Further, it recognizes 
that the citizen and his personal armaments 
are the foundation of the militia. The arm-
ing of the militia is not left to the state but 
to the citizen. However, should the state 
choose to arm its citizen militia, it is free to 
do (bearing in mind that the Constitution is 
not a document limiting the citizen, but 
rather limiting the power of government). 
But should the state fail to arm its citizen 
militia, the right of the people to keep and 
bear arms becomes the source of the guar-
antee that the state will not be found de-
fenseless in the presence of a threat to its se-
curity. It makes no sense whatsoever to look 
at the Constitution of the United States or 
that of any state for permission to form a 
citizen militia since logically, the power to 
permit is also the power to deny. If brought 
to its logical conclusion in this case, govern-
ment may deny the citizen the right to form 
a militia. If this were to happen, the state 
would assert itself as the principle of the 
contract making the people the agents. Lib-
erty then would depend on the state’s grant 
of liberty. Such a concept is foreign to Amer-
ican thought. 

While the Second Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution acknowledges the existence of 
state militia and recognizes their necessity 
for the security of a free state; and, while it 
also recognizes that the right of the people 
to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed, 
the Second Amendment is not the source of 
the right to form a militia nor to keep and 
bear arms. Those rights existed in the states 
prior to the formation of the federal union. 
In fact, the right to form militia and to keep 
and bear arms existed from antiquity. The 
enumeration of those rights in the Constitu-
tion only underscores their natural occur-
rence and importance. 

According to the Tenth Amendment, ulti-
mate power over the militia is not delegated 
to the Federal government by the Constitu-
tion nor to the states, but resides with the 
people. Consequently, the power of the mili-
tia remains in the hands of the people. 
Again, the fundamental function of the mili-
tia in society remains with the people. 
Therefore, the Second Amendment recog-
nizes that the militia’s existence and the se-
curity of the state rests ultimately in the 
people who volunteer their persons to con-
stitute the militia and their arms to supply 
its firepower. The primary defense of the 
state rests with the citizen militia bearing 
its own arms. Fundamentally, it is not the 
state that defends the people, but the people 
who defend the state. 

The second line of defense of the state con-
sists in the statutory organization known as 
the National Guard. Whereas the National 

Guard is solely the creation of statutory law, 
the militia derives its existence from the in-
herent inalienable rights which existed be-
fore the Constitution and whose importance 
are such that they merited specific recogni-
tion in that document. While the National 
Guard came into existence as a result of leg-
islative activity, the militia existed before 
there was a nation or a constitutional form 
of government. The militia consisting of peo-
ple owning and bearing personal weapons is 
the very authority out of which the United 
States Constitution grew. This point must be 
emphasized. Neither the citizen’s militia nor 
the citizen’s private arsenal can be an appro-
priate subject for federal regulation. It was 
the armed militia of the American colonies 
whose own efforts ultimately led to the es-
tablishment of the United States of America! 
While some say that the right to keep and 
bear arms is granted to Americans by the 
Constitution, just the opposite is true. The 
Federal Government itself is the child of the 
armed citizen. We the people are the parent 
of the child we call government. You, Sen-
ators, are part of the child that We The Peo-
ple gave life to. The increasing amount of 
Federal encroachment into our lives indi-
cates the need for parental corrective action. 
In short, the Federal government needs a 
good spanking to make it behave. 

One other important point needs to be 
made. Since the Constitution is the limiting 
document upon the government, the govern-
ment cannot become greater than the grant-
ing power, that is the servant cannot become 
greater than his master. Therefore, should 
the Chief Executive or other branch of gov-
ernment, or all branches together act to sus-
pend the Constitution under a rule of mar-
tial law, all power granted to government 
would be canceled and defer back to the 
granting power, the people. Martial law shall 
not be possible in this country as long as the 
people recognize the Bill of Rights as in-
alienable. 

Since the power of self defense and the de-
fense of the state is ultimately vested in the 
people, there is no possible way that a Gov-
ernor or the Chief Executive of the United 
States, or any legislative body can ‘‘outlaw’’ 
the citizen militia for to do so would rob in-
herent power from the people. If that were to 
happen, our entire form of government would 
cease. 

Historically, we have found that the Gov-
ernor’s militia, that is the National Guard, 
is intended to reduce the need for the citizen 
militia. Simply, if the National Guard did 
it’s job in securing the state, the citizen mi-
litia would not emerge. That it has emerged 
so dramatically seems to indicate that the 
people do not feel secure. Simply stated, the 
growing threat of centralized Federal gov-
ernment is frightening America, hence the 
emergence of the citizen militia. When gov-
ernment is given back to the people at the 
lowest level, the citizen militia will return 
to its natural place, resident within the body 
of the people. Civil war and revolution can be 
avoided by re-investing governing power to 
the people. 

To summarize: Citizen militia are historic 
lawful entities predating constitutions. Such 
militia are ‘‘grandfathered’’ into the very 
system of government they created. The 
Constitution grants no right to form militia, 
but merely recognize the existing natural 
right of all people to defend and protect 
themselves. The governments created out of 
well armed and free people are to be con-
stantly obedient to the people. Any attempt 
to take the means of freedom from the peo-
ple is an act of rebellion against the people. 

In order to resist a rebellious and disobe-
dient government, the citizen militia must 
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not be connected in any way with that gov-
ernment lest the body politic loose its fear-
ful countenance as the only sure threat to a 
government bent on converting free people 
into slaves. 

TESTIMONY OF LEROY CRENSHAW BEFORE THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, MAY 
25, 1995 
Good Morning Chairman Hatch and Distin-

guished Members of this Committee. 
My name is Leroy Crenshaw, and I would 

request that this Committee accept my pre-
pared statement as a part of the record of 
these proceedings. 

I was born and raised in the beautiful 
State of Alabama, and I now live and teach 
school in the great State of Massachusetts. I 
have a faithful and supporting wife and we 
have raised six fine children. 

We all feel privileged to have been born in 
these times when the promise of our fore-
fathers has begun to spread to all races, col-
ors, and creeds, of our countrymen. Iron-
ically however, these times have evolved all 
too soon into conflicts between my country-
men of all races and the officers of their gov-
ernment. For many of my friends who are 
not Black Americans, these times have 
brought circumstances into their lives that 
have no memorable precedent. For me and 
my wife, we see emerging official conduct 
that is all too reminiscent of earlier days of 
‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them’’ that Black Americans have 
known as their daily diet since our country 
began. We welcome our white brethren to 
our sides in this time of burgeoning oppres-
sion. 

During recent times, we ordinary Ameri-
cans have experienced repeated episodes of 
authoritarian confrontation provoked and 
executed by our federal government. We 
have witnessed with horror as each of our in-
dividual rights, as enumerated in the first 
Ten Amendments to our Constitution, has 
fallen to attack by our federal government 
at the highest levels. We have repeatedly at-
tempted redress through our courts, through 
our elected Representatives and Senators, 
and through pleading with the agencies of 
our government, all to no avail after a con-
sistent pattern of restatement of our issues 
into ‘‘non-issues’’, in order to avoid dealing 
with the substance of our complaints. 

We have witnessed our federal Government 
make itself a party to the collapse of our 
banking and Savings and Loan institutions. 

We have witnessed our Government com-
mit our young men to foreign military ad-
venturism upon false premise, and upon an 
usurped authority. 

We have all been victims of federal incur-
sion into our private financial affairs to the 
point of our right invasion of the sanctity of 
our family domain, under the guise of rout-
ing out fraud by us working Americans. 

We have witnessed out right and provable 
lies told to the records of our federal courts 
by the judges appointed to these high posi-
tions. 

We have witnessed our own President dis-
claim our Bill of Rights as ‘‘radical’’ lib-
erties to be granted to ordinary people. 

We have witnessed one Vice President 
(Quayle), along with at least one Attorney 
General (Barr), attempt to convince us to 
abandon our right to jury trials in all crimi-
nal cases and an civil case in excess of twen-
ty dollars (1990–1991). 

We have discovered that the CIA, the De-
partment of Justice, and the DEA, along 
with other agencies of government have 
worked in concert to engage and profiteer 
from drug trafficking. 

We have witnessed the compromise of the 
sovereignty of our state governments by fed-
eral funding schemes that always contain a 
myriad of control strings. 

We have witnessed our community con-
trolled school systems invaded by ‘‘better 
idea’’ federally funded concepts that offer no 
rational solutions, except mind conditioning 
of our young into ‘‘interdependent’’ concepts 
that scorn the virtue of self reliance and fun-
damental education. 

We have witnessed repeated instances 
when officers of our federal government, act-
ing under color of federal law, have com-
mitted multiple crimes against us, in the 
form of actual violence, and in the form of 
‘white collar’ extortion, theft, embezzle-
ment, and provable fraud. 

We have witnessed the consistent official 
forgiving of these crimes without any au-
thority under our Constitution to grant 
these officers any reprieve for their offenses 
against our laws and our Constitution. 

We have studied our Law, and we have 
found there our fundamental rights still 
stated to be ‘‘protected’’. 

We also have found within our Constitu-
tion, the prescription for dealing with these 
perversions to our security that trouble us so 
much. 

We find in the First Amendment to the 
Constitution that the Congress shall pass no 
law abridging our right ‘‘peaceably to assem-
ble, and to petition the government for a re-
dress of grievances.’’, but Congress has 
passed such laws. 

We find the Second Amendment constitu-
tionally prescribed protection of our indi-
vidual duty to take arms if need be in de-
fense of our Constitution, to be under attack 
by our own Congressmen. 

We find in the Fourth Amendment, our 
protection of our right to be secure in our 
homes from official threats against our per-
sons, our papers, and our effects, against 
searches and seizures upon non-existent or 
warrantless incursions into our private do-
mains, but we know of repeated incidents of 
just such incursions into the homes of per-
sons who are later found to be completely in-
nocent of any wrongdoing, and some of such 
persons have died as a result. 

We find in the Fifth amendment that none 
of us is to be deprived of our life, without 
due process of law, but we know now of many 
unarguably innocent people who have been 
killed by our federal officers who knew of the 
innocence of their victims before their kill-
ing acts. 

We find in the Fifth Amendment that none 
of us is to be deprived of our liberty without 
due process of law, but we know that many 
of us have been imprisoned upon trumped up 
charges that are ultimately shown to have 
been knowingly brought upon fraudulent 
grounds. 

We find in the Fifth Amendment that none 
of us is to be deprived of our property with-
out due process of law, but we know that 
many of us has had his cash, possessions, and 
future means of earning a living, seized with-
out any opportunity to oppose such seizure 
before the fact. 

We find in the Fifth Amendment that each 
of us is entitle to obtain ‘‘just compensa-
tion’’ as payment from our government be-
fore our property of any sort is taken for 
public purposes, but our government is de-
priving us of that which is ours upon a daily 
basis without any payment what so ever. 

For all the above findings, the officers of 
our government are acting in clear repug-
nance to our Constitution. Those in govern-
ment who control the course of redress with-
in our institutions know that we have suf-
fered these crimes under our Constitution. 
Yet, they do nothing, and these facts con-
stitute a condition of officials acting in in-
surrection and rebellion against our Con-
stitution, as meant in section 3 of the Four-
teenth Amendment. 

We all know that should our government 
fail to immediately purge itself of such man-

ner of conduct, that we each are empowered 
by Section 4 of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to suppress any such manner of insurrection 
and rebellion—at the expense of our National 
Treasury. 

Now let us all understand: 
That we the people have always had, and 

still possess, the right, the duty, and the 
power, to ‘‘effect [our] Safety and Happi-
ness.’’ 

That, ‘‘Prudence . . . will dictate that Gov-
ernments long established [such as ours] 
should not be changed for light and transient 
causes; and . . . all [our] experience has 
shown, that mankind is more disposed to suf-
fer, while evils are sufferable, than to right 
themselves by abolishing the forms to which 
[we] are accustomed. But when a long train 
of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invari-
ably the same Object evinces a design to re-
duce [us] under absolute Despotism, it is 
[our] right, it is our duty, to throw off such 
government [or usurping officers within], 
and to provide new Guards for [our] future 
security.’’ 

‘‘Such has been the patient sufferance of 
[my countrymen]; and such is now the neces-
sity which constrains [us] to alter [our 
present state of oppression].’’ To this end, we 
have commenced to keep and bear our Arms 
upon common respect and allegiance to the 
defense of our Constitution, and to those 
long suffering public servants of our govern-
ment who are compelled to remain silent 
while a small arrogant elitist sect wield pow-
ers never granted to them by us, and destroy 
our nation. 

My humble message to this panel is that 
we know you and your counterparts in the 
House of Representatives are aware of these 
problems, and your sworn duty to suppress 
those federal officials acting against us. We 
urge you to do your duty. We shall not fail 
to do ours. 

Thank you all for your kind attention. 

LEROY CRENSHAW, 
Springfield, MA, May 25, 1995. 

Hon. ROBERT GOLDBERG, 
Subcommittee on Terrorism, Senate Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I come before this 

subcommittee on terrorism to state my 
views, establish for the record the basic con-
cepts behind the Militia movement, and for 
all American’s who are unable to receive jus-
tice from a system that is bogged down in 
red tape and corruption. 

First, I speak for myself. My dealings with 
the Internal Revenue Service [IRS] began at 
a time when I was personally involved with 
two deaths in my immediate family. One was 
our daughter, the other was my wife’s moth-
er. The IRS claimed we owed an additional 
$1,000.00 to $2,000.00 in taxes. This figure sky-
rocketed from that level to $12,000.00 after 
application of penalties and fines. Upon ad-
vice of the federal judge who heard our case, 
we paid nothing pending a class action suit 
against the tax shelter. The IRS subse-
quently closed down the tax shelter, and all 
participants who were assessed additional 
taxes, fines, and penalties, by the IRS for 
their good faith money management. As I 
said, at that time I was under stress, having 
just lost two loved ones, and so we paid the 
$12,000.00. We were given forms to complete 
that we were told would allow the debt to be 
forgiven. However, nothing has come of this 
assurance to date. The forms were returned 
to the IRS, and we made several telephone 
calls on this matter only to be told that no 
one knew anything about this. Justice has 
not been served in our matter, and I petition 
this chamber to launch an investigation and 
return to myself and every other individual 
that has been targeted by the IRS any and 
all moneys that have been taken under du-
ress and threat of prosecution. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7477 May 25, 1995 
Another case is that of Thomas M. Read v. 

The United States of America, et al. This case 
went to the U.S. Supreme Court upon dismis-
sals all along the way (Supreme Court Dock-
et No. 92–1952). Thomas Read, and his wife 
Sandy, had been hounded for six and one-half 
years by corrupted federal court appointees 
in the Northern California bankruptcy sys-
tem. Neither Read, nor his wife, has any con-
nection to any bankruptcy—except by the 
fraudulent and false claims lodged under 
Connecticut law against them. In October of 
1986, Read underwent a two week jury trail, 
and he and his wife were found to have been 
completely innocent of the allegations 
lodged against them. It was a jury trial, and 
the jury determined that the plaintiff, a 
bankruptcy trustee, was guilty of knowingly 
inducing the Reads into a fraud, a tort of-
fense under Connecticut law. But the trustee 
ran to his bankruptcy judge in California, 
and sought and received a ‘‘Permanent In-
junction’’ against the Reads from ever acting 
upon their judgment upon the issues he (the 
trustee) had brought to trial in Connecticut 
Superior Court. The case had not been re-
moved to federal jurisdiction—because a 
prior federal action brought against the 
Reads had resulted in an abstention by the 
federal courts of exercise of federal jurisdic-
tion over this case, and also because the 
time limitations for removal to federal juris-
diction had long since expired. Mr. Read was 
not aware of the corruption that existed in 
the Northern California bankruptcy system, 
and filed an appeal to the Bankruptcy Appel-
late Panel for the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit. That court misstated 
facts, and proceeded to proclaim bankruptcy 
trustees immune from personal liability 
upon the false premise that they possessed 
‘‘derived judicial immunity’’ (This case was 
mentioned in Rodney Stitch’s Book Defraud-
ing America, pp. 109 and 110), even though 
these trustees do not function in a judicial 
capacity. The Reads had already suffered a 
$346,000.00 loss resulting from the years of 
fraudulent suit, and ultimately suffered a 
complete financial collapse, in 1989. 

Since that time, Mr. Read has been railed 
upon by our federal courts when he has stat-
ed the facts of this case. The fact remains, a 
jury determined that court appointees did 
conceive and work in concert to perpetrate a 
fraud upon the Reads. If our government, in 
order to serve the public, must commit acts 
constituting torts against ordinary citizens 
and protect its appointed federal actors, then 
the government assumes the burden of justly 
compensating the damaged parties under the 
Fifth Amendment Taking Clause. In this 
case, and many others, it did not. 

Finally we come to the militia movement. 
Because of all of the above incidents, and 
many more, the citizens of this country have 
become disenchanted, skeptical, and sus-
picious, of our federal government on all lev-
els. I, myself, am not a member of any mili-
tia, but having been involved in a dispute 
with the government in the form of the IRS, 
and having seen many friends who have be-
come involved in incidents that were not of 
their making or choosing, I have come to re-
alize that we must force our elected officials 
to do our bidding because they refuse to re-
spond to us. I must conclude that, since 
there is so much corruption in government, 
and there seems to be no way that the ‘‘good 
guys’’ can be differentiated from the ‘‘bad 
guys’’, by the government, then, we have to 
eliminate the ‘‘bad guys’’ ourselves. I am 
here to advise you that the American people 
are waking up, and these awakening Ameri-
cans are seeing the truth of our times. They 
are seeing many of you, and many of your 
colleagues, lie and deceive us without even a 
thought of remorse. 

The militia movement started because the 
majority of the politicians are not telling 

the truth and the people have no redress for 
their grievances. The politicians are liars 
and the news media are purveyors of these 
lies as if they were the truth. The militia 
movement is comprised of ordinary every 
day people who love their country and the 
way of life that is slowly being sucked away 
by government officers acting upon an 
usurped authority. You were all put in office 
by people who are in the militia, who are 
teachers, like myself, and who are more like-
ly than ever to be unemployed individuals 
due to unconstitutional laws passed by this 
Congress, and Executive Orders signed into 
law that should never see the light of day. 

Certain actions by the ATF, CIA, IRS, and 
other federal agencies have brought atten-
tion to themselves and their ‘‘Jack booted 
thugs’’ by the few who need to be eliminated 
from the ranks of federal government. There 
is no justice if the ones who shoot nursing 
mothers and dogs, and little children in the 
back, later get promoted instead of pros-
ecuted. Case in point is Special Agent Potts. 
Let’s get some justice for the American peo-
ple by putting this murdered (Potts) in jail. 
We don’t want him promoted, we want him, 
and others of his ilk, out of office, with NO 
benefits, NO retirement, and NO chance of 
ever later acquiring them. If a public officer 
dishonors his oath to defend and protect the 
Constitution, that officer should relinquish 
any rights he or she thought that were 
theirs, but instead it is the people of Amer-
ica who end up relinquishing their individual 
rights. That IS a crime. People who break 
the law need to be punished, that includes 
politicians, judges, trustees, or anyone who 
has acted in violation of the public trust. 

The terrorism that has been perpetrated 
against America, has been against all Ameri-
cans. How dare they insinuate that loyal 
Americans would stoop to hurt other Ameri-
cans. Yet, individuals in the person of Ms. 
Janet Reno, have the nerve to sit there and 
act indignant about charges spoken against 
her on the Waco massacre. Make no mistake, 
it was a massacre, and I doubt if the truth 
will ever be told because of the corruption 
and graft that permeates the entire justice 
system. These harsh words, but not nearly as 
harsh as the reality that American citizens 
endure each day. 

There is today in America, a resurgence of 
loyalty and if you are not corrupt, if you 
work for the people, and if you uphold the 
Constitution, you have nothing to fear from 
anyone, much less a militia movement. Un-
fortunately, payoffs, underhanded money 
deals, corruption and illegal use of the power 
of office is the rule rather than the excep-
tion. Some believe that the only terrorism 
instigated in this country today, has been at 
the hands of government officials. I don’t see 
the people of this country putting up con-
crete barriers around their homes. This 
country was founded on the premise that the 
government worked for the people, not the 
other way around. If we are being denied ac-
cess to our ‘‘elected officials’’ what is the 
next step? The saying ‘‘A guilty mind needs 
no accuser’’ applies here! Only the guilty 
flee, when no one pursues. 

If Larry Nichols and Terry Reed are wrong 
in their accusations of massive drug traf-
ficking against Mr. Clinton, let’s put them in 
jail after a fair trial. But, if as we all sus-
pect, they are truthful, let’s put Mr. Clinton 
on the line, Impeach and prosecute and do 
not under any circumstance allow him to 
grant immunity or to pardon anyone. Is this 
too much to ask? I ask all of you, how many 
members of Congress as well as judges, etc., 
would remain in office of forced to be held 
accountable to the laws of the ordinary man. 

As a black man born and raised in Ala-
bama, I’ve been subjected to things most 
Americans only read about in History books. 

Now, today, in this country, land of the free 
home of the brave, white Americans are be-
ginning to be subjected to the same types of 
discrimination and random acts of violence 
that are really not targeted at any one 
group, but at all Americans who love their 
country and are trying to get rid of the cor-
ruption and graft that lines our courtrooms 
and legal professions. The few bad applies do 
spoil it for the ‘‘good guys’’ every time. 

Sincerely, 
LEROY CRENSHAW. 

EXCERPT FROM HEARING BEFORE THE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC AND COMMERCIAL 
LAW OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
NOVEMBER 6, 1991 

Hamilton described another bankruptcy- 
related killing, in which attorney John Scott 
was murdered as his charges of bankruptcy 
corruption started to threaten the estab-
lished racketeering enterprise and the in-
volved federal judges, trustees and law firms. 
Someone killed Scott near Austin, Texas. 

GIVING THEMSELVES IMMUNITY FROM THEIR 
CRIMES 

Federal judges of the Ninth Circuit held 
that the private trustees, including embez-
zler Charles Duck, who committed the na-
tion’s worst Chapter 11 corruption, were offi-
cers of the court, and were therefore immune 
from liability. Federal judges, therefore, 
held that a citizen has no claim against an 
officer of the court (i.e., trustee, attorney, 
judge, or one of their employees) arising 
from the criminal acts of that federal offi-
cial, even though the acts are criminal and 
inflict enormous harm upon an innocent per-
son. They held in effect that officers of the 
court could inflict any type of outrage upon 
the public, and the public has no remedy. 

One of the many people victimized by the 
judicial corruption was Thomas Read of Con-
necticut. Read had not sought relief in Chap-
ter 11, but was affected by Charles Duck, and 
the federal judges seeking to protect the ad-
mitted embezzler. Read obtained a Con-
necticut judgment against Duck. Bank-
ruptcy Judge Alan Jaroslovsky of Santa 
Rosa, who had protected Duck’s criminal ac-
tivities, issued an injunction forever barring 
Read from enforcing the judgment. Read ar-
gued that the injunctive order exceeded the 
judge’s authority. Read filed an appeal with 
the Ninth Circuit Bankruptcy Appellate 
Panel (composed of Chapter 11 judges. The 
appellate panel rendered a published deci-
sion: 

‘‘Federal judges, seeking to protect these 
criminal acts and themselves, have rendered 
decisions holding that ‘‘judicial immunity 
not only protects judges against suit from 
acts done within their jurisdiction, but also 
spreads outward to shield related public 
servants, including trustees in bankruptcy.’’ 

‘‘This circuit has adopted a . . . rationale 
stating that a trustee or an official acting 
under the authority of the bankruptcy judge 
is entitled to derived judicial immunity be-
cause he is performing an integral part of 
the judicial process. . . . a trustee, who ob-
tains court approval for actions under the 
supervision of the bankruptcy judge, is enti-
tled to derived immunity. 

‘‘It is well settled that the trustee in bank-
ruptcy is an officer of the appointing court. 
Courts other than the appointing court have 
no jurisdiction to entertain suits against the 
trustee, without leave from the appointing 
court, for acts done in an official capacity 
and within his authority as an officer of the 
court. . . . It is . . . axiomatic that the 
Trustee, ‘as a trustee in bankruptcy [and] as 
an official acting under the authority of the 
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bankruptcy judge, is entitled to derived judi-
cial immunity because he is performing an 
integral part of the judicial process.’ 

‘‘Sound policy also mandates immunizing 
the trustee. The possibility that we would 
hold trustees personally liable for judgments 
rendered against them in their representa-
tive capacity would invariably lessen the 
vigor with which trustees pursue their obli-
gations. Immunity is essential because, as 
Judge Learned Hand noted, ‘‘to submit all 
officials, the innocent as well as the guilty, 
to the burden of a trial and to the inevitable 
danger of its outcome, would dampen the 
ardor of all but the most resolute, or the 
most irresponsible, in the unflinching dis-
charge of their duties. . . . Accordingly, we 
hold that the trustee [Charles Duck], acting 
under the authority of the court, is entitled 
to derived judicial immunity.’’ 

As the judicial involvement in the Chapter 
11 corruption surfaced, the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals rendered a judgment 103 pro-
tecting judges against responsibility for 
their criminal acts. The Ninth Circuit ren-
dered the decision holding that regardless of 
any criminal conduct committed against the 
public or an individual by a judge or person 
acting on his behalf, such as a trustee, the 
public had no remedy against the judges, or 
anyone acting with the judges. The need for 
these self-protective and unconstitutional 
decisions is rapidly increasing as federal 
judges are heavily implicated in some of the 
worst criminal activities ever exposed in the 
history of the United States. Worse judicial 
corruption has yet to be described. 

Justices of the U.S. Supreme Court en-
larged upon the protection against their own 
criminal acts (and they may need this pro-
tection shortly). The Supreme Court Jus-
tices held in Stump v. Sparkman 104 that a 
judge could deliberately commit unlawful, 
unconstitutional, and corrupt acts upon a 
citizen, destroy personal and property rights, 
and be immune from financial liability. This 
decision was repeatedly stated by U.S. Dis-
trict Judge Marilyn Patel, San Francisco, as 
I sought relief against California and federal 
judges. 

The Constitution and statutes disagree 
with judge-made law, federal civil rights 
statutes and constitutional rights to seek re-
lief clearly do not provide immunity to fed-
eral judges when they violate clear and set-
tled civil and constitutional rights, or 
against corrupt or criminal acts, and who in-
flict harm upon any member of the American 
public. 

In Stump v. Sparkman the judge entered 
into a conspiracy, ordering a young girl per-
manently sterilized. The Supreme Court held 
that the girl had no remedy against the 
judge, as the public’s welfare requires that a 
judge be free to exercise his duties without 
fear of the consequences. That is a farce, and 
the public’s welfare isn’t protected by pro-
tecting crooked judges. 

APPEARANCE BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE ON ANTI-TERRORISM, MAY 25, 1995 

Not only is it a pleasure to have this op-
portunity to define for your and America 
who and what the militia is, what they stand 
for and why all Americans have the constitu-
tional obligation to participate in patriotic 
or militia groups, but it is also saddening 
that this opportunity arose out of the Okla-
homa tragedy. 

Contrary to popular opinion, the Militia Of 
Montana does not base its existence upon the 
legal definition of militia. The foundation 
for the right to exist is clearly a First 
Amendment issue, freedom of speech and 
freedom of assembly, as a private organiza-
tion. At this time there are approximately 
ten million American citizens participating 

in patriot/militia activities in all fifty 
states, with the numbers growing steadily 
every day. 

The Militia Of Montana, created by a few 
loyal American citizens, has become a na-
tional ‘‘guide-post’’ for newly founded pa-
triot groups. 

Why people need to participate in militia/ 
patriot organizations and activities is best 
shown in the Declaration of Independence. It 
is too lengthy to read at this time, however 
it speaks for itself and for American patri-
ots. We would like to request that this docu-
ment be entered into the permanent record 
at this time, as a partial support document 
to our statements. 

The Declaration of Independence gives ex-
cellent insight and explanation as to why in-
dividuals go to extreme measures when fla-
grant injustices continue by ‘‘out of con-
trol’’, oppressive public servants. This same 
restrictive oppression is once again rearing 
its ugly head, only this time in America. 

The following are just a few examples as to 
why American citizens are becoming more 
and more involved in militia/patriot organi-
zations: 

The high Office of the Presidency has 
turned into a position of a Dictator through 
the abusive use of Executive Orders and Di-
rectives. This must be stopped. The Senate 
and the House of Representatives have been 
stripped of their power and authority and act 
only as mouth pieces for ‘‘public policy’’. 
When the President over rules the Congress 
by Executive Order, Senators and Represent-
atives wonder why their constituents are so 
upset. 

When government corruption, fraud, decep-
tion and secret government theft has not 
been tried and adjudicated, Senators and 
Representatives wonder why their constitu-
ents are so upset. 

When government plans and authorizes the 
assassination of 87 Americans in their home 
and church, or directs the sniper to kill a 
mother while holding her infant in her arms 
and then awards those responsible with a job 
promotion, Senators and Representatives 
wonder why their constituents are so upset. 

When government takes private property 
from American Citizens to protect the kan-
garoo rat, Senators and Representatives 
wonder why their constituents are so upset. 

When government law enforcers, dressed 
like local gang members in total black, bust 
down your door, often the wrong door, Sen-
ators and Representatives wonder why their 
constituents are so upset. 

When the President, Senate and House of 
Representatives infringed upon the Second 
Amendment, are attempting to infringe upon 
the Fourth Amendment (H.R. 666) and are 
now, through these hearings, contemplating 
on infringing upon the First Amendment, 
Senators and Representatives wonder why 
their constituents are so upset. 

When private interest groups like ‘‘The 
World Government of World Citizens’’ can 
sell their own stamps and their own pass-
ports to their own members and the govern-
ment allows and accepts them as valid, con-
trary to the law, Senators and Representa-
tives wonder why their constituents are so 
upset. 

When government allows our military to 
be ordered and controlled by foreigners, Sen-
ators and Representatives wonder why their 
constituents are so upset. 

When government allows foreign armies 
(some of whom are using them to kill their 
own citizens) to train in our land, Senators 
and Representatives wonder why their con-
stituents are so upset. 

When government allows the military to 
label patriots as the enemy, Senators and 
Representatives wonder why their constitu-
ents are so upset. 

When government defines human beings as 
a biological resource under ecosystem man-
agement, Senators and Representatives won-
der why their constituents are so upset. 

When government sends billions of dollars 
in aid to foreign countries while there are 
millions of homeless and starving Ameri-
cans, Senators and Representatives wonder 
why their constituents are so upset. 

When government forces Americans to 
work over five months to pay their income 
taxes alone, Senators and Representatives 
wonder why their constituents are so upset. 

When government refuses to hold hearings 
on government sanctioned abuses, Senators 
and Representatives wonder why their con-
stituents are so upset. 

When government tampers with and de-
stroys evidence needed to solve a crime, Sen-
ators and Representatives wonder why their 
constituents are so upset. 

When government now considers the very 
idea of infringing upon the people’s rights of 
freedom of speech, assembly and the right to 
redress, Senators and Representatives won-
der why their constituents are so upset. 

‘‘The Law perverted and the police powers 
of the state perverted along with it!! The law 
not only turns from its proper-purpose, but 
made to follow a totally contrary purpose, 
the law becomes the weapon of every kind of 
greed. 

Instead of checking crime the law itself be-
comes guilty of the evils it is supposed to 
pursue. 

Since this is now true, it is a grave and se-
rious fact. Moral duty to my fellow man re-
quires us to call these facts to the attention 
of our fellow citizens.’’ 

These were the words of a French Patriot, 
Frederick Bastiat, in 1884 as he watched his 
nation move into Socialism and an oppres-
sive police state. 

These are identical concerns echoed today 
by the militia/patriot groups and organiza-
tions. These groups and organizations rep-
resent lawyers, doctors, soldiers and labor-
ers. 

Militia/patriot organizations are not ter-
roristic, aggressive or offensive in structure 
or design. We have, and presently deplore 
and denounce the senseless act of violence 
that took place in Oklahoma. We have and 
will continue to assist in any manner to ap-
prehend all persons that may have planned 
or carried out that deed. At whatever level 
they may hide. 

Militia/patriot groups are only aggressive 
in our means by which we educate a docile 
American public. Our singular mandate, 
which is public and overt, is the preservation 
of the Constitution of the United States (a 
Republic), as it was founded and the Sov-
ereignty of this great nation. 

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate and 
House of Representatives the people would 
like to know where and when it will end? 
Will it end with America turning into a So-
cialist Republic (which we all know is the 
end result of a Democracy)? Or, will you do 
your duty to fulfill your oath which all of 
you took to defend this country from all en-
emies foreign and domestic? 

If you decide to fulfill your oath the first 
thing you must do is stop relying upon 
rumor and gossip. Do not rely upon the press 
or other organizations which have their own 
agendas. Rely upon your own investigations. 

As one example, we would like to refer you 
to the Congressional Record of the 92d Con-
gress, First Session, Vol. 117, No. 189, Mon-
day, December 6, 1971, House of Representa-
tives. Congressman John R. Rarick (D-La.) 
exposed the Anti-Defamation League’s (ADL) 
vast world-wide spy network. According to 
Congressman Rarick the ADL provides infor-
mation to the press which accepts it as 
truth, Congressman Rarick also stated the 
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ADL uses its information ‘‘to suppress free 
speech and discussion and to influence public 
thought and sentiment of an unsuspecting 
citizenry.’’ 

Lo and behold what do we now have? Legis-
lation that will suppress freedom of speech 
and discussion. 

In 1983 the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
paid the ADL $20,000 in taxpayers’ money to 
produce a report on so-called ‘‘hate groups’’. 
The DOJ refused to publish the report be-
cause it was so sensationalized that the DOJ 
could not consider it credible. The ADL went 
ahead with it’s own copyright and published 
the report anyway, feeding it to the press. 
The DOJ forced the ADL to relinquish the 
copyright. Now the ADL is once again feed-
ing the press lies, rumor and gossip which 
the press accepts as gospel. 

The press then takes this mis-information, 
rumor and gossip, sensationalizes it to spin a 
tale until it grows and grows so out of pro-
portion that the press starts scrambling to 
create a better story than the other guy. 
Law enforcement, military and government 
officials then pick up on it believing in a lit-
eral ‘‘feeding-frenzy’’ of the press. This has 
become a story that had lost control and 
those who do not investigate it for them-
selves are totally irresponsible, especially 
law makers. 

As we are now witnessing, Americans are 
questioning the press. This is evidenced by 
the phenomenal growth of the patriot/militia 
movement. 

As this patriotic awareness expands, mil-
lions of Americans will expect a new view 
from a more responsive government. A new 
re-birth of responsibility from a government 
that has strayed from it’s ‘‘job-description’’ 
as mandated by the Constitution. A govern-
ment created by the people and for the peo-
ple. Not the limited few. 

May God be with all America as he watch-
es over the shoulders of you who write her 
laws. A nation can survive it’s fools and even 
the ambitious. But it cannot survive treason 
from within. 

America has nothing to fear from patriots 
maintaining ‘‘vigilance.’’ She should, how-
ever, fear those that would ‘‘outlaw’’ vigi-
lance. 

f 

WACO AND RUBY RIDGE INQUIRIES 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
been looking for some time to talk on 
my own inquiries into the events at 
Waco and Ruby Ridge, but since the 
leader has scheduled the terrorism bill 
to come up and has limited the opening 
statements in morning business to 5 
minutes, it is my intention to try to be 
the lead speaker tomorrow. That will 
fit into some of my opening comments 
on terrorism. I will present the find-
ings of my preliminary inquiry at that 
time. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be closed. 

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

f 

COMPREHENSIVE TERRORISM 
PREVENTION ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report S. 735 by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 735) to prevent and punish acts of 

terrorism, 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1199 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to the desk and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], for 

Mr. DOLE, for himself, Mr. HATCH, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. GRAMM, and Mr. BROWN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1199. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today the 
Senate begins consideration of the 
Dole-Hatch Comprehensive Terrorism 
Prevention Act of 1995. This amend-
ment has within it one of the most im-
portant pieces of criminal law in this 
country’s history, and that is the Dole- 
Specter-Hatch habeas corpus reform 
bill. That is only one part of it, but 
that is the one part that will make a 
difference with regard to the Oklahoma 
City bombing. 

This legislation represents a land-
mark bipartisan effort to address the 
issue of grave national importance; 
that is, the prevention and punishment 
of acts of domestic and international 
terrorism. 

This legislation adds important tools 
to the Government’s fight against ter-
rorism and does so in a temperate man-
ner that is protective of civil liberties. 
In short, I believe that this bill is the 
most comprehensive antiterrorism bill 
ever considered in the Senate. 

This legislation increases the pen-
alties for acts of foreign and domestic 
terrorism, including the use of weapons 
of mass destruction, attacks on offi-
cials and employees of the United 
States, and conspiracy to commit ter-
rorist acts. 

It gives the President enhanced tools 
to use his foreign policy powers to 
combat terrorism overseas, and it gives 
those of our citizens harmed by ter-
rorist acts of outlaw states the right to 
sue their attackers in our own courts 
of law. 

Our bill provides a constitutional 
mechanism to the Government to de-
port aliens suspected of engaging in 
terrorist activity without divulging 
our national security secrets. 

It also includes a provision that con-
stitutionally limits the ability of for-
eign terrorist organizations to raise 
funds within the United States. 

Our bill also provides measured en-
hancements to the authority of Federal 

law enforcement to investigate ter-
rorist threats and acts. In addition to 
giving law enforcement the legal tools 
they need to do the job, our bill also 
authorizes increased resources for law 
enforcement to carry out its mission. 
The bill provides for $1.8 billion over 5 
years for an enhanced antiterrorism ef-
fort at both the Federal and the State 
level. 

The bill also implements the conven-
tion on the marking of plastic explo-
sives. It requires that the makers of 
plastic explosives make the explosives 
detectable. 

Finally, the bill appropriately re-
forms habeas corpus, as I mentioned 
before. 

The Specter-Hatch habeas corpus bill 
will correct some of the deficiencies in 
criminal law that exist today. It will 
stop the frivolous appeals that have 
been driving people nuts throughout 
this country and subjecting victims 
and families of victims to unnecessary 
pain for year after year after year. 

Habeas corpus allows those convicted 
of brutal crimes, including terrorism, 
to delay the just imposition of punish-
ment for years. And this will correct 
that while still preserving and pro-
tecting the constitutional rights of 
those who are accused. 

Several points, however, should be 
addressed. I have long opposed the un-
checked expansion of Federal author-
ity and will continue to do so. Still, 
the Federal Government does have a le-
gitimate role to play in our national 
life and in law enforcement. In par-
ticular, the Federal Government has an 
obligation to protect all of our citizens 
from serious criminal threats ema-
nating from abroad or those that in-
volve the national interest. Over 140 
years ago, Abraham Lincoln had this 
to say about the role of Government. 

The legitimate object of Government 
is— 

. . . to do for the people what needs to be 
done, but which they cannot, by individual 
effort, do at all, or do so well, for them-
selves. If some men will kill, it is a common 
object with peaceful and just men to prevent 
it. 

Similarly, it is the responsibility of 
the Federal Government to assist the 
States in meeting those threats that 
none alone can adequately meet. The 
terrorist threat, whether posed by for-
eign entities or domestic interests, 
meets this test. 

We must, nevertheless, remember 
that our response to terrorism carries 
with it the grave risk of impinging on 
the rights of free speech, assembly, pe-
tition for the redress of grievances, and 
the right to keep and bear arms. We 
cannot allow this to happen. It would 
be cruel irony if, in response to the 
acts of evil and misguided men hostile 
to our Government, we stifled true de-
bate on the proper role of Government. 

Nor shall we exchange our precious 
Constitution which has protected us 
for over 200 years for false promises of 
‘‘increased security.’’ For as Ben 
Franklin said: 
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Those who would give up essential liberty 

to purchase temporary safety deserve nei-
ther liberty nor safety. 

Mr. President, the legislation the 
Senate begins consideration of today 
enhances our safety without sacrificing 
the liberty of American citizens. Each 
of the provisions in the bill strikes a 
careful balance between necessary vigi-
lance against a terrorist threat and the 
preservation of our cherished freedom. 
Several of the provisions deserve spe-
cial mention. 

First, I would like to briefly discuss 
the Alien Terrorist Removal Act. I 
firmly believe it is time to give our law 
enforcement and courts the tools they 
need to quickly remove alien terrorists 
from within our midst without jeopard-
izing, for example, national security or 
the lives of law enforcement personnel. 

This provision in this bill provides 
the Justice Department with a mecha-
nism to do this. It allows for a special 
deportation hearing and in camera, ex 
parte review by a special panel of Fed-
eral judges when the disclosure in open 
court of Government evidence would 
pose a threat to national security. 

It is entirely within the power of 
Congress to establish special adjudica-
tory proceedings and to specify the 
procedural rights of aliens involved in 
terrorist acts. As the Supreme Court 
noted over 10 years ago, ‘‘control over 
matters of immigration is a sovereign 
prerogative, largely within the control 
of the Executive and the Legislature.’’ 
[Landon v. Plasencia, 459 U.S. 21, 34–35 
(1982).] So long as the procedures estab-
lished by Congress are essentially fair, 
they satisfy the requirement of Due 
Process. 

Moreover, we have the power as well 
to distinguish between classes of aliens 
and accord separate procedures to dif-
ferent classes. Congress has plenary 
power over immigration and natu-
ralization. The legitimate distinction 
between aliens and citizens justifies 
and permits both separate procedures 
for aliens and the congressional deter-
mination that not all aliens should be 
treated alike. [Mathews v. Diaz, 426 
U.S. 67 (1976).] 

Mr. President, sound policy dictates 
that we take steps to ensure that we 
deport alien terrorists without dis-
closing to them and their partners our 
national security secrets. The success 
of our counter-terrorism efforts de-
pends on the effective use of classified 
information used to infiltrate foreign 
terrorist groups. We cannot afford to 
turn over these secrets in open court, 
jeopardizing both the future success of 
these programs and the lives of those 
who carry them out. 

Some raise heart-felt concerns about 
the precedence of this provision. I be-
lieve their opposition is sincere, and I 
respect their views. Yet, these special 
proceedings are not criminal pro-
ceedings for which the alien will be in-
carcerated. Rather, the result will sim-
ply be the removal of these aliens from 
U.S. soil—that is all. 

Americans are a fair people. Our Na-
tion has always emphasized that its 

procedures be just and fair. And the 
procedures in this bill are in keeping 
with that tradition. The special court 
would have to determine that: 

First, the alien in question was an 
alien terrorist; 

Second, that an ordinary deportation 
hearing would pose a security risk; and 

Third, that the threat by the alien’s 
physical presence is grave and imme-
diate. 

The alien would be provided with 
counsel, given all information which 
would not pose a risk if disclosed, 
would be provided with a summary of 
the evidence, and would have the right 
of appeal. Still, in our effort to be fair, 
we must not provide to terrorists and 
to their supporters abroad the informa-
tional means to wreak more havoc on 
our society. This provision is an appro-
priate means to ensure that we do not. 

Second, this bill includes provisions 
making it a crime to knowingly pro-
vide material support to the terrorist 
functions of foreign groups designated 
by a presidential finding to be engaged 
in terrorist activities. 

I am sensitive to the concerns of 
some that this provision impinges on 
freedoms protected by the first amend-
ment. I have worked hard to ensure 
that this provision will not violate the 
Constitution or place inappropriate re-
strictions on cherished first amend-
ment freedoms. In fact, we have made 
significant changes to the original 
version of this measure proposed by the 
Clinton administration. For example, 
we have subjected the executive 
branch’s designation of a group as an 
international terrorist group to judi-
cial review. In addition, we have re-
moved troubling licensing require-
ments that were in the original bill 
submitted by the administration. 

Nothing in the Dole-Hatch version of 
this provision prohibits the free exer-
cise of religion or speech, or impinges 
on the freedom of association. More-
over, nothing in the Constitution pro-
vides the right to engage in violence 
against fellow citizens. Aiding and fi-
nancing terrorist bombings is not con-
stitutionally protected activity. Addi-
tionally, I have to believe that honest 
donors to any organization would want 
to know if their contributions were 
being used for such scurrilous purposes. 

And finally, Mr. President, I would 
like to address an issue which has inap-
propriately overshadowed all of the 
other fine provisions of this legisla-
tion—the inclusion of the Specter- 
Hatch habeas corpus reform in this 
bill. Some have stated that the inclu-
sion of habeas reform in this bill is po-
litical opportunism. Mr. President, 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. The plain truth is, habeas corpus 
reform is entirely germane to this leg-
islation. The President has asked for 
this reform. And the American people 
are demanding it. 

Let me just read this letter that is 
shown here on this particular chart. It 
is dated May 10, 1995. It is to the Hon-
orable Bill Clinton, the President of 

the United States. Let me just read one 
paragraph. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

MAY 10, 1995. 
Hon. BILL CLINTON, 
The President of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: As a bi-partisan 
group of Attorneys General from our respec-
tive states, we would like to express our sup-
port for your efforts to bring the American 
people together in a common expression of 
support for those who have suffered from the 
tragic events in Oklahoma City. We also ap-
preciate your clear expression of support for 
the rule of law, at a time when these acts of 
lawlessness have brought about such human 
tragedy. 

In this regard, your comments on CBS’ 60 
Minutes program regarding the need for the 
reform of federal habeas corpus procedures is 
most appropriate. In our own states, we con-
tinue to experience endless appeals and con-
tinuous delay. We believe that such abuse of 
the criminal justice system produces a dis-
respect for the law, and serves to undermine 
deterrence. 

This is particularly true with respect to 
the enforcement of the death penalty. As the 
Powell Committee Report noted: 

‘‘The relatively small number of execu-
tions as well as the delay in cases where an 
execution has occurred makes clear that the 
present system of collateral review operates 
to frustrate the law of the 37 states.’’ 

This accurately describes the current sta-
tus of capital punishment in the states and 
unfortunately portends a similar fortune for 
the recently enacted death penalty provi-
sions of Title VI of the Violent Crime Con-
trol and Law Enforcement Act of 1994. Mo-
tions under current Title 28 U.S.C. § 2255 will 
produce the same morass of endless delay 
and procedural manipulation that the states 
have encountered under Title 28 U.S.C. § 2254. 
Thus, if we are to have an effective death 
penalty on the state and federal levels, legis-
lative action is necessary. 

In this regard, expedited consideration of 
such legislation in the context of the anti- 
terrorism bill is entirely appropriate. Unless 
habeas corpus reform is enacted, capital sen-
tences for such acts of senseless violence will 
face endless legal obstacles. This will under-
mine the credibility of the sanctions, and the 
expression of our level of opprobrium as a 
nation for acts of terrorism. 

It is our belief that S. 623, the Habeas Cor-
pus Reform Act of 1995, is the appropriate ve-
hicle to bring about an effective and enforce-
able death penalty with respect to both state 
and federal levels of jurisdiction. The enact-
ment of these provisions is essential to our 
states, and critical to Federal anti-terrorism 
legislation, if the maximum sanctions our 
society has to offer will have real meaning. 

We again, offer our support for your efforts 
to lead the nation out of the abyss of a ter-
rible tragedy. We also offer our commitment 
to help deliver legislation to the American 
people that will provide an enforceable death 
penalty for the most heinous crimes against 
our citizens. Thank you again for your con-
sideration. 

Sincerely, 
W.A. DREW EDMONDSON, Attorney Gen-

eral of Oklahoma; DANIEL E. LUNGREN, 
Attorney General of California; JEFF 
SESSIONS, Attorney General of Ala-
bama; ERNEST D. PREATE, JR., Attor-
ney General of Pennsylvania; DAN MO-
RALES, Attorney General of Texas; 
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GALE A. NORTON, Attorney General of 
Colorado, JOSEPH P. MAZUREK; Attor-
ney General of Montana, DON 
STENBERG, Attorney General of Ne-
braska; RICHARD P. IEYOUB, Attorney 
General of Louisiana; GRANT WOODS, 
Attorney General of Arizona; ALAN G. 
LANCE, Attorney General of Idaho; 
MIKE MOORE, Attorney General of Mis-
sissippi. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me emphasize this 
one paragraph right here. 

This is from, I might add, a bipar-
tisan group of attorneys general from 
respective States, both Democrats and 
Republicans. This is what they say in 
this paragraph: 

It is our belief that S. 623, the Habeas Cor-
pus Reform Act of 1995, is the appropriate ve-
hicle to bring about an effective and enforce-
able death penalty with respect to both 
State and Federal levels of jurisdiction. The 
enactment of these provisions is essential to 
our states, and critical to Federal anti-ter-
rorism legislation, if the maximum sanction 
our society has to offer will have real mean-
ing. 

This is signed by W.A. Drew 
Edmondson, Democrat Attorney Gen-
eral of Oklahoma; Daniel E. Lungren, 
Republican Attorney General of Cali-
fornia; Jeff Sessions, Attorney General 
of Alabama, Ernest D. Preate, Jr., At-
torney General of Pennsylvania; Dan 
Morales, Attorney General of Texas, 
who also is a Democrat; Gale A. Nor-
ton, Attorney General of Colorado; Jo-
seph P. Mazurek, Attorney General of 
Montana; Don Stenberg, Attorney Gen-
eral of Nebraska; Richard P. Ieyoub, 
Attorney General of Louisiana; Grant 
Woods, Attorney General of Arizona; 
Alan G. Lance, Attorney General of 
Idaho; and Mike Moore, Attorney Gen-
eral of Mississippi, who is also a Demo-
crat. 

So this is a bipartisan group of attor-
neys general. And I believe most attor-
neys general are in agreement that ha-
beas corpus reform is absolutely essen-
tial if we are going to solve some of the 
problems that exists in the terrorist 
area. 

President Clinton, on ‘‘60 Minutes’’ 
right after the Oklahoma bombing, or 
shortly after, had this to say: 

I do believe the habeas corpus provision of 
the Federal law which permit these appeals 
sometimes to be delayed seven, eight, nine 
years should be changed. I have advocated 
that. . . . 

I hope the Congress will pass—a reform of 
the Habeas Corpus provisions because it 
should not take eight or nine years and three 
trips to the Supreme Court to finalize wheth-
er a person in fact was properly convicted or 
not. 

The President’s instincts were right 
at that time and they are right today. 

Now, let me just say one other thing, 
so people understand the rule of law is 
being mocked in our society. 

This chart shows the number of in-
mates on death row versus the actual 
executions. These are people who have 
been convicted of heinous crimes, have 
been proven to be guilty of the murders 
involved. There were 2,976 as of Janu-
ary 1995. Since 1977, almost 20 years 
ago, 18 years ago, there are only 281 

who have had to suffer the punishment. 
In 20 years, only 281 have had to face 
the punishment that they were as-
sessed by their respective juries and 
the States. And in almost every one of 
those cases there have been habeas ap-
peals one right after the other. 

For those who think habeas corpus 
reform is not appropriate, let them lis-
ten to those victims of the Oklahoma 
bombing who called me yesterday, who 
lost their wives, their children, mem-
bers of their family, and who said, 
‘‘Please pass your habeas corpus re-
form,’’ Senator SPECTER’s and your ha-
beas corpus reform. 

I spoke with several family members 
of victims of the Oklahoma City bomb-
ing. They held a press conference yes-
terday and said this is the only thing 
we could do to prevent even further 
suffering by these people. 

I have to say, under our habeas cor-
pus reform provisions, under those pro-
visions, people’s rights will be pro-
tected. There will be a full right of ap-
peal all the way up the State courts, 
from the lowest court to the Supreme 
Court of the State. There will be a full 
right of appeal all the way up the Fed-
eral courts, from Federal court to dis-
trict court to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and their rights will be 
protected. But that is all they are 
going to have, unless they can show 
newly discovered evidence of innocence 
or unless the Supreme Court applies 
retroactively future cases to these 
problems. 

So, rather than exploiting the devas-
tation of Oklahoma City, I believe that 
by including this provision in the 
antiterrorism legislation, we are pro-
tecting the families of victims. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a series of letters from the 
victims in this matter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Dirksen 

Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN HATCH: On April 19, 1995, 

each of us lost a dear member of our family 
in the devastating bombing that occurred in 
downtown Oklahoma City. Our families and 
many other families will never recover from 
this tragedy. 

When the blast occurred, Oklahoma City 
was helped by experienced and skilled profes-
sionals. Our state placed the care of our vic-
tims and family members in their hands and 
they responded with all of the expertise that 
we expected. Their jobs were performed effi-
ciently and with tremendous ability. 

Now, we find that we must place our faith 
in the abilities of prosecutors and lawmakers 
and hope they can repair the appeals process 
so that it takes not a moment longer than is 
required by the Constitution. As ordinary 
citizens we are unable to fully understand all 
of the legal implications that are found with-
in the Dole-Hatch-Specter habeas corpus pro-
vision in Senate Bill 735. We believe that 
Oklahoma Attorney General Drew 
Edmondson is acting in our behalf by trying 
to change the laws so that criminals may be 

brought to justice quickly. This measure 
must not be weakened. 

President Clinton made a promise to the 
victim’s families during his visit at the 
Oklahoma City Memorial Service. Please 
help him keep his promise to use and see 
that this bill is passed. 

Dan McKinney Diane Leonard; Glenn A. 
Seidl; Carolyn Tamplé; Connie Wil-
liams; Nicole N. Williams; Wanda L. 
Fincher; Alice Maroney-Denison; Cliff 
Davis. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

My sister Kathy Seidl and myself both 
work downtown at the Alfred P. Murrah 
building. She worded for Secret Service, I 
work for GSA. On April 19th my sisters life 
along with many others was taken away. I’ll 
never be able to forget the sound or the ter-
rible feeling of death that was in the air that 
day. My first thought was to try to find my 
sister. When I reached the 9th floor I knew 
there was no way she would have survived 
the explosion, my only hope was that she 
stayed home that day. But unfortunately she 
didn’t. Now the only way I can focus my 
anger, loneliness and the piece of my heart 
that is now empty, is to try to get the Hatch/ 
Spector bill passed. Mr. Clinton promised 
swift justice to the persons responsible for 
this crime. We need to have change. We need 
your support and help to bring change. 

Sincerely, 
CLIFFORD DAVIS. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: My name is Diane Leonard. 
My husband, Secret Service Agent Donald R. 
Leonard, was murdered along with 167 inno-
cent people in the bombing of the Alfred P. 
Murrah Federal Building on April 19, 1995. 
The employees in this building were abiding 
by and upholding the laws of this country. 
We now need your support, not only for the 
families of this tragedy, but for all American 
families who have lost loved ones at the 
hands of murderers. Please lend all your sup-
port to seeing that the habeas reform con-
tained in the Hatch-Specter bill is passed as 
expeditiously as possible. 

We have been promised justice, but we feel 
justice will not be accomplished until the 
verdict of a jury is carried out. 

Please help us in this effort. 
Sincerely, 

DIANE LEONARD. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

MEDIA ADVISORY FROM DREW EDMONDSON, 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OKLAHOMA 

Victims of the Murrah Building bombing 
who have family members scheduled to be 
represented at this news conference are 
Kathy Lynn Seidl, 39, investigative assist-
ant, Secret Service; Scott Williams, 24, who 
had made a delivery to the day care center 
April 19; Mickey Maroney, 50, special agent, 
Secret Service; Don Leonard, 50, special 
agent, Secret Service; Linda McKinney, of-
fice manager, Secret Service; Shelly Turner 
Bland, 25, Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion; and Sonja Sanders, Federal Employees 
Credit Union. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

TO JUDGE MIKVA: My name is Dan McKin-
ney, my wife (Linda McKinney) office man-
ager for the secret service was murdered on 
April 19, 1995. Please accept my heartfelt 
gratitude for you and your staffs effort in 
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trying to pass the Dole, Hatch, Spector, Ha-
beas Reform Bill. Criminals have been al-
lowed too much time in appealing their sen-
tences. Lets give them fair opportunity but 
not ten to twenty years to live and waste 
taxpayers dollars. Attorney General Drew 
Edmondson and his staff are working and 
speaking for us here in Oklahoma. They are 
doing a wonderful job and we stand behind 
them 100%. Please let everyone involved in 
this bill know that it is past time to quit ca-
tering to the criminal faction. We want 
America to know Oklahoma is tired of this 
attitude. Thank you for your help in this 
matter. 

Respectfully, 
DAN MCKINNEY. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: My name is Glenn Seidl, 
my wife Kathy Seidl was murdered along 
with 167 innocent people in the bombing of 
the Alfred P. Murrah building April 19th, 
1995. The habeas corpus reform bill presented 
by Hatch-Specter as I understand will short-
en the appeals process. We need change, my 
family wants justice. Here in Oklahoma we 
have a man on death row. This man com-
mitted several brutal murders. Roger Dale 
Stafford has been on death row for 17 years. 
This is not right. When the remains of the 
Murrah building was imploded May 23rd 
there was some relief. When the people re-
sponsible for this terrible act are found 
guilty and executed, our families can begin a 
very important step of the healing process. 

Thank you, 
GLENN SEIDL. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: My name is Alice Maroney- 
Denison. My father, Mickey B. Maroney, was 
murdered in the Oklahoma City bombing on 
April 19th. On that day my life fell apart. 
You see my father was my life and in one 
second he was gone. I didn’t get to say good-
bye or I love you. I did get to see a war zone 
in downtown Oklahoma City and a federal 
building that was blown apart. You might 
have seen it on T.V. but you didn’t feel the 
glass on your feet or the pain in your heart 
like I did. 

I’m telling you this because I need your 
help. I need your support in passing Habeas 
reform. The murderers who committed this 
crime should be executed as soon as possible, 
not in 15–20 years. My father will not get to 
live another 15–20 years so why should the 
convicted? 

I cannot put all of my feelings about my 
father on paper, but I can tell you one thing, 
I loved him with all of my heart. Please help 
me by supporting this reform. Thank you. 

God Bless, 
ALICE MARONEY-DENISON. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

My name is Nicole Williams. My wonderful 
husband Scott Williams was murdered along 
with 167 other individuals in the bombing of 
the Alfred P. Murrah Building on April 19, 
1995. 

We as family and friends of the ones who 
died ask that you would please pass Senate 
Bill 623 presented by Hatch and Specter. We 
don’t want to see the individuals who com-
mitted this horrible crime to sit in prison for 
15–20 years, I am 8 months pregnant and my 
husband Scott did not have a chance to even 
see his child! 

Just as the President said, we want this to 
be swift and quick so that we can start the 
healing process. 

We will be eternally grateful. 
Thank you, 

NICOLE WILLIAMS. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

SENATOR: My 24 year old son, Scott Wil-
liams, was murdered along with 166 other in-
nocent victims in the Oklahoma City Murrah 
Building bombing. On behalf of my son, and 
the others who lost their voices on April 19, 
1995, because of this senseless tragedy, I urge 
you to help enact much needed reform of ha-
beas corpus. 

Those who are brought to trial and con-
victed must be punished to the full extent of 
the law. It is certainly my hope that the 
death penalty will be carried out as soon as 
possible in this case. My son and the other 
victims surely deserve no less. 

Sincerely, 
CONNIE WILLIAMS. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

SENATOR: I am the mother-in-law of Scott 
Williams, one of the victims in the Okla-
homa City bombing. We would ask you to 
please pass Senate Bill 623 the Hatch and 
Spector bill. We feel that if you are sen-
tenced to die, it should be as swift as our 
President said. Our loved ones did not have 
ten to twenty years to prepare for their 
deaths. So please see to it that the people 
who commit these crimes are given swift jus-
tice. 

Thank you for your help, 
CAROLYN TEMPLIN. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

SENATOR: My sister, Kathy Seidl, was mur-
dered on April 19, 1995 at the federal building 
in Oklahoma City. 

Our family is afraid that the people respon-
sible for this act will be allowed to sit in fed-
eral prison for many long years before execu-
tion takes place. 

Kathy wasn’t allowed to say goodbye to 
her family or to share any more of her won-
derful presence with us. If the murderers are 
sitting in federal prison for 10-20 years they 
will be given the right to visit with their 
families and to say their goodbyes. How does 
this give justice to us? 

We would like to see that habeas corpus re-
form presented by Hatch-Spector is adopted. 
We thank you and are eternally grateful for 
your support of habeas corpus reform. 

Sincerely, 
WANDA FINCHER. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: My name is Dan 
McKinney. I lost my wife (Linda McKinney), 
my niece (Shelly (Turner) Bland) in the 
bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah building on 
April 19, 1995. My wife was the office man-
ager for the Secret Service here in Oklahoma 
City. She and my niece have never hurt any-
one. I am very angry at the perpetrators of 
this heinous crime. I’m sorry that it has 
taken such a tragedy to bring forth the ef-
fort to try to get a change in our appeals sys-
tem. But I want my voice to have a vote in 
the strongest bill we can possibly pass to 
keep these animal from reaching old age be-
fore they have to account for their total dis-
regard for our judicial system, but most of 
all human life. We, the survivor’s of the vic-
tims of the bombing want the nation to 
know, we are fed up. We want justice to be 
fair, but we want it to be swift for all parties 
that are found guilty. Please support the 
strongest habeas reform bill presented by 
Specter-Hatch that we can get. No more liv-
ing off the taxpayers for ten to twenty years. 

Thank you for your support, 
DAN MCKINNEY. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

My sister Kathy Seidl and myself both 
work downtown at the Alfred P. Murrah 
building. She worked for Secret Service, I 
work for GSA. On April 19th my sisters life 
along with many others was taken away. I’ll 
never be able to forget the sound or the ter-
rible feeling of death that was in the air that 
day. My first thought was to try to find my 
sister. When I reached the 9th floor I knew 
there was no way she would have survived 
the explosion, my only hope was that she 
stayed home that day. But unfortunately she 
didn’t. Now the only way I can focus my 
anger, loneliness and the piece of my heart 
that is now empty, is to try to get the Hatch/ 
Spector bill passed. Mr. Clinton promised 
swift justice to the persons responsible for 
this crime. We need to have change. We need 
your support and help to bring change. 

Sincerely, 
CLIFFORD DAVIS. 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
May 24, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR: My name is Diane Leonard. 
My husband, Secret Service Agent Donald R. 
Leonard, was murdered along with 167 inno-
cent people in the bombing of the Alfred P. 
Murrah Federal Building on April 19, 1995. 
The employees in this building were abiding 
by and upholding the laws of this country. 
We now need your support, not only for the 
families of this tragedy, but for all American 
families who have lost loved ones at the 
hands of murderers. Please lend all your sup-
port to seeing that the habeas reform con-
tained in the Hatch-Specter bill is passed as 
expeditiously as possible. 

We have been promised justice, but we feel 
justice will not be accomplished until the 
verdict of a jury is carried out. 

Please help us in this effort. 
Sincerely, 

DIANE LEONARD. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me just read one of 
them to the folks who are listening. 
This is dated May 24, yesterday: 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HATCH: On April 19, 1995, 
each of us lost a dear member of our family 
in the devastating bombing that occurred in 
downtown Oklahoma City. Our families and 
many other families will never recover from 
this tragedy. 

When the blast occurred, Oklahoma City 
was helped by experienced and skilled profes-
sionals. Our state placed the care of our vic-
tims and family members in their hands and 
they responded with all of the expertise that 
we expected. Their jobs were performed effi-
ciently and with tremendous ability. 

Now, we find that we must place our faith 
in the abilities of prosecutors and lawmakers 
and hope they can repair the appeals process 
so that it takes not a moment longer than is 
required by the Constitution. As ordinary 
citizens we are unable to fully understand all 
of the legal implications that are found with-
in the Dole-Hatch-Specter habeas corpus pro-
vision in Senate Bill 735. We believe that 
Oklahoma Attorney General Drew 
Edmondson is acting in our behalf by trying 
to change the laws so that criminals may be 
brought to justice quickly. This measure 
must not be weakened. 

President Clinton made a promise to the 
victims’ families during his visit at the 
Oklahoma City Memorial Service. Please 
help him keep his promise to us and see that 
this bill is passed. 
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Again, we will put all these letters 

into the RECORD. I wish I had time to 
read them all. 

By including this provision in the 
anti-terrorism legislation we are pro-
tecting the families of the victims. 
Comprehensive habeas corpus reform is 
the only legislation Congress can pass 
as part of the terrorism bill that will 
have a direct effect on the Oklahoma 
City bombing case. It is the one thing 
Congress can pass now to ensure that 
President Clinton’s promise of ‘‘swift’’ 
justice is kept. 

President Clinton recognized this 
fact during his April 23, 1995, appear-
ance on the television program 60 Min-
utes, when, in response to a question 
about whether those responsible would 
actually be executed without the adop-
tion of habeas corpus reform, he said: 

I do believe the habeas corpus provisions of 
the federal law which permit these appeals 
sometimes to be delayed seven, eight, nine 
years should be changed. I have advocated 
that. * * * I hope the Congress will pass a 
* * * reform of the habeas corpus provisions 
because it should not take eight or nine 
years and three trips to the Supreme Court 
to finalize whether a person in fact was prop-
erly convicted or not. 

In one case in Utah, a heinous crime, 
where the murderers murdered people 
but before they did, tortured them, 
rammed pencils through their ear-
drums, poured Drano down their 
throats. One person survived who will 
never be the same. They were sen-
tenced to death. In one of those cases it 
took 18 years, 28 appeals, all the way 
up through the State courts, all the 
way up through the Federal courts, be-
fore the sentence could be carried out. 
And in every one of those appeals the 
victims had to be there and had to go 
through the complete process one more 
time. It is time to get some reason into 
this system. 

The claim that habeas corpus reform 
is tangential or unrelated to fighting 
terrorism is ludicrous. We can be con-
fident that those responsible for the 
bombing in Oklahoma will be brought 
to justice. The American people do not 
want to witness the spectacle of these 
terrorists abusing our judicial system, 
and delaying the imposition of a just 
sentence, by filing appeal after 
meritless appeal; frivolous appeal after 
frivolous appeal. A system which per-
mits such a result does not provide jus-
tice to the victims of terrorism, and 
must be changed. 

Although most capital cases are 
State cases, and the State of Oklahoma 
could still prosecute this case, the ha-
beas reform proposal in this bill would 
apply to federal death penalty cases as 
well. It would directly affect the Gov-
ernment’s prosecution of the Oklahoma 
bombing case. 

First, it would place a one year limit 
for the filing of a habeas petition on all 
death row inmates—state and federal 
inmates. 

Second, it would limit condemned 
killers convicted in state and Federal 
court to one habeas corpus petition. In 

contrast, under current law, there is 
currently no limit to the number of pe-
titions he or she may file. 

Third, it requires the Federal courts, 
once a petition is filed, to complete ju-
dicial action within a specified time 
period. 

Therefore, if the Federal Government 
prosecutes this case and the death pen-
alty is sought and imposed, the execu-
tion of sentence could take as little as 
one year if our proposal passes. This 
stands in stark contrast to the 8 to 10 
years of delay we are so used to under 
the current system. 

Last week, 13 state attorneys gen-
eral, including Oklahoma Democrat 
Drew Edmondson, sent a bipartisan let-
ter to President Clinton that I read 
into the RECORD, supporting the incor-
poration of comprehensive habeas cor-
pus reform in the anti-terrorism bill. 

President Clinton vowed that justice 
in the wake of the Oklahoma tragedy 
would be ‘‘swift, certain, and severe.’’ 
We must help President Clinton keep 
this promise to the families of those 
who were murdered in Oklahoma City 
by passing comprehensive habeas cor-
pus reform. 

As I have stated, the Comprehensive 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 1995 pro-
vides for numerous other needed im-
provements in the law to fight the 
scourge of terrorism, including the au-
thorization of additional appropria-
tions—nearly $1.6 billion—to law en-
forcement to beef up counter-terrorism 
efforts and increasing the maximum 
rewards permitted for information con-
cerning international terrorism. 

I would note that many of the provi-
sions in this bill enjoy broad, bipar-
tisan support and, in several cases, 
have passed the Senate on previous oc-
casions. 

In that regard I would like to pay 
special tribute to our former chairman 
and the current ranking minority 
member on the committee, Senator 
BIDEN. He has done an excellent job in 
working on these bipartisan provisions. 
And I want to pay tribute to the White 
House, to the Justice Department, and 
the General Counsel’s office in the 
White House for working with us 
throughout this process. Working to-
gether, we have come to a broad, bipar-
tisan consensus. 

Indeed, we have worked closely with 
the administration during the develop-
ment of this legislation, and many of 
the provisions in this bill have the ad-
ministration’s strong support. And the 
administration deserves a great deal of 
credit for having helped with that. In 
fact, we have taken a lot of provisions 
right out of the administration’s bill 
and have tried to help them in every 
way, tried to cooperate with them in 
every way. And I believe we have done 
so and have strengthened this bill in 
many respects. 

I would like to compliment the Presi-
dent and his Administration, particu-
larly Attorney General Reno and FBI 
Director Freeh, and Deputy Attorney 
General Jamie Gorelick on their han-

dling of the investigation of the Okla-
homa City bombing and their work 
with us on this bill. 

The people of the United States and 
around the world must know that ter-
rorism is an issue that transcends poli-
tics and political parties. Our resolve 
in this matter must be clear: Our re-
sponse to the terrorist threat, and to 
acts of terrorism, will be certain, swift, 
and unified. 

Mr. President, ours is a free society. 
Our liberties, the openness of our insti-
tutions, and our freedom of movement 
are what make America a Nation we 
are willing to defend. These freedoms 
are cherished by virtually every Amer-
ican. 

But this freedom is not without its 
costs. Since our society is so open, we 
are vulnerable to those who would take 
advantage of our liberty to inflict ter-
ror on us. The horrific events of last 
month in Oklahoma City tragically 
demonstrate the price we pay for our 
liberty. Indeed, anyone who would do 
such an act, and call it a defense of lib-
erty, mocks that word. 

We must now redouble our efforts to 
combat terrorism and to protect our 
citizens. A worthy first step is the en-
actment of these sound provisions to 
provide law enforcement with the tools 
to fight terrorism. 

In closing, what is shocking to so 
many of us is the apparent fact that 
those responsible for the Oklahoma 
atrocity are U.S. citizens. To think 
that Americans could do this to one 
another. Yet, these killers are not true 
Americans—not in my book. Ameri-
cans are the men, women and children 
who died under a sea of concrete and 
steel. Americans are the rescue work-
ers, the volunteers, the law enforce-
ment officials and investigators who 
are cleaning up the chaos in Oklahoma 
City. 

The genuine Americans are the over-
whelming majority who will forever 
reel at the senselessness and the horror 
of April 19, 1995. It falls on all Ameri-
cans in heart and spirit to condemn 
that sort of political extremism and to 
take responsible steps to limit the 
prospect for its recurrence. 

Can the Congress pass legislation 
which will guarantee an end to domes-
tic and international terrorism? We 
cannot. Nevertheless, the Congress has 
a responsibility to minimize the pros-
pect that something like this could 
ever happen again. 

We must resolve that anarchistic 
radicalism, be it from the left or from 
the right, will not prevail in our free-
dom-loving democracy. The rule of law 
and popular government will prevail. 

For these reasons I urge my col-
leagues to support the passage of this 
important legislation. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, for the 
benefit of my colleagues who are still 
here and those who are still left stand-
ing after 20-some votes today, I will be 
mercifully short. I will take about 15 to 
20 minutes to make this opening state-
ment on the bill. 
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Today, to state the obvious, the Sen-

ate turns to consideration of the 
counterterrorism legislation. Earlier 
this year, I, along with Senator KOHL 
and Senator SPECTER, introduced the 
President’s original counterterrorism 
bill which responded to our experience 
with the World Trade Tower Center 
bombings 2 years ago. 

Since that time, our attention to the 
threat of terrorism has been height-
ened by the tragedy in Oklahoma City, 
which teaches that the threat of home-
grown terrorism must be taken every 
bit as seriously as the threat of ter-
rorism from abroad. 

Before the two tragedies occurred— 
that is, Oklahoma City and the World 
Trade Tower—many in America had 
thought ourselves immune from the 
bombs and other mass killing devices 
that were employed elsewhere, in other 
parts of the world. 

Americans enjoy freedoms unlike 
those of any other people in any other 
country on the planet. For decades, we 
have enjoyed those freedoms inno-
cently and without fear here at home. 

We have always understood that free-
dom brings certain risks. The challenge 
before the Senate now, as we consider 
this legislation, is to improve our re-
sponsiveness to the risk, to the threat 
of terrorism, without losing the very 
freedoms we hold dear, without allow-
ing the terrorists to succeed by forcing 
us, in order to deal with them, to give 
up the very freedoms they do not cher-
ish but we do. 

Responding to this risk means stand-
ing against those who seek to destroy 
our democratic form of government, 
whether they come from the left or the 
right, from home or abroad. Incidents 
like Oklahoma City’s bombing have no 
place in our free and democratic soci-
ety, which allows full expression of all 
types of political views through legiti-
mate means. 

There is simply no excuse, ever, in 
this country for turning to violence in 
a society where all the airwaves are 
open, uncensored newspapers exist, reg-
ular and free elections of the people’s 
representatives take place, and we 
have a first amendment that guaran-
tees the right of the people to be igno-
rant as well as informed; to be stupid 
as well as bright; to say outrageous 
things as well as informed things. So 
there is no excuse to turn to anything 
but the airwaves to deal with that 
issue. 

Mr. President, the Oklahoma City 
bombing and earlier bombing of the 
World Trade Center demonstrate clear-
ly that the United States must respond 
seriously to those, whether foreign or 
domestic, who kill and seek to make 
their point through killings and mass 
killings of Americans. 

These events demand that we exam-
ine our current laws and practices to 
ensure that we are doing everything 
that is necessary and appropriate to 
guard against the threat. 

Mr. President, let me suggest that 
the overall point I wish to make at this 

juncture is that it is arguable by some 
that in other societies where there is 
no expression or outlet for one’s frus-
tration, anger, or cynicism, that they 
resort to physical force. If there is any 
country in the world where there is no 
justification to resort to physical 
force, it is this country. As I said, all 
you have to do is listen to some of the 
talk radio shows and some of the peo-
ple that call in, and some of us on the 
floor—myself included—and you will 
know we even protect the right to be 
stupid and say crazy things. So there is 
certainly no need for anybody to sug-
gest that they have to react to their 
frustration by the use of force. 

But the events in New York City and, 
most recently, in Oklahoma City, de-
mand that we examine our current 
laws and practices to ensure that we 
are doing everything that is necessary 
to appropriately guard against threat. 
We have to take strong action to coun-
teract terrorism, both foreign and do-
mestic. 

There are steps we can take and 
should take, and the President has pro-
posed a number of them in his bill. Of 
course, at the same time, we should 
not, in the heat of the moment, pass 
legislation that we and the American 
public will later regret. Our freedoms 
and our Constitution are simply too 
valuable to be put at risk in a hurried 
rush to respond to a terrible tragedy. 

Those of us working on the Presi-
dent’s proposal over the last month 
have done so with an eye to ensuring 
that all of our constitutional protec-
tions remain fully intact. 

The President’s original bill, intro-
duced in February, laid out a core set 
of terrorist proposals. The Republican 
substitute bill, as the chairman of the 
committee has indicated, is built large-
ly around these proposals. 

I might add, humorously, it con-
tinues to be built. We just got the final 
copy of a bill that is 160 pages long. So 
I am assuming what I am about to say 
is accurate. It was accurate as of a few 
hours ago. But I am told there are ad-
ditional changes made in the Repub-
lican bill. The Republican bill is com-
prised primarily of, as I understood it 2 
hours ago, measures from the ter-
rorism bill that Senator KOHL and 
SPECTER and myself introduced on be-
half of the President in February. 
There are a few new proposals by the 
President, in the wake of the Okla-
homa City bombing, and several pro-
posals were added by Senator DOLE, 
plus habeas corpus provisions added by 
Senator HATCH and Senator DOLE. 

We tried to reach agreement with 
Senator HATCH on many of the provi-
sions of this bill, and I continue to be-
lieve that most all of us here can agree 
on the core terrorism provisions. 

Unfortunately, in my view, the Re-
publican substitute does not include 
several provisions sought by the Presi-
dent of the United States after the 
Oklahoma City bombing, which focused 
on domestic terrorism. While I agree 
that a few of the provisions in the 

President’s bill need further work, sev-
eral of those rejected by the Repub-
lican bill are reasonable and limited 
expansions of the law, which would 
greatly enhance our ability to fight 
terrorism without damaging our civil 
liberties. But for reasons that will be 
explained, I am certain, they were not 
included by the Republicans in their 
bill. 

I expect that these needed provisions, 
which I will outline in a moment, will 
be offered as amendments to the Re-
publican substitute, and I hope that all 
my colleagues will support their addi-
tion to the bill. 

But, first, let me outline the key ter-
rorism proposals from the President’s 
bill that are contained in the Repub-
lican substitute. These provisions in-
clude the following: A new offense to 
assure Federal jurisdiction over all vio-
lent acts, violent acts which are moti-
vated by international terrorism. This 
provision will cover gaps in current 
Federal law. For example, a terrorist 
who commits mass murder on a private 
or State-owned property may now be 
subject only to State court jurisdic-
tion, not to Federal jurisdiction, not to 
the FBI, but the local police. 

This new provision that the Presi-
dent had in his proposal, and the Re-
publicans included, carries a new death 
penalty, complementing the terrorism 
death penalty in last year’s crime bill. 
Parenthetically, I might note that the 
person or persons who get convicted of 
the World Trade Center bombing for 
having killed people cannot get the 
death penalty under Federal law. But 
the person or persons convicted in the 
Oklahoma City bombing will get the 
death penalty or can get the death pen-
alty because of the crime bill we passed 
last year. Had we defeated the crime 
bill, there would be no death penalty 
for whomever is convicted in Okla-
homa City. 

The Republican bill will also imple-
ment an international treaty to re-
quire a detection agent to be added to 
plastic explosives. That was in the 
President’s bill. It will enhance the 
Government’s ability to obtain con-
sumer credit report and hotel and 
motel vehicle records in foreign intel-
ligence investigations. It does not 
change the law governing such infor-
mation as it relates to domestic inves-
tigations. 

It also gives the Government greater 
ability to exclude from entering into 
the United States those aliens who are 
involved in terrorist activity—a power 
the President does not now presently 
possess. 

But, unfortunately, the Republicans 
dropped some very important provi-
sions from the President’s terrorism 
legislation. Among those provisions 
sought by the President that were 
dropped by the Republican substitute, 
and which will be subject to amend-
ments to this bill, are two limited 
changes in wiretap authority. I believe 
that the two changes make sense. 
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As my friend from Utah and others 

would acknowledge, I suspect, I have 
not been one who has been very ready 
to limit civil liberties. I have jealously 
guarded the civil liberties of folks, and 
I have interfered with efforts to 
change—such as the exclusionary 
rule—change rules which may, in my 
view, limit the civil liberties and con-
stitutional rights of Americans. 

But I believe, notwithstanding my 23- 
year record here in the Senate on those 
issues, that we can change the wiretap 
law, giving the police more authority, 
without violating the civil liberties of 
Americans. The changes do not affect 
the basic requirement built into our 
present law to protect legitimate pri-
vacy interests or—put another way— 
the basic protections, including a re-
quirement that the Government must 
show there is probable cause. And by 
must show I mean they have to go to a 
judge and say, ‘‘We want to do this, and 
we have probable cause to believe that 
a crime is being committed, or a crime 
has been committed, and we want you 
to give us authority to do a wiretap.’’ 

So the basic protections include a re-
quirement that the Government must 
show there is probable cause to believe 
that a criminal violation occurred, and 
a current requirement that the Govern-
ment must minimize the intrusion of 
the civil wiretap by turning the wire 
off whenever a conversation has noth-
ing to do with the commission of a 
crime. 

I want to make it clear. The exten-
sion of wiretap authority that I and 
Senator LIEBERMAN are going to seek, 
that the President wants, starts off 
with two basic requirements that are 
now in the Federal law: A, there has to 
be probable cause; and, B—most of my 
colleagues understandably do not real-
ize this—under Federal law now, if a 
Federal court gives an FBI agent and 
the FBI authority, a warrant, to tap 
someone’s phone, they must engage in 
minimization procedures. 

So if they are to tap the phone be-
cause they think someone is engaged in 
racketeering, prostitution, or what-
ever—murder, anything—and the per-
son picks up that phone and calls his 
daughter at school and starts talking 
about her latest lacrosse game, they 
must turn off the wiretap. They are not 
allowed to keep the wiretap on 24 hours 
a day. We do not change that. So the 
protections built in stay built in. 

One of the changes, though, sought 
by the President but not included by 
my friend from Utah in his bill, is to 
allow emergency wiretaps which are 
now available in organized crime cases 
to be obtained for domestic terrorism 
offenses. Quite simply, if we can use 
this tool of emergency wiretaps against 
the Mafia, I do not understand why we 
ought not be able to use it against do-
mestic terrorists. But for some reason, 
my friends on the Republican side have 
not included that in this bill. I hope it 
is an oversight, but I do not think it is. 
We will have an attempt to correct 
that. 

The Republican substitute also does 
not include a provision on what is 
called a multipoint, or roving, wiretap. 
Let me take a moment to explain what 
these multipoint wiretaps are. 

Right now, most wiretap orders iden-
tify both the person whom we want to 
listen in on, and a telephone number 
from which we expect that person to 
call. That is the line that they are al-
lowed to go tap. Current law permits 
the Government to get a multipoint 
wiretap, allowing the Government to 
tap any line it sees the subject using 
when the Government can prove that 
the subject under surveillance is 
changing phones with the intent to 
thwart surveillance. 

So the way it goes now is, let us say 
the FBI gets a wiretap on John Doe’s 
home, and John Doe decides that phone 
may be tapped. So he does not use that 
phone. He always goes to the same 
phone booth on the corner. And he 
often makes calls from his mother’s 
home. Well, if they can show a judge 
that John Doe is using those, and per-
haps other phones with the intent to 
evade possible detection of what he 
says on his phone, they can get a 
multipoint tap. They can tap all three 
of those phones. But in order to do so, 
they have to prove that he is doing 
that with an intent to avoid, to thwart 
the surveillance. 

Because of the proliferation of mo-
bile telephones, the President wants to 
eliminate the intent requirement to 
allow the Government to obtain 
multipoint wiretaps where the subject 
may not know he is under surveillance 
but is, nonetheless, changing phones 
rapidly with the effect, if not the in-
tent, of thwarting the surveillance. For 
some reason, my Republican friends do 
not include that in this bill. The Presi-
dent wants it. The FBI wants it. I 
think it makes sense. We are going to 
try to put it back in. 

I have long shared the concern that 
wiretaps are an intrusive law enforce-
ment tool. When Congress first gave 
the FBI authority to use wiretaps in 
criminal investigations, we placed spe-
cial protections directly in the statute 
precisely to protect legitimate privacy 
interests. I will detail how these pro-
tections work in practice when we get 
to the amendment on this subject. 

In my view, the changes sought by 
the President are limited and reason-
able, and we should add those provi-
sions back to the bill, the provisions 
deleted by the Republican proposal. 

A second area the President has 
asked the Congress to address is that of 
adding so-called taggants to explosives. 
What are taggants? Taggants are mi-
croscopic particles that are added to 
the explosive during the manufacturing 
process. Those particles survive the ex-
plosion when that explosive is deto-
nated, and can later be used, if nec-
essary, to trace where and when the ex-
plosive materials were purchased. 

That just seems to me to be a pretty 
logical thing to do. It does not affect 
the ability of the explosive to function. 

But, if it does function, some of these 
are like little pieces of microscopic 
plastic. The investigators can go in 
with, in effect, a magnet, pick up these 
particles from the dust of the explo-
sion, identify through those particles 
where that explosive was purchased, 
when it was purchased, and when it was 
made. That gives them an investigative 
tool then to go trace, just like they 
trace a bullet in a gun. They shoot a 
gun; the bullet is in the wall. The in-
vestigator takes the bullet out of the 
wall and tries to trace the manufac-
turer of the gun, to trace the pur-
chaser, to trace the owner, and so 
forth. This is the same principle. But 
for some reason, folks do not like that 
idea. The President seeks a study to 
identify the most effective and cost-ef-
ficient ways to tag explosives during 
the manufacturing process. 

Then it gives the Secretary of the 
Treasury the authority to promulgate 
regulations requiring chemical manu-
facturers and other manufacturers to 
use taggants and to make the violation 
of that regulation, when they are pro-
mulgated, a violation of the law, a 
crime. The President’s proposal also re-
quires a study of whether fertilizers 
and other readily available materials 
can be used to build bombs that can be 
rendered inert. 

I was at a conference with General 
Rose, a British general, who is in 
charge of the U.N. military force in Sa-
rajevo, in Bosnia. We were meeting on 
the issue of Bosnia when the god-awful 
news came about Oklahoma City. 

We immediately cut off our meeting, 
and we repaired to the television. As 
General Rose and I and others sat there 
watching the horror on the screen, 
General Rose, a British general, turned 
to me and said something that startled 
me. Just looking at the building, he 
said, ‘‘That’s a fertilizer bomb.’’ And I 
said, ‘‘I beg your pardon?’’ He said, 
‘‘That bomb, that building was blown 
up by fertilizer.’’ 

And I thought, how in the Lord’s 
name could he know that? And about 3 
hours later on the television, investiga-
tors came on and said that it was a fer-
tilizer bomb that caused this damage. 
So I asked him how did he know that? 
He said he could tell by the jagged way 
in which the building was ripped apart 
from his experience in Northern Ire-
land. And he said, you know what we 
did in England with this because the 
IRA was using these kinds of bombs? 
We reduced the amount of nitrogen in 
fertilizer and we added a requirement 
to fertilizer that an inert material— 
that is, something that will not affect 
the effectiveness of the fertilizer—an 
inert material can be added to fer-
tilizer to make it impossible, or dimin-
ish the possibility that it can be used 
to blow up something. 

Now, it seems to me that makes 
sense. Unless someone can prove to me 
that by adding this inert subject to the 
production of fertilizer, you are going 
to render the fertilizer useless for its 
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purpose on the field, it seems to me we 
should do that. 

The Republican substitute includes a 
study of taggants and whether or not 
fertilizer can be made inert, but it does 
not grant authority for regulations re-
quiring taggants, and this is an issue 
that has already been the subject of 
significant study. 

The Republicans rejected the Presi-
dent’s request to move from the theo-
retical to the real and authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to require 
the inclusion of taggants in explosives. 
My question is why? Why? Why will 
they not include that? 

Well, Senator FEINSTEIN and I will 
have an amendment to reinstate the 
President’s language in his terrorism 
bill. In my view, it is time to act and 
require the ATF, the agency with ex-
pertise and jurisdiction over explo-
sives, to gather the best information 
and promulgate the necessary regula-
tions. 

Finally, the Republican substitute 
does not include a proposal to allow 
the use of the military to assist in in-
vestigations of biological and chemical 
weapons. The President proposed a nar-
row exception to what is called the 
Posse Comitatus Act, a narrow exemp-
tion to permit law enforcement to use 
the unique expertise of the Defense De-
partment in combating biological and 
chemical weapons in terrorism similar 
to what the law now permits with re-
gard to nuclear material. 

Right now, we can use the military 
in a domestic situation where nuclear 
material is involved, an exception to 
the Posse Comitatus Act. The Posse 
Comitatus Act, for people listening, is 
a fancy name, but it merely says we do 
not want the military having arrest 
power in the United States of America. 
The military is to fight enemies for-
eign, not domestic. And that is a good 
thing. We all agree with that. We are 
one of the countries in the world that 
does not have the military dictating 
the day-to-day operations of the coun-
try. I do not want to change that. But 
the military has the expertise on nu-
clear weapons, the military has the ex-
pertise on biological weapons and the 
expertise on chemical weapons, and it 
seems to me we should provide a simi-
lar exception for them to be able to be 
involved in domestic investigation 
where it affects biological agents and 
where it affects chemical agents, just 
as we do now allow them to be involved 
where it involves nuclear material. 

Negotiations among interested par-
ties on the Armed Services and the Ju-
diciary Committees have occurred over 
the last few days, and we are nearing a 
bipartisan agreement on this, I hope. 
If, however, an agreement is not 
reached, the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia, Mr. NUNN, and I plan to 
offer a proposal to permit the use of 
the military in these limited cir-
cumstances of biological weapons and 
chemical weapons. We must be in a po-
sition to respond immediately should 
we ever, God forbid, have an event like 
that which occurred in the Tokyo sub-
way. And to be ready to respond, we 

should avoid wasted duplication of set-
ting up a new bureaucracy to be able to 
handle chemical and biological weap-
ons, and we certainly should avoid any 
more delay. So we will have an amend-
ment, if an agreement is not reached, 
to provide an additional exception to 
the Posse Comitatus Act as it relates 
to chemical agents and biological 
agents. 

Now, habeas corpus. The distin-
guished Senator from Utah and I have 
been debating habeas corpus for as long 
as we have been here, and in his open-
ing statement—I may be mistaken, but 
I would estimate 40 percent of his 
statement related to habeas corpus, or 
a large portion that I heard. And so he 
includes habeas corpus in this proposal. 

Now, the President asked that this be 
kept, to use the parlance of the Senate, 
a clean bill; that we deal with ter-
rorism. 

Well, that is not going to happen. 
And although habeas corpus as ex-
plained by Senator HATCH has little to 
do with fighting terrorism, we are 
going to have to debate it anyway. 

Now, the Republican provision to re-
form habeas corpus procedures would 
require Federal courts to defer to State 
court decisions even when the State 
court has made an incorrect decision 
on habeas corpus. This provision is 
what everyone around here knows as 
the full and fair rule. The need for ha-
beas corpus reform is clear. All of us 
want to end the delay and abuse in ha-
beas corpus and all of us have sup-
ported provisions in the past that 
would limit a prisoner’s right to ap-
peal, would allow a very narrow win-
dow in which a habeas corpus petition 
could be filed, and would place strict 
limits on when that petition had to be 
filed. 

However, the Republican proposal 
goes much further. The standard pro-
posed in the Republican substitute 
would direct a Federal court to defer to 
a State court decision as long as it is 
not unreasonable. In other words, if 
reasonable minds could disagree, the 
State court decision would stand in 
Federal court even if it is incorrect. 

Now, this is a dressed up version of 
what is known around here as the full 
and fair rule. Reasonableness is a high-
ly deferential standard, one never be-
fore used in habeas corpus. And current 
law permits Federal courts to make a 
merit-based decision and to correct 
harmful State court errors. 

I believe we must reform habeas cor-
pus, and I believe we can reform habeas 
corpus to adopt limits on the number 
of petitions and the time limits on the 
petitions such as those contained in 
the Republican substitute, but without 
stopping Federal courts from cor-
recting serious State court errors in in-
terpreting the United States Constitu-
tion. 

In addition, the Republican sub-
stitute changes current law which 
mandates appointment of a lawyer in 
Federal habeas corpus cases to make 
such appointments discretionary, not 
mandatory. I support limiting a pris-
oner’s right to petition. I support lim-

iting prisoners to one habeas corpus pe-
tition and giving them a very short pe-
riod within which it must be filed, but 
I cannot fathom why we would deny 
that same petitioner a lawyer at the 
same time. Such a step serves neither 
efficiency nor justice. 

Now, I noted that the habeas corpus 
provision in the Republican bill is not 
directly related to terrorism in that it 
applies primarily to prisoners who are 
prosecuted in State courts. 

It is particularly inappropriate, in 
my view, to work such a devastating 
change in the law on a bill which is de-
signed for a very narrow purpose, for 
which the Senate is working to move 
quickly. 

Now, when we get to the debate on 
habeas corpus, we will have what has 
become known around here as ‘‘dueling 
charts.’’ I will show that the Biden ha-
beas corpus provision would not allow 
those outrageous examples that the 
Senator uses where a petitioner sat on 
death row 2, 5, 10, 12, 18 years after hav-
ing committed a heinous crime and 
avoiding the death penalty for that pe-
riod as a consequence of filing peti-
tions. We want to allow only one bite 
out of the apple. 

But I want to make a point. My 
friend from Utah made an impassioned 
statement tonight about how it would 
be horrible if we find and convict the 
murderer, the man or woman, or men 
or women, who murdered those people 
in Oklahoma and that person was able 
to avoid execution by filing repetitive 
petitions. 

Well, his proposal has nothing to do 
with that. So I will have an amend-
ment that says: Limit their habeas cor-
pus changes to Federal court matters. 

For example, all the horror stories 
the Senator pointed out tonight, none 
of them have to do with somebody who 
has been tried in Federal court. If you 
have been tried in a Federal court— 
which this bill says, by the way, the 
terrorism bill says, the only purpose of 
it is to say you do these bad things, 
you go to a Federal court, you go to a 
Federal judge, you have the Federal 
FBI investigate you, you go to a Fed-
eral prison, you have a Federal execu-
tioner. That is the only reason for the 
bill. That is why we are doing it. 

So if the Senator is as concerned as 
he appears to be about these exorbitant 
delays, let us apply it to Federal court. 

Now, the reason I am going to offer 
that amendment is not that I think his 
idea as to how he wants to limit it in 
Federal court makes much sense, but 
just to prove that this is a sham. This 
has nothing to do with it. 

I will have a chart tomorrow, or 
whenever we get to this, showing all 
the prisoners in Federal court sitting 
on death row who are filing Federal ha-
beas petitions. What he is talking 
about is a need to remedy the State 
court problem. And I am willing to do 
that; I have been trying to do it for 10 
years, but not on this bill. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7487 May 25, 1995 
Why are we getting into this debate 

on this bill? But I will leave that for 
another moment, another day, another 
hour to debate it, because we have de-
bated it before. 

Finally, the Republican substitute 
contains two very controversial provi-
sions from the administration’s pro-
posal that I believe are troubling. The 
first is that it includes a provision that 
I must acknowledge the President’s in-
cluded, a provision to create new de-
portation procedures for aliens in the 
United States who are alleged to be 
terrorists. 

In the administration’s bill, the Gov-
ernment could, in some circumstances, 
use secret information, not disclosed to 
the defendant, not disclosed to the de-
fendant’s lawyers, in order to make a 
case. 

We have never had such a procedure 
in history, to the best of my knowl-
edge, in America, where someone can 
bring a charge against an individual, 
go into a Federal court, have the pros-
ecutor meet alone with the judge and 
say: 

‘‘Judge, these are all the horrible 
things that the defendant did. We’re 
not going to tell the defendant what 
evidence there is that he did these hor-
rible things. We’re not going to let the 
defendant know what that evidence is. 
We’re not going to let the defendant’s 
lawyer know what it is. We’re not 
going to let the defendant’s lawyer an-
swer these questions. You and me 
judge’’—me, the prosecutor; you, the 
judge—‘‘let’s deport him in a secret 
hearing, using secret evidence. Let’s 
walk out of this courtroom, out of your 
chambers, walk out and say, ‘OK, 
Smedlap, you’re deported. We find 
you’re a terrorist. You’re out of here.’″ 

And Smedlap looks and says, ‘‘Hey, 
tell me who said I was a terrorist. How 
do you know that?’’ We say, ‘‘Oh, no, 
we can’t tell you. We know you did it, 
and we can’t tell you how we know.’’ 

Now I think that is about as un- 
American as it gets. 

Now what we will hear is—and I 
think the President is dead wrong on 
this—but what we will hear is, ‘‘Well, 
look, these folks are not American citi-
zens. They are not entitled to the same 
privileges as American citizens in a 
courtroom.’’ 

Well, that is technically true. But, 
my lord, I do not want to be part of 
anything that establishes that kind of 
Star Chamber proceeding. Technically, 
they may be right; philosophically, it 
is dead wrong. 

But it is interesting, my Republican 
friends do not include taggants. They 
do not include additional wiretaps. But 
they include this. I mean, who, as my 
little daughter used to say, ‘‘Go fish.’’ 
How can you figure that one out? I can-
not, anyway. 

Our judicial system generally re-
quires that a defendant be given evi-
dence that is to be used against him so 
that he can prepare a defense. Unseen, 
unheard evidence simply cannot be de-
fended against and it creates the possi-
bility of erroneous decisions. 

The Republican substitute, unlike 
the prior version of the Republican bill, 
moves back toward allowing what the 
President wrongheadedly put in his 
bill, in my view. 

The bill also includes a radically re-
vised version of an administration pro-
posal to bar fundraising within the 
United States for organizations which 
the Secretary of State designates as 
terrorists. The President’s proposal 
guarded against first amendment con-
cerns by allowing persons to send funds 
to designated organizations if it could 
be shown that the funds were going to 
a legitimate purpose, for humanitarian 
effort or for political advocacy only. 

For example, the substitute bill re-
vises this proposal. First, it changes 
the Presidential determination to one 
made by the Secretary of State and 
then subjects the determination to 
searching judicial review. While this 
addresses some of the first amendment 
concerns in the administration’s pro-
posal, it is also problematic because 
Presidential designations of this sort 
are not usually litigated in Federal 
court. 

Second, the substitute eliminates 
any opportunity for persons to make 
donations for proper purposes, in my 
view increasing the first amendment 
concerns on that aspect of the bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
say that I would have preferred to have 
come to this floor on a bill that was 
wholly bipartisan without controver-
sial and irrelevant provisions, but the 
majority has not chosen to proceed 
that way. I would also, frankly, have 
preferred to have seen the bill we are 
considering in advance of the day we 
are considering the bill on the floor. 
But, in fairness to my Republican 
friends, they have been working hard 
to put it together to try to meet the 
deadline to get it in before the recess. 
But, nonetheless, it puts us in a dif-
ficult position. 

Having received a final version of the 
bill at only about 6:30 tonight, I have 
not been able to review it carefully to 
see whether any of my concerns have 
already been addressed in the bill— 
maybe some of the things I have said 
now have been addressed by this new 
version—or whether or not additional 
concerns have been raised by the new 
bill. 

It is my hope and belief that, with 
certain changes, the substitute offered 
today by my Republican friends can be-
come a true pro-law-enforcement, pro- 
civil-liberties, counter-terrorism, bi-
partisan bill. It is my hope and belief 
that all Senators will listen to the di-
rector of the FBI, the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, and the Presi-
dent, and not to groups who believe vi-
olence, not voting, is the means to 
change the system—not that anyone is 
listening to anyone who is advocating 
violence, but those who do not think 
we should expand the ability of law en-
forcement to look more closely at 
those groups who believe violence and 

not voting is the means to change the 
system. 

All Federal law enforcement is part 
of a team of brave men and women who 
protect the lives of all Americans from 
terrorist attacks. Let us stand with 
law enforcement as we consider this 
bill, and give them the tools that they 
badly need. Even as we protect our con-
stitutional freedoms, we can make this 
legislation a truly effective tool in 
fighting terrorism, the threat that 
comes from distant shores as well as 
those that come from the American 
heartland. We have a duty to protect 
law-abiding Americans and that is 
what this bill must do. 

In conclusion, I believe we can enter 
into a time agreement on most of the 
amendments that we will have and 
hopefully we can move quickly, after 
the recess, to finish and to complete 
this bill. Because, as I understand the 
majority leader, he is looking for a 
couple of amendments to be brought up 
tomorrow—whether that means one, 
two or five, I do not know—but several 
amendments tomorrow, which we are 
ready to do. We will give time agree-
ments on those amendments and then 
we will move back to the bill when we 
come back. 

Again, I thank my Republican col-
league, the chairman of the committee, 
for the areas in which we have cooper-
ated. I look forward to vigorous and 
substantive debate on those areas 
where we do not agree. But ultimately 
we will produce a bill. 

I thank the Chair and thank my col-
leagues. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague, the ranking member on 
the committee. I have enjoyed his re-
marks this evening. Literally some of 
his concerns we have addressed in the 
bill, in the substitute that has been 
filed. We cannot address all of his con-
cerns in the way he would like them to 
be addressed because of differences. 
But some have been, and I think he 
will be pleased with those. 

We will continue to work with him to 
try to perfect this bill in the interests 
of everybody, including the adminis-
tration. 

As I understand it, Senator THUR-
MOND would like to make a short state-
ment, and also Senator DEWINE. I do 
not know if there is anybody else who 
does, but as soon as the last few state-
ments are made, we will shut the Sen-
ate down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today in strong support of the sub-
stitute amendment to S. 735, offered by 
the able chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee of the Senate, Senator 
HATCH, and others who joined on this 
matter. As an original cosponsor of 
this legislation and the substitute 
amendment, I believe it builds upon a 
solid foundation to assist law enforce-
ment in their fight against terrorism. 
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We must send a clear message that 

the people of America will not tolerate 
cowardly acts of terrorism, in any fash-
ion—whether their source is inter-
national or domestic. It is important 
that the Congress work closely with 
Federal law enforcement to provide the 
necessary tools and authority to pre-
vent terrorism. I am ever mindful that 
an appropriate balance between indi-
vidual rights guaranteed in the Con-
stitution and the needs of law enforce-
ment must be achieved as we meet our 
responsibility. The American people 
appropriately look to their Govern-
ment to maintain a peaceable society 
but do not want law enforcement to 
stray into the private lives of law-abid-
ing citizens. The balance is to provide 
reasonable authority to law enforce-
ment to investigate and prevent ter-
rorism while respecting the rights of 
the American people to form groups, 
gather, and engage in dialog even when 
that dialog involves harsh 
antigovernment rhetoric. The recent 
bombing in Oklahoma City compels us 
to address this issue. 

Mr. President, it is my belief that 
this legislation will enhance law en-
forcement capabilities to combat ter-
rorism while respecting our cherished 
rights under the Constitution. This bill 
contains provisions to increase pen-
alties for conspiracies involving explo-
sives and the unauthorized use of ex-
plosives. Additionally, our legislation 
will assist law enforcement in fighting 
international terrorism, including lan-
guage to prohibit U.S. aid to countries 
that provide military equipment to ter-
rorist nations. The United States must 
send a strong signal to our allies and 
adversaries that America’s policy is 
one of zero tolerance for aiding terror-
ists. 

Also, I am pleased that this legisla-
tion contains the much needed lan-
guage on alien terrorist removal. These 
provisions create a new ‘‘terrorism 
court’’ made up of sitting district court 
judges appointed by the Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court. This specialty 
court would have the authority to hear 
deportation cases involving alien ter-
rorists and would ensure, through the 
use of a limited ex parte procedure, 
that the United States can expedi-
tiously deport alien terrorists without 
disclosing national security secrets to 
them and their criminal associates. 

There are other provisions to provide 
anti-terrorism assistance to Federal 
law enforcement agencies. Further, one 
of the most important sections of this 
legislation, which I will now address, is 
designed to curb the abuse of habeas 
corpus appeals. 

Mr. President, for years, as both 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, I have 
called for reform of habeas corpus ap-
peals. The habeas appellate process has 
become little more than a stalling tac-
tic used by death row inmates to avoid 
punishment for their crimes. I have au-
thored and joined as an original co-
sponsor of legislation designed to curb 

the abuse of habeas corpus and to limit 
the intrusion of Federal courts in State 
court convictions. 

Unfortunately, the present system of 
habeas corpus review has become a 
game of endless litigation where the 
question is no longer whether the de-
fendant is innocent or guilty of mur-
der, but whether a prisoner can per-
suade a Federal court to find some 
kind of technical error to unduly delay 
justice. As it stands, the habeas proc-
ess provides the death row inmate with 
almost inexhaustible opportunities to 
avoid justice. This is simply wrong. 

In my home State of South Carolina, 
there are over 60 prisoners on death 
row. I am informed that one has been 
on death row for 18 years. Two others 
were sentenced to death in 1980 for a 
murder they committed in 1977. These 
two men, half brothers went into a 
service station in Red Bank, S.C. and 
murdered Ralph Studemeyer as his son 
helplessly watched. One man stabbed 
Mr. Studemeyer and the other shot 
him. It was a brutal murder and al-
though convicted and sentenced to 
death, these two murderers have been 
on death row for 15 years and continue 
to sit awaiting execution. 

Mr. President, without adequate ha-
beas reform , the murdering coward 
who exploded the bomb in Oklahoma 
City could avoid justice for many years 
as many are now doing who have been 
sentenced to death. President Clinton 
has called for habeas reform, and I urge 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle to join us to ensure that justice 
becomes a certainty and not a mere 
probability. 

The habeas reform provisions in this 
legislation will significantly reduce the 
delays in carrying out executions with-
out unduly limiting the right of access 
to the Federal courts. This language 
will effectively reduce the filing of re-
petitive habeas corpus petitions which 
delays justice and undermines the de-
terrent value of the death penalty. 
Under our proposal, if adopted, death 
sentences will be carried out in most 
cases within 2 years of final State 
court action. This is in stark contrast 
to death sentences carried out in 1993 
which, on average, were carried out 
over 9 years after the most recent sen-
tencing date. 

Mr. President, the current habeas 
system has robbed the State criminal 
justice system of any sense of finality 
and prolongs the pain and agony faced 
by the families of murder victims. Or 
habeas reform proposal is badly needed 
to restore public confidence and ensure 
accountability to America’s criminal 
justice system. 

Mr. President, while there is nothing 
we can do to alter the tragic bombing 
in Oklahoma City, the Congress should 
now adopt legislation to bolster our ef-
forts to prevent heinous and cowardly 
acts of terrorism. The preamble to the 
U.S. Constitution clearly spells out the 
highest ideals of our system of govern-
ment—one of which is to ensure domes-
tic tranquility. The American people 

have a right to be safe in their homes 
and communities. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation to provide valuable assist-
ance to our Nation’s law enforcement 
in their dedicated efforts to uphold law 
and order. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
this evening in very strong support of 
the bill that we are considering to-
night, the Comprehensive Terrorism 
Prevention Act of 1995. 

This is a bill that truly will help the 
United States fight terrorism, while at 
the same time preserving basic con-
stitutional rights and civil liberties. 

Let me begin tonight by congratu-
lating Senator DOLE, the majority 
leader, Senator HATCH, Senator THUR-
MOND, who have worked so very, very 
hard on this bill. They have crafted a 
bill that will truly make a difference. 
They have crafted a bill that will help 
the United States as a country fight 
back, against terrorism. 

This bill being brought to the floor 
tonight is in immediate response to the 
horror of Oklahoma City. But it is also 
this response to the realization that we 
all have, about what a very, very dan-
gerous world we live in today. Some 
thought that with the ending of the 
cold war we would be living in a safer 
world. But we all know today that is 
simply not true. Whether the terrorism 
comes from our own shores or is inter-
national terrorism, it is still horrible 
and we still must fight back. 

I would like to talk briefly tonight 
about one particular aspect of this bill. 
That has to do with the provisions in 
this bill that give local law enforce-
ment the resources and the tools that 
they need to fight back. I am specifi-
cally talking about the provisions in 
the bill that give local law enforce-
ment the resources to provide for 21st 
century technology. 

I have talked, Mr. President, on this 
floor during the last several weeks on 6 
or 7 different occasions about how 
very, very important it is, that local 
law enforcement throughout the coun-
try, where 95 percent of all criminal 
prosecution occurs, where 95 percent of 
all arrests occur, where 95 percent of 
all investigations occur, that the re-
sources be driven down to those local 
communities and those local law en-
forcement officers so that they have 
the technology, the DNA, the auto-
mated fingerprints, the ballistics, the 
criminal record, so that they have 
those tools so they can fight back. 

This bill takes a major provision of 
my crime bill—the crime bill, by the 
way, that is cosponsored by Senator 
HATCH as well as Senator THURMOND, 
Senator ASHCROFT—this bill takes a 
major provision of that bill and inserts 
it in this bill and provides $500 million 
that will go directly to local law en-
forcement to help them develop the 
data bases that they need, and that the 
FBI knows they need. 

This will, Mr. President, make a dif-
ference. It will help the government 
solve crime. It will help to save lives. 
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It will make a difference in fighting 
terrorism, and it will make a difference 
in fighting all kinds of crime. 

Last year’s crime bill, Mr. President, 
had a major provision that provided 
that very significant amount of money 
to the FBI to develop the national cen-
tral data base—DNA, fingerprints, 
identification of individuals, ballistics. 

When I traveled Ohio the last few 
months and talked to local law en-
forcement officers, one of things that 
they told me was that is all well and 
good, but if we cannot access that in-
formation, if we cannot get it, if we do 
not have the tools to bring it to law en-
forcement, it will not do any good. 

Several months ago, I visited the FBI 
and spent a day with them and spent a 
day with their experts in all of these 
different high technical fields. That, I 
found, is what local law enforcement 
had told me the FBI confirmed. That 
is, their fear is that local law enforce-
ment will not have the resources so 
that we all can develop this national 
data base. 

This is a unique role for the Federal 
Government. When we talk, Mr. Presi-
dent, about anticrime bills, anti-
terrorism bills, we always should first 
focus on what can only the Federal 
Government do. 

I submit, Mr. President, that the evi-
dence is abundantly clear that it is 
only the Federal Government that can 
establish this national base throughout 
the country. Now, why is that? Let us 
pretend that we are the sheriffs in 
Lawrence county, Ohio, or the chief of 
police in Ironton. 

Our ability to use these tools, to use 
these data bases, depends on three 
things. 

Number one, we have to have the 
ability or the resources there, and we 
have to put the information in. We 
have to do a good job. 

Number two, the FBI, of course, has 
to build up a national base, so we can 
access from a national point of view. 

But the third thing that we some-
times miss is that my ability —if I am 
the chief of police or a police officer in 
Ironton—to get information is depend-
ent not only on the local community, 
local police, local sheriff and local FBI, 
but also on tens of thousands of juris-
dictions across the country, because we 
live in a very, very mobile society. 
People move around; criminals move 
around. 

So what the Federal Government 
does and what we are doing in this 
bill—and again, I congratulate my col-
league from Utah and Senator DOLE 
the majority leader, for having the wis-
dom to listen to local law enforcement, 
to listen to the FBI when they say this 
is what we need, and to set aside a pro-
vision of this bill and to take that $500 
million and say it will go down to local 
law enforcement so that we can, as a 
country, develop this national data 
base. It will, in fact, Mr. President, 
make a very substantial difference. 

What are we talking about? What 
practical applicability does all of this 

have? You know, I have said many 
times, Mr. President, that we debate in 
this Congress—in the Senate and in the 
House —on the national news media a 
lot of things regarding crime that real-
ly do not make a lot of difference. But 
giving local police officers the tools 
that they need makes a difference. It 
matters. It is important. This is what 
the provisions of this bill truly do. 

What is the practical application? We 
have seen it on TV a lot in the last few 
in regard to DNA. One of the things 
that is sometimes missed is the fact 
that DNA can be used, and is used, 
every single day in this country to help 
clear from investigations innocent peo-
ple, so that someone does not stay the 
focus of a criminal investigation. DNA 
can be used for that. 

But the situation we have in this 
country today is that law enforcement 
officers throughout the country do not, 
as a rule, really have access to good 
DNA technology. The laboratories are 
not there. If the laboratories are there 
and they have access, there is waiting 
time. They have to pick only their top 
cases, only the highest priority cases. 

This bill will help solve that problem 
by establishing the resources so we can 
have DNA laboratories and experts who 
can come into court and testify, no 
matter where that crime is committed. 

How else does it help? Think how im-
portant it is if you are a police officer 
or a sheriff’s deputy, and at 3 o’clock in 
the morning you are following a car 
and, for some reason, you make the de-
termination you need to pull that car 
over, and you need to pull that car over 
on a dark road, away from civilization, 
away from people, and you do that. Is 
it not important that you know that 
when you run that license plate, that 
the information you get back on the 
ownership of that car is accurate? Is 
that not important? Is it not impor-
tant, or would it not be important if 
you are a police officer and you had 
just arrested someone and you wanted 
to determine really who that person 
was, and you did not believe them 
when they told you who they were, if 
you could take that person back to 
your police cruiser and take his or her 
hand and put it up against a screen and 
have those prints electronically trans-
mitted to a central data base, and 
within a matter of seconds know who 
that person really is? We have that 
technology today. It is not widespread 
because of the cost. But we have the 
ability to do that. 

Would it not be important for our 
children, for possible victims of sexual 
abuse, to be able to start as a country 
what some States are just now begin-
ning to do—that is, to develop a na-
tional data base, DNA data base of sex 
offenders? The sad truth is, Mr. Presi-
dent, that sex offenders have just about 
the highest repeat offender rate of any 
group of criminals. I think check forg-
ers and those who pass bad checks 
probably have about the same number 
of recidivism. But it is a little different 
when we are dealing with a sex of-
fender. 

I think it is important that every sex 
offender who goes into prison gets their 
blood taken. It is constitutional. We 
can do it. We just have not put the re-
sources behind it. We can take their 
blood and develop a national DNA data 
base of sex offenders. So when that per-
son comes out—as most of them do— 
and if that person commits another of-
fense—as many do, tragically—then we 
have that data base, and we have the 
ability to take any bodily fluid from 
the crime scene, anything, and match 
that up and make that DNA compari-
son. We will solve crimes, save lives, 
and we will convict sex offenders. 

Mr. President, I could go on and on 
with example after example. This 
money is important. We talk a lot 
about what matters in crime and what 
does not matter. The money provided 
in this bill, the provision that Senator 
HATCH and Senator DOLE have put in, 
when they have listened to local law 
enforcement and to the FBI—these pro-
visions are an integral part of this bill, 
a very important part of the bill. I con-
gratulate them and thank them for 
putting it in the bill because it will 
truly make a difference. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I com-

pliment the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio for an excellent statement and 
also the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina. As usual, Senator 
THURMOND really covers these matters 
as well as they can be covered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each. 

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

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO KITTY 
WILKA 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I want to take a moment to wish Kath-
leen ‘‘Kitty’’ Wilka of Sioux Falls, 
South Dakota, a happy sixty-fifth 
birthday. 

Mrs. Wilka was born Kathleen Kelly 
on May 25, 1930, in Larchwood, Iowa. 
On August 16, 1948, she married Bill 
Wilka, and, together, they have built a 
strong family of 12 children and, so far, 
28 grandchildren. Their son Jeff has 
worked in my Sioux Falls office for 
many years. 

On behalf of the entire Wilka family, 
as well as my wife, Linda, and my staff, 
I want to wish Kitty Wilka the 
happiest of birthdays. 

f 

RETIREMENT OF JAMES O. KING 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, throughout 
my career in public service, I have had 
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the good fortune of having a number of 
bright, loyal, and hard working indi-
viduals on my staff. One such indi-
vidual is James O. King, now serving as 
Democratic Staff Director of the Sen-
ate Rules Committee, who is retiring 
on June 7. 

Jim has been a very good friend to 
me for many years. He worked with me 
back when I served as Governor of Ken-
tucky, came with me to Washington as 
one of my Administrative Assistants, 
and was Staff Director of the Rules 
Committee for 8 years. 

He has served the Commonwealth in 
a number of roles in public administra-
tion, including working under no less 
than five Kentucky governors. In addi-
tion, he served in a number of capac-
ities in higher education in the Com-
monwealth, including Vice President 
for Administration and also Adminis-
trative Assistant to the President of 
the University of Kentucky. 

It seemed that no matter what job 
title he held, Jim was always working 
in public service, always trying to give 
something back. 

We here in the Senate have been re-
cipients of some of the fruits of his 
labor. Jim was a key person in 1988 to 
help the Committee review Senate 
rules and procedures. Under his direc-
tion, the Rules Committee has ad-
dressed a number of major pieces of 
legislation including the motor-voter 
bill and campaign finance reform. And 
all the while, he was still keeping a eye 
on the ‘‘nuts and bolts’’ of the Senate 
operation. 

Anyone who’s ever come in contact 
with Jim knows that he loves Ken-
tucky, its people and its way of life. 
And, from what I understand from reli-
able sources, he’s already getting in 
the swing of retirement by posting 
some of the best golf scores he’s had in 
recent years! 

We’re going to miss Jim on the Rules 
Committee. And I know I’m speaking 
for my staff, the Rules Committee 
staff, and the Senate as a whole, in 
thanking him for his good work and 
wishing him all the best for his retire-
ment. 

f 

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that 
November evening in 1972 when I 
learned I had been elected to the Sen-
ate, I made a commitment to myself 
that I would never fail to see a young 
person, or a group of young people, who 
wanted to see me. In the nearly 23 
years since that election night, I have 
been inspired by an estimated 60,000 
young people with whom I have visited. 

Most of them have expressed concern 
about the enormous Federal debt that 
Congress has run up for coming genera-
tions to pay. Almost without exception 
the young people and I discuss the U.S. 
Constitution which forbids that any 
President spend even a dime of Federal 
money that has not first been author-
ized and appropriated by both the 
House and Senate of the United States. 

Mr. President, I have been making 
these daily reports to the Senate since 
February 22, 1992. I began because I 
wanted to make it a matter of daily 
record the precise size of the Federal 
debt. As of yesterday, Wednesday, May 
24, the Federal debt stood at 
$4,887,785,166,023.46—$18,554.12 for every 
man, woman, and child on a per capita 
basis. 

f 

MR. JEFFERSON WAS RIGHT: GOP 
BUDGET PROVES IT 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, there has 
been a great deal of phony and highly 
partisan criticism of the Republican 
budget proposal—criticism which the 
liberal news media have hastened to 
circulate. However, polls show that the 
majority of American people are not 
misled, except those who insist that 
they are entitled to something for 
nothing. 

To their credit, Republicans in Con-
gress have delivered on their commit-
ment to come forth with a budget to— 
First, balance the Federal budget in 7 
years; second, cut Federal spending by 
$961 billion; third, eliminate 140 Fed-
eral departments agencies and pro-
grams; fourth, freeze salaries of Mem-
ber’s of Congress; and fifth, cut the 
Senate staff budget by 15 percent. 

Mr. President, the American people 
obviously realize the dire financial 
straits into which our Nation has 
plunged as a result of decades of irre-
sponsibility by those in charge of their 
Federal Government. But children un-
derstand the penalty for spending more 
money than they have in their piggy 
banks. 

I have an example to share, a poign-
ant letter from the sixth grade class of 
Swain County West Elementary School 
in Bryson City, NC: 

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: Our teacher 
shared with us your letter which men-
tioned the Federal debt as of March 14, 
1995, which was $4,846,819,443,348.28. 

We are amazed to see how large the 
Federal debt is and understand that 
anything that is ‘‘free’’, the working 
people pay for. We don’t have much, 
but our class sends this collection to 
you and ask that you put it in the fund 
to reduce the Federal debt. Our genera-
tion is going to have to reduce this 
debt and we would like to begin our 
part now. We really want to help our 
country and as sixth graders we under-
stand that you can’t leave it up to 
somebody else to take care of what we 
must begin now.’’ 

Mr. President, enclosed with this let-
ter came a check for $44.75, empha-
sizing the obvious if these sixth graders 
in North Carolina can recognize the 
importance of balancing the federal 
budget, why can’t Congress? 

Needless to say, I greatly admire 
these young people and their teachers. 
Implicit in their letter is an obvious 
question: If politicians cannot live up 
to promises to balance the budget, the 
politicians perhaps should be called 
home to smell the coffee, if I may be 

permitted to mix a couple of meta-
phors. 

Mr. President, it is difficult to re-
main silent amidst false charges by the 
President and various Senators of his 
party that the Republican budget will 
cripple Medicare, the health care sys-
tem upon which so many of our elderly 
have been encouraged to depend. Con-
trary to the false prophets, the Repub-
lican budget allows Medicare spending 
to increase each year by 7.1 percent. 

Mr. President, the American people 
should always have realized that there 
is no such thing as a free lunch. Thom-
as Jefferson said it best: 

To preserve our independence, we must not 
let our rulers load us with perpetual debt. 
We must make our election between econ-
omy and liberty, or profusion and servitude. 

Mr. Jefferson also warned: 

The question whether one generation has 
the right to bind another by the deficit it 
imposes is a question of such consequences 
as to place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should consider 
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity 
with our debts, and morally bound to pay 
them ourselves. 

Mr. President, that just about says it 
all, especially when one considers the 
moral injustice we are heaping upon 
our children and their children. This 
year Republicans made a promise to 
balance the budget. We should keep 
that promise. Balancing the Federal 
budget is simply a matter of doing 
what we were sent to Washington to 
do. 

f 

ERNEST K. KOPECKY 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Ernest 
K. Kopecky has served as construction 
manager for the Architect of the Cap-
itol and the Congress of the United 
States for 17 years. He began his serv-
ice in 1978 and will retire this year. His 
tireless and unselfish efforts have con-
tributed to the completion of many 
construction projects in the Capitol 
and in other buildings in the congres-
sional complex and in maintaining and 
preserving the structures that house 
the legislative and judicial branches of 
the U.S. Government. 

Under Mr. Kopecky’s direction, such 
notable and historically significant 
projects as the restoration of the ped-
estal for the Statue of Freedom that 
crowns the Dome of the Capitol build-
ing and restoration of the Bartholdi 
and Neptune fountains have been suc-
cessfully completed. 

As a dedicated public servant, Ernest 
Kopecky has set an example for others. 
His genuine concern for quality of 
work and efficiency of those he super-
vises, his willingness to assist others, 
and his reputation for responsive serv-
ice have brought great credit to the Of-
fice of the Architect of the Capitol and 
reflect positively on his colleagues in 
that office. 
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I congratulate Mr. Kopecky on his 

distinguished career and wish him well 
in his retirement. 

f 

COMMERCIAL SPENT FUEL 
STORAGE 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
dangerous nuclear leftovers from the 
cold war and the commercial spent fuel 
storage problem present the U.S. with 
two major environmental challenges. 
An explosion at the liquid high-level 
waste storage tanks at Hanford could 
result in a catastrophic nuclear acci-
dent, and electric utilities are running 
out of space for storage at commercial 
nuclear reactors. Although these are 
separate problems, the solutions are re-
lated. Unfortunately, President Clinton 
is AWOL (absent without leadership), 
and the DOE is playing legal games in-
stead of taking responsibility for tak-
ing the commercial spent fuel by 1998. 
It’s time for a comprehensive solution. 

First, let’s review the facts: 
Thirty thousand tons of spent nu-

clear fuel is being temporarily stored 
at powerplants at 75 sites. 

In less than 3 years, 23 reactors will 
run out of space in their spent fuel 
storage pools. 

By 2010, a total of 78 reactors will 
have run out of space. 

We’ve already spent 12 years and $4.2 
billion to find permanent high-level re-
pository and conduct site characteriza-
tion at Yucca Mountain. 

DOE will decide if Yucca Mountain is 
a suitable site for a permanent reposi-
tory in 1998. If it is, DOE will file for li-
cense in 2001. DOE has told us that the 
odds of the site being suitable are 
about 80 percent. However, DOE has 
also indicated that the odds of getting 
a license for a permanent repository 
under our existing laws are about 50-50, 
and probably much worse. These odds 
are not good enough to bet the tax-
payer’s money on. 

Still, the fact remains that, if after 3 
to 6 years more work at Yucca Moun-
tain, and a total expenditure of at least 
$9 billion on our nuclear waste disposal 
program, Yucca is either found not to 
be suitable or licensable, we have no-
where to turn. We currently have no 
contingency plan for waste storage. We 
will simply have to start over. 

Meanwhile, the President and DOE 
are dragging their feet. DOE has re-
cently issued a ‘‘Final Interpretation 
of Nuclear Waste Acceptance Issues,’’ 
reaffirming its earlier position that its 
contracts with the utilities to take 
waste by 1998 are not enforceable in 
court. DOE has also asserted that it 
has no authority under existing law to 
site an interim repository. DOE has 
missed the point. While DOE is focus-
ing on legal technicalities to avoid its 
obligations to the American people, we 
have had no suggestions from DOE re-
garding solutions to this problem. 

Although we have been told that 
DOE is studying the issue, all we have 
heard from the administration is a re-
fusal to support any pending legisla-

tion at this time. I have received no re-
sponse to my letter to the President re-
questing that the administration en-
gage on this issue in a meaningful way. 

Finally, the State of Nevada and the 
Nevada congressional delegation re-
main opposed to the location of any 
nuclear waste facilities in their State. 

It is time to take a comprehensive 
look at the problem based on two basic 
principles: First, the Government must 
meet its obligation to take spent fuel 
by 1998 or as soon thereafter as prac-
tical. The ratepayers have paid for it. 
They deserve performance, not excuses. 
Even if it is found to be suitable, Yucca 
Mountain will not be ready before 2010. 
Therefore, interim storage of spent fuel 
is needed. Although there is nothing 
unsafe about the storage of spent fuel 
at reactor sites, for reasons of both ec-
onomics and safety, we must consoli-
date our 74 spent fuel storage sites into 
1 or 2. 

Second, the U.S. must continue ef-
forts toward a permanent geological re-
pository. While we can keep alter-
natives such as deep seabed disposal 
and transmutation alive (if Yucca is 
found unsuitable), our long-term goal 
remains geologic disposal. 

This raises a more difficult question: 
Where do we locate central interim 
storage? I would suggest the best loca-
tion for an interim storage facility 
would meet the following criteria: 

Spent fuel should already be there. 
There should be adequate land area. 
The Federal Government should al-

ready own the land. 
There should be transportation infra-

structure. 
There should be a security infra-

structure. 
A skilled work force familiar with 

handling nuclear materials should be 
available. 

A nuclear safety/worker protection 
infrastructure should be in place. 

The location(s) should be in general 
proximity to the Nation’s reactors, i.e., 
one for the East and one for the West. 

The new economic activity associ-
ated with spent fuel management may 
address concurrent job losses. 

After all of these considerations are 
evaluated, the relative costs of the al-
ternatives should be taken into ac-
count. 

Locations that meet the above cri-
teria include some of our existing DOE 
weapons facilities. Geographically, the 
most likely candidates are Hanford and 
Savannah River. There are other im-
portant factors about Hanford, and Sa-
vannah River—each contain nuclear 
materials dramatically more dan-
gerous than spent commercial fuel 
safety contained in dry casks. For ex-
ample, Hanford has 61 million gallons 
of liquid high level wastes in 177 under-
ground tanks—some of which have 
leaked or are leaking. Under certain 
conditions, one or more of these tanks 
could explode, resulting in a cata-
strophic nuclear accident. Also at Han-
ford are 4,300 metric tons of plutonium 
in various forms and locations, con-

taminated reprocessing facilities, cor-
roding and possibly dangerous DOE nu-
clear fuels, and a contaminated pluto-
nium finishing plant just to name a 
few. Savannah River has five closed re-
actors, two contaminated reprocessing 
facilities, and a variety of liquid and 
solid radioactive wastes. 

Despite the very real environmental 
health and safety risks that exist at 
Hanford and Savannah River, fiscal 
pressures are forcing us to cut the 
overall cleanup budget even as we 
squander millions of dollars cleaning 
up low risk sites to comply with envi-
ronmental regulations designed for a 
perfect world. As Ivan Selin, Chairman 
of the NRC, said last week, 
Prioritization of the cleanup at DOE 
sites, based on an assessment of risk to 
the public and the cleanup workers, 
isn’t happening to the extent it should. 

Finally, Hanford and Savannah River 
already have spent nuclear fuel. Not 
the safe, stable nuclear fuel found in 
commercial power reactors—but mili-
tary fuel designed to be quickly reproc-
essed to make plutonium. When we 
abruptly shut down plutonium produc-
tion, this military fuel was left in 
limbo. Today it sits, corroding, in pools 
at Hanford and Savannah 
River . . . 206 metric tons at Savannah 
River, and 2132 metric tons at Hanford. 

To review the situation, we need one 
or two centralized, dry cask storage 
sites for spent commercial nuclear 
fuel, until Yucca Mountain or another 
permanent geologic repository is 
ready. We have spent military fuel at 
Hanford and Savannah River—along 
with a host of other environmental 
problems—that demand attention de-
spite declining dollars and misplaced 
priorities dictated by current environ-
mental statutes. Employment at Han-
ford and Savannah River is dropping. 
The local communities are feeling the 
economic pinch. the activity at Han-
ford and Savannah River is shifting 
from defense production to environ-
mental restoration. 

Hanford and Savannah River meet all 
the criteria listed earlier: 

Spent fuel is already there. 
There is adequate land area. 
The Federal Government already 

owns the land. 
There is transportation infrastruc-

ture. 
There is security infrastructure. 
There is an available, skilled work 

force that knows how to handle nuclear 
materials. 

There is a nuclear safety/worker pro-
tection infrastructure in place. 

Savannah River is conveniently lo-
cated with respect to civilian power re-
actors in the east, and Hanford is con-
venient to reactors in the west. 

The new economic activity associ-
ated with spent fuel management will 
help address economic declines in the 
area. 

The new dry cask storage facilities 
may even help safely contain the more 
dangerous spent military fuel that ex-
ists at both sites. 
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Overall costs of transportation and 

storage would appear to be lower at 
these sites. 

Therefore, I believe Hanford and Sa-
vannah River offer excellent sites for 
the temporary, dry cask storage of ci-
vilian spent nuclear fuel until a perma-
nent geologic repository is available. 
At this point, I would like to make 
clear my support for continued 
progress toward a permanent geologic 
repository. Hanford and Savannah 
River already have defense nuclear 
waste and spent nuclear fuel from de-
fense and research activities that is 
destined for the permanent geologic re-
pository. This proposal is intended to 
hasten the day that those wastes, as 
well as the civilian spent fuel, are sent 
away from the sites for permanent dis-
posal. I realize that at this time, no-
body wants to store nuclear waste. In-
centives must be offered. The commu-
nities near Hanford and Savannah 
River will understandably ask, what’s 
in it for us? 

I would be prepared to pursue bene-
fits for these communities if they are 
inclined to take spent commercial fuel 
on an interim basis only. First, I am 
working with several of my colleagues 
to develop legislation that will 
prioritize DOE cleanups in accordance 
with actual risks. That approach will 
result in Hanford and Savannah River 
being cleaned up faster, since many of 
the high-risk problems are located 
there. Second, I am encouraging the 
privatization of efforts to vitrify—or 
turn into glass—high-level liquid 
wastes at Hanford. This is the best way 
to stabilize the liquid tanks and make 
them safe. 

Third, we are offering new construc-
tion and economic activity associated 
with the construction and operation of 
an interim, above ground, dry cask 
storage site. This will help address the 
job losses and economic declines asso-
ciated with the end of defense-related 
activities at Hanford and Savannah 
River. Fourth, there are other arrange-
ments, including financial incentives, 
that can be considered. Whether or not 
DOE continues to exist as a Cabinet- 
level agency, its functions and oper-
ations will be significantly scaled 
back. As the various DOE sites com-
pete for the remaining missions, spe-
cial consideration could be given to a 
site that hosts the interim storage fa-
cility. Other benefits to communities 
agreeing to host an interim storage 
site can also be discussed. 

Finally, to provide assurances to the 
local communities of Richland/Pasco/ 
Kennewick, WA; Aiken, SC; and Au-
gusta, GA, that the interim dry cask 
storage sites are not intended to be 
permanent, work on Yucca Mountain 
will be continued. Remember, there is 
already spent nuclear fuel at these 
sites that is destined for a permanent 
geologic repository, when one is avail-
able. It is in the long-term interest of 
these facilities to participate in a pro-
gram that will take care of the imme-
diate problem so that the work on the 
permanent repository can go forward. 

In addition to selecting a site, there 
are four elements that we should in-
clude in a legislative bill dealing with 
spent nuclear fuel. First, in order to 
construct a central interim storage fa-
cility in a timely manner, changes 
must be made in the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act. These amendments should 
provide: that licensing of an interim 
storage facility can begin immediately; 
that the interim dry cask storage site 
can be constructed incrementally and 
that waste acceptance can begin as sec-
tions are completed; that the NRC will 
be the sole licensing authority; short- 
term renewable licenses to ease NRC 
rulemaking; and that DOE will be 
treated like a private licensee. 

Second, to help ensure that the spent 
fuel can be moved from reactor sites to 
interim storage as soon as possible, a 
transportation system must be devel-
oped. Legislative changes would pro-
vide: that utilities are responsible for 
obtaining casks; that DOE will take 
title to fuel at reactor site; that DOE 
will be responsible for delivery; and a 
clear regulatory regime related to the 
transportation of spent fuel. 

Third, to ensure that Yucca can be li-
censed, we should streamline licensing 
provisions, specifying repository per-
formance standards. 

Finally, fourth, a budgetary frame-
work must be established that ensures 
that the money put into the Nuclear 
Waste Fund by the ratepayers is avail-
able to the program in amounts suffi-
cient to achieve the first three goals in 
a timely and efficient way. 

These draft proposals outline a work-
able and efficient interim storage pro-
gram that would allow us to pursue the 
investigation of our permanent dis-
posal options, including a full study of 
the Yucca Mountain site. However, one 
lesson we have learned is that we can-
not put all of our eggs in one basket. 
We cannot solve every nuclear waste 
and spent fuel issue before this country 
in this Congress. However, we can set 
up the beginnings of a workable, inte-
grated nuclear waste management sys-
tem that will allow succeeding genera-
tions to apply new technologies to 
these problems. 

In conclusion, I have given a basic 
outline of principles Congress must ad-
dress if we are to solve these two major 
environmental problems. As chairman 
of the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources, I pledge to continue 
our goal of reaching a common sense 
and comprehensive solution. We’d like 
to do that with the help of President 
Clinton and his Department of Energy. 
So far, I have not seen sufficient indi-
cation they really want to be a part of 
any solution. Unfortunately, this issue 
is not one where America can be with-
out leadership. I will look forward to 
working with all of those who have an 
interest and concerns to resolve what 
is undoubtedly one of America’s most 
frightening problems, the management 
of waste left at DOE defense weapons 
facilities, while providing a legislative 
framework for DOE to meet its obliga-

tion to take possession of the Nation’s 
civilian spent nuclear fuel. 

f 

FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Majority Leader has indicated 
that, when the Senate returns from the 
upcoming recess, it will take up S. 652, 
the ‘‘Telecommunications Competition 
and Deregulation Act of 1995.’’ As my 
colleagues are aware, this is a very im-
portant piece of legislation dealing 
with many aspects of the complicated, 
fast-changing marketplace in tele-
communications and the many com-
peting commercial interests in that 
marketplace. 

Of great interest is the international 
marketplace in telecommunications 
equipment and services, which is ex-
tremely lucrative, and is subject to 
many of the same kind of barriers to 
entry for American companies that we 
see in other business sectors. Cur-
rently, the US Trade Representative, 
Ambassador Mickey Kantor, has initi-
ated a 301 case against the Japanese in 
the area of automobile parts, after 
years of frustration in trying to gain 
fair entry into the Japanese market— 
just as the Japanese have access into 
the American market, and the Senate 
has strongly endorsed this action. 
Similar problems exist in the tele-
communications field, and the bill as 
reported from the Commerce Com-
mittee includes a provision to protect 
our telecommunications companies 
from unfair competition. The provision 
requires that reciprocity is needed in 
the international marketplace, and in 
adjusting the rules for foreign owner-
ship of telecommunications services in 
the U.S., the host countries of those 
businesses seeking market access in 
the U.S. allow fair and reciprocal ac-
cess to our telecommunications pro-
viders in those nations. 

This is a case of fairness, and the 
Committee has wisely included needed 
leverage for the Administration to prod 
our trading partners into opening their 
markets. 

Given the highly lucrative nature of 
the telecommunications marketplace, 
the stakes of gaining market access to 
foreign markets are high. It should be 
no surprise that securing effective mar-
ket access to many foreign markets, 
including those of our allies, including 
France, Germany and Japan has been 
very difficult. Those markets remain 
essentially closed to our companies, 
dominated as they are by large monop-
olies favored by those governments. In 
fact, most European markets highly re-
strict competition in basic voice serv-
ices and infrastructure. A study by the 
Economic Strategy Institute in Decem-
ber of 1994 found that ‘‘while the U.S. 
has encouraged competition in all tele-
communication sectors except the 
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local exchange, the overwhelming ma-
jority of nations have discouraged com-
petition and maintained a public mo-
nopoly that has no incentive to become 
more efficient.’’ U.S. firms, as a result 
of intense competition here in the U.S., 
provide the most advanced and effi-
cient telecommunications services in 
the world, and could certainly compete 
effectively in other markets if given 
the chance of an open playing field. 
The same study found that ‘‘U.S. firms 
are blocked from the majority of lucra-
tive international opportunities by for-
eign government regulations prohib-
iting or restricting U.S. participation 
and international regulations which in-
trinsically discriminate and over-
charge U.S. firms and consumers.’’ 
This study found that the total loss in 
revenues to U.S. firms, as a result of 
foreign barriers is estimated to be over 
$100 billion per year between 1992 and 
the turn of the century. These are stag-
gering sums. 

Thus the administration has adopted 
an aggressive incentives-based strategy 
for foreign countries to open their tele-
communications services markets to 
U.S. companies. First, as my col-
leagues are aware, the negotiations 
which led to the historic revision of the 
GATT agreement and which created 
the World Trade Organization were un-
able to conclude an agreement on tele-
communications services. Thus, sepa-
rate negotiations are underway in Ge-
neva today to secure such an agree-
ment, in the context of the Negotiating 
Group on Basic Telecommunications. 
In the absence of such an agreement, 
we must rely on our own laws to pro-
tect our companies and to provide lev-
erage over foreign nations to open 
their markets. To forego our own na-
tional leverage would do a great dis-
service to American business and 
would be shortsighted—the result of 
which would be not only a setback to 
our strategy to open those markets, 
but pull the rug out from under our ne-
gotiators in Geneva to secure a favor-
able international agreement for open 
telecommunications markets. Indeed, 
tough U.S. reciprocity laws are clearly 
needed by our negotiators to gain an 
acceptable, effective, market opening 
agreement in Geneva in these so-called 
GATS [General Agreement on Trade in 
Services] negotiations. 

Second, the bill as reported by the 
Commerce Committee supports a strat-
egy to provide incentives for foreign 
country market opening by condi-
tioning new access to the American 
market upon a showing of reciprocity 
in the markets of the petitioning for-
eign companies. Current law, that is 
section 310 of the Communications Act 
of 1934 provides that a foreign entity 
may not obtain a common carrier li-
cense itself, and may not own more 
than 25 percent of any corporation 
which owns or controls a common car-
rier license. This foreign ownership 
limitation has not been very effective 
and has not prevented foreign carriers 
from entering the U.S. market. The 

FCC has had the discretion of waiving 
this limitation if it finds that such ac-
tion does not adversely affect the pub-
lic interest. In addition, the law does 
not prevent some kinds of tele-
communications businesses, such as 
operation and construction of modern 
fiber optic facilities or the resale of 
services in the U.S. by foreign carriers. 
Nevertheless, maintaining restrictions 
on foreign ownership is generally con-
sidered by U.S. industry to be useful as 
one way to raise the issue of unfair for-
eign competition and to maintain lev-
erage abroad. Therefore the bill estab-
lishes a reciprocal market access 
standard as a condition for the waiver 
of Section 310(b). It states that the FCC 
may grant to an alien, foreign corpora-
tion or foreign government a common 
carrier license that would otherwise 
violate the restriction in Section 301(b) 
if the FCC finds that there are equiva-
lent market opportunities for U.S. 
companies and citizens in the foreign 
country of origin of the corporation or 
government. 

Even though Section 310 has not pre-
vented access into our market, the ex-
istence of the section has been used by 
foreign countries as an excuse to deny 
U.S. companies access to their mar-
kets. The provision in S. 652, applying 
a reciprocity rule, makes it clear that 
our market will be open to others to 
the same extent that theirs are open to 
our investment. This is as it should be. 

Given the importance of this provi-
sion, and the tremendous stakes in-
volved in the future telecommuni-
cations markets worldwide, a number 
of issues regarding the provision have 
been raised, including the role of the 
President in reviewing FCC decisions, 
how the public interest standard 
should be applied, whether our nego-
tiators should have wide authority to 
exercise leverage among telecommuni-
cations market segments, to what ex-
tent Congress should be informed and 
involved in the developing policies 
which effectively define the American 
public interest, the impacts of the leg-
islation on the ongoing negotiations in 
Geneva for a multilateral agreement, 
what mechanisms are needed to ensure 
that promises for market access turn 
into reality by foreign nations—after 
the ink on an international agreement 
is dry—and several other matters. 

In order to clarify and develop a 
fuller understanding of the ramifica-
tions of the provision of S. 652, I wrote 
Ambassador Kantor on April 3, 1995, so-
liciting his views in five areas: First, 
the impacts of the provision on the on-
going telecommunications negotia-
tions in Geneva; second, the nature of 
foreign market behavior that would 
trigger action under the concept of rec-
iprocity in the bill; third, the likely re-
actions of foreign governments to the 
provision; fourth, the most useful role 
that the United States Trade Rep-
resentative can play in implementing 
the proposal in the bill; and, fifth, his 
suggestions for any changes which 
might strengthen the effectiveness of 

the provision. I received a very full 
reply from Ambassador Kantor on 
April 24, 1995, which I ask unanimous 
consent be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. I commend the Ambassador 
for his attention to this matter, and 
am sure that his reply will be useful to 
the Senate when the bill comes to the 
floor. I hope that the Senate will have 
a good debate on this particular provi-
sion, and hope that we will seize this 
historic opportunity to put into place 
effective reciprocity tools to truly 
open the world’s economies to opportu-
nities for American genius and labor. 

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

APRIL 3, 1995. 
Ambassador MICKEY KANTOR, 
U.S. Trade Representative, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: The Senate will 
soon take up S. 652, the Telecommunications 
Competition and Deregulation Act of 1995, to 
promote competition in the telecommuni-
cations industry. I am writing to solicit your 
views on the revision of foreign ownership 
provisions, specifically the revision to Sec-
tion 310(b) of the 1934 Communications Act. 

As you may know, the Commerce Commit-
tee’s reported bill would allow the FCC to 
waive current statutory limits on foreign in-
vestment in U.S. telecommunications serv-
ices if the FCC finds that there are ‘‘equiva-
lent market opportunities’’ for U.S. compa-
nies and citizens in the foreign country 
where the investor or corporation is situ-
ated. 

I would like to have your assessment of the 
impact of this provision for both enhancing 
the prospects of U.S. penetration of foreign 
markets, and for foreign investment in 
American telecommunications companies 
and systems. 

Specifically, what impacts and advantages 
can we anticipate will result from enactment 
of this provision on the ongoing negotiations 
in Geneva on Telecommunications which has 
been established under the GATT, to be in-
corporated into the General Agreement on 
Trade in Services? 

Second, which markets in Asia and Europe 
are now closed to U.S. telecommunications 
services in such a way that action on the 
basis of the concept of Reciprocity in the 
Senate bill is likely? What timeframes for 
such action, if any, would you contemplate? 

Third, what has been the position of na-
tions whose markets are closed to U.S. tele-
communications services in the way of justi-
fying their lack of access, and what likely 
reactions can we anticipate from those na-
tions as a result of this legislative provision? 

What role do you think can be most use-
fully played by your office in effectively im-
plementing the provision that has been rec-
ommended? 

Lastly, in analyzing the legislation re-
ported from the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee, do you have any suggestions as to 
how the provision might be strengthened to 
better serve the goal of opening foreign mar-
kets to U.S. telecommunications services 
and products? 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT C. BYRD. 
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THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 

Washington, DC, April 24, 1995. 
Hon. ROBERT BYRD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: This is to respond to 
your letter of April 3, 1995 regarding S. 652, 
the ‘‘Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act of 1995’’ and its proposed 
revision of Section 310(b) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934. The Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, State and Treasury have con-
curred in this response to your letter. 

The Administration and the U.S. tele-
communications industry are united in their 
support for Congressional action to revise 
the foreign ownership rules under Section 
310(b). As Vice President Gore indicated re-
cently to our G–7 partners, the Administra-
tion seeks legislation to allow us to open fur-
ther our common carrier telecommuni-
cations market to the firms of countries 
which open their markets to the American 
common carrier telecommunications indus-
try. This would contribute greatly to the de-
velopment of the Global Information Infra-
structure (GII). 

As you know, the U.S. leads efforts in the 
World Trade Organization (WTO) aimed at 
reaching a market-opening agreement on 
basic telecom services. The U.S. negotiating 
team—led by the USTR with representatives 
from the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
State and the Federal Communications Com-
mission—has successfully advanced U.S. ob-
jectives at the WTO talks. 

I have attached detailed responses to each 
of your five questions. By amending the leg-
islation as we suggest, the Congress would 
provide effective market-opening authority 
for both multilateral and bilateral negotia-
tions on basic telecommuncations services. 

We stand ready to work with you to de-
velop legislation which can serve our shared 
interest in a stronger U.S. economy and the 
development of the Global Information In-
frastructure. We would also be pleased to 
provide your staff with a briefing on the sta-
tus of major telecom services markets in 
Asia, Europe and Latin America at their 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL KANTOR. 

Attachments. 
1. Specifically, what impacts and advan-

tages can we anticipate will result from en-
actment of this provision on the ongoing ne-
gotiations in Geneva on Telecommuni-
cations which have been established under 
the GATT, to be incorporated into the Gen-
eral Agreement on Trade in Services? 

Answer: The U.S. maintains one of the 
world’s most open and competitive markets. 
Our objective in this negotiation is to obtain 
firm commitments regarding similar levels 
of openness in the markets of other impor-
tant trading partners. 

Legislation providing the Government 
with effective market-opening authority 
with respect to Section 310(b) could have a 
powerful positive effect on these talks. Sec-
tion 310(b) is regarded by foreign companies 
as a major barrier to market access in the 
United States. That perception is out of pro-
portion to the actual effect of Section 310(b). 
Authority to remove this restraint through 
international negotiations or on the basis of 
similar levels of openness could lead in turn 
to the removal of ownership restrictions and 
monopoly barriers to U.S. companies in key 
markets abroad. 

U.S. firms are successful global players in 
the common carrier telecommunications in-
dustry. Telecommunications companies in 
many major developed countries regard ac-
cess to the U.S. market as a strategic imper-
ative. Legislation providing the Government 
with effective market-opening authority is 

essential if we are to level the playing field 
for U.S. firms. This authority would greatly 
enhance the prospects for U.S. penetration of 
foreign markets—markets that now are 
sanctuaries for our companies’ top competi-
tors. At the same time, it would benefit the 
U.S. economy by greater openness to foreign 
investment in this growing sector. 

2. Second, which markets in Asia and Eu-
rope are now closed to U.S. telecommuni-
cations services in such a way that action on 
the basis of the concept of reciprocity in the 
Senate bill is likely? What time frames for 
such action, if any, would you contemplate? 

Answer: Most markets in Europe, Asia and 
elsewhere have monopoly arrangements 
which prohibit or restrict both foreign own-
ership of basic telecommunications infra-
structure and provision of basic services. For 
example, most Member States of the Euro-
pean Union have voice telephone service mo-
nopolies, which they plan to maintain at 
least until 1998. The European Union and its 
Member States may introduce reciprocity 
provisions on foreign ownership in the ab-
sence of a successful conclusion to the WTO 
negotiations. In Japan and Canada, foreign 
ownership of firms that own telecommuni-
cations infrastructure is restricted to 33 per-
cent. 

Foreign governments remain cautious 
about allowing competition to firms which 
remain state-owned or controlled. In the 
past these companies have been regarded 
mainly as state-managed sources of employ-
ment and demand for domestic high tech 
goods. 

Our key trading partners are much more 
likely to open their basic telecom services 
markets to U.S. companies in return for a 
balanced market-opening commitment by 
the U.S. which includes changes to the re-
strictions on common carrier radio licenses 
in Section 310(b). Unilateral action by the 
U.S. to eliminate these Section 310(b) provi-
sions would forfeit leverage vis-a-vis these 
countries. 

Effective market-opening legislation would 
reaffirm our commitment to the principles 
of private investment and competition and 
would allow us to challenge our key trade 
partners to embrace fully these principles. 

The WTO negotiations have a deadline of 
April 30, 1996. We seek market-opening ac-
tion within that time frame. 

3. Third, what has been the position of na-
tions whose markets are closed to U.S. tele-
communications services in the way of justi-
fying their lack of access, and what likely 
reactions can we anticipate from those na-
tions as a result of their legislative provi-
sion? 

Answer: Foreign markets are closed to 
U.S. firms, in varying degrees, mainly due to 
the worldwide heritage of natural monopoly 
in basic telecommunications services. The 
United States moved first to begin aban-
doning this approach over twenty years ago. 
The very successful American result in 
terms of increased information sector em-
ployment, fast-growing high-technology in-
dustries and better services to consumers 
and businesses has helped to motivate some 
key trading partners gradually to abandon 
monopoly as well. But progress has been in-
cremental at best, with most markets only 
allowing competition in data and value- 
added services. Very few trading partners 
have taken steps to liberalize their basic in-
frastructure and voice telephone service 
markets. Even the United Kingdom, which 
now has one of the most liberal basic tele-
communications services markets, still 
maintains a duopoly on facilities-based 
international services. 

Some trade partners regard global market 
access as a strategic imperative for their 
companies. Since the United States rep-

resents about one-quarter of the world 
telcom services market, we can expect these 
nations will seek to obtain the benefit of any 
market-opening steps offered by the U.S. In 
this way, we hope to negotiate an exchange 
of market-opening commitments in the WTO 
productively with these trade partners. 

Other significant trade partners which 
have inefficient telecommunications monop-
olies are faced with large unmet domestic 
demand for basic telecommunications serv-
ices. Nonetheless, they remain cautious 
about allowing competition. The WOT nego-
tiations offer an opportunity to harmonize 
and to expedite these parties’ transition 
away from monopoly and towards reliance 
on private investment and competition. 

4. Fourth, what role do you think can most 
usefully be played by your office in effec-
tively implementing the proposal that has 
been recommended? 

Answer: The Federal Communications 
Commission recently proposed to consider 
foreign market access in certain decisions 
affecting foreign-affiliated firms. The role of 
the Executive Branch as defined by statu-
tory reform of Section 310(b) should conform 
with the view expressed below by the Execu-
tive Branch in its recent comments on the 
FCC’s proposed rulemaking. In comments 
filed on April 11, 1995 by the Commerce De-
partment’s National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration on behalf of 
the Executive Branch, we stated, 

‘‘The Commission . . . has authority over 
the regulation of U.S.-based telecommuni-
cations carriers in interstate and foreign 
commerce, as well as concurrent authority 
with the Executive Branch to protect com-
petition involving telecommunications car-
riers by enforcing certain provisions of the 
antitrust laws. In carrying out its regulatory 
responsibilities, the Commission may help 
effectuate the policy goals and initiatives of 
the Executive Branch and promote U.S. in-
terests in dealing with foreign countries. Ac-
cordingly the Commission must accord great 
deference to the Executive Branch with re-
spect to U.S. national security, foreign rela-
tions, the interpretation of international 
agreements, and trade (as well as direct in-
vestment as it relates to international trade 
policy). The Commission must also continue 
to take into account the Executive Branch’s 
views and decisions with respect to antitrust 
and telecommunications and information 
policies.’’ 

The Administration plans to work with the 
Commission to establish a process to take 
the respective authorities of the Commission 
and Executive Branch agencies into account 
in making such determinations. 

5. Lastly, in analyzing the legislation re-
ported from the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee, do you have any suggestions as to 
how the provision might be strengthened to 
better serve the goal of opening foreign mar-
kets to U.S. telecommunications services 
and products? 

Answer: First, the legislation should pro-
vide the Executive Branch with leverage to 
negotiate greater openness, in conformance 
with the view expressed by the Executive 
Branch in its recent comments on the FCC’s 
proposed rulemaking. Otherwise, the legisla-
tion reported from the Senate Commerce 
Committee would make market access fac-
tors determinative, in a departure from the 
FCC’s existing public interest standard. 
Under the existing public interest standard, 
the government can exercise discretion with 
respect to foreign investors from otherwise 
unfriendly nations. 

Second, the bill should provide authority 
to conform with the obligations of a success-
ful outcome in the WTO negotiations. This 
would require the U.S. to make any new 
market-opening commitments on a most-fa-
vored-nation (MFN) basis within the frame-
work of the General Agreement on Trade in 
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Services (GATS). In order to provide effec-
tive leverage in these talks, legislation to re-
form Section 310(b) should explicitly provide 
for the Government to take on such an obli-
gation. If the WTO basic telecommuni-
cations services negotiations are not suc-
cessful, the U.S. will take a most-favored-na-
tion exception for basic telecommunications 
services under the GATS. 

Third, the bill’s market-segment-for-mar-
ket-segment approach should be dropped to 
allow market opening generally balanced 
among telecommunications services mar-
kets. 

Fourth and finally, the bill’s ‘‘snapback’’ 
provision is a unilateral provision to remove 
negotiated benefits which would be unac-
ceptable to us if proposed by other nations 
for themselves. It is unnecessary insofar as 
the FCC can already condition authoriza-
tions and reopen them if the conditions later 
are not met, consistent with U.S. inter-
national obligations. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the PRE-
SIDING OFFICER laid before the Sen-
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi-
nations which were referred to the ap-
propriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT ON THE STATE OF SMALL 
BUSINESS—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT—PM 53 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following messages 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Small Business. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to forward my second 

annual report on the state of small 
business, and to report that small busi-
nesses are doing exceptionally well. 
Business starts and incorporations 
were up in 1993, the year covered in 
this report. Failures and bankruptcies 
were down. Six times as many jobs 
were created as in the previous year, 
primarily in industries historically 
dominated by small businesses. 

Small businesses are a critical part 
of our economy. They employ almost 60 
percent of the work force, contribute 54 
percent of sales, account for roughly 40 
percent of gross domestic product, and 
are responsible for 50 percent of private 
sector output. More than 600,000 new 
firms have been created annually over 
the past decade, and over much of this 
period, small firms generated many of 
the Nation’s new jobs. As this report 
documents, entrepreneurial small busi-
nesses are also strong innovators, pro-
ducing twice as many significant inno-
vations as their larger counterparts. 

In short, a great deal of our Nation’s 
economic activity comes from the 
record number of entrepreneurs living 
the American Dream. Our job in Gov-
ernment is to make sure that condi-
tions are right for that dynamic activ-
ity to continue and to grow. 

And we are taking important steps. 
Maintaining a strong economy while 
continuing to lower the Federal budget 
deficit may be the most important step 
we in Government can take. A lower 
deficit means that more savings can go 
into new plant and equipment and that 
interest rates will be lower. It means 
that more small businesses can get the 
financing they need to get started. 

We are finally bringing the Federal 
deficit under control. In 1992 the deficit 
was $290 billion. By 1994, the deficit was 
$203 billion; we project that it will fall 
to $193 billion in 1995. 

Deficit reduction matters. We have 
been enjoying the lowest combined rate 
of unemployment and inflation in 25 
years. Gross domestic product has in-
creased, as have housing starts. New 
business incorporations continue to 
climb. We want to continue bringing 
the deficit down in a way that protects 
our economic recovery, pays attention 
to the needs of people, and empowers 
small business men and women. 

CAPITAL FORMATION 
One area on which we have focused 

attention is increasing the availability 
of capital to new and small enterprises, 
especially the dynamic firms that keep 
us competitive and contribute so much 
to economic growth. 

Bank regulatory policies are being 
revised to encourage lending to small 
firms. Included in the Credit Avail-
ability Program that we introduced in 
1993 are revised banking regulatory 
policies concerning some small busi-
ness loans and permission for financial 
institutions to create ‘‘character 
loans.’’ 

New legislation supported by my Ad-
ministration and enacted in September 
1994, the Reigle Community Develop-
ment and Regulatory Improvement Act 
of 1994, establishes a Community De-
velopment Financial Institutions Fund 
for community development banks, 
amends banking and securities laws to 
encourage the creation of a secondary 
market for small business loans, and 
reduces the regulatory burden for fi-
nancial institutions by changing or 
eliminating 50 banking regulations. 

Under the Small Business Adminis-
tration Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 1994, the Small Business 
Administration (SBA) is authorized to 
increase the number of guaranteed 
small business loans for the next 3 
years. The budget proposed for the SBA 
will encourage private funds to be di-
rected to the small businesses that 
most need access to capital. While con-
tinuing cost-cutting efforts, the plan 
proposes to fund new loan and venture 
capital authority for SBA’s credit and 
investment programs. Changes in the 
SBA’s 7(a) guaranteed loan program 
will increase the amount of private sec-

tor lending leveraged for every dollar 
of taxpayer funds invested in the pro-
gram. 

Through the Small Business Invest-
ment Company (SBIC) program, a 
group of new venture capital firms are 
expected to make available several bil-
lion dollars in equity financing for 
startups and growing firms. The SBIC 
program will continue to grow as regu-
lations promulgated in the past year 
facilitate financing with a newly cre-
ated participating equity security in-
strument. 

And the Securities and Exchange 
Commission’s simplified filing and reg-
istration requirements for small firm 
securities have helped encourage new 
entries by small firms into capital 
markets. 

We are recommending other changes 
that will help make more capital avail-
able to small firms. In reauthorizing 
Superfund, my Administration seeks to 
limit lender liability for Superfund re-
mediation costs, which have had an ad-
verse effect on lending to small busi-
nesses. Interagency teams have been 
examining additional cost-effective 
ways to expand the availability of 
small business financing, such as new 
options for expanding equity invest-
ments in small firms and improve-
ments to existing microlending efforts. 

We’ve also recognized that we can 
help small business people increase 
their available capital through tax re-
ductions and incentives. We increased 
by 75 percent, from $10,000 to $17,500, 
the amount a small business can de-
duct as expenses for equipment pur-
chases. Tax incentives in the 1993 
Budget Reconciliation Act are having 
their effect, encouraging long-term in-
vestment in small firms. And the em-
powerment zone program offers signifi-
cant tax incentives—a 20 percent wage 
credit, $20,000 in expensing, and tax-ex-
empt facility bonds—for firms within 
the zones. 

REGULATION AND PAPERWORK 
But increasing the availability of 

capital to small firms is only part of 
the battle. We also have to make sure 
that Government doesn’t get in the 
way. And we’re making progress in our 
efforts to create a smaller, smarter, 
less costly and more effective Govern-
ment that is closer to home—closer to 
the small businesses and citizens it 
serves. 

In the first round of our reinventing 
Government initiative—the National 
Performance Review—we asked Gov-
ernment professionals for their best 
ideas on how to create a better Govern-
ment with less red tape. One rec-
ommendation was that Federal agency 
compliance with the Regulatory Flexi-
bility Act—that requires agencies to 
examine proposed and existing regula-
tions for their effects on small enti-
ties—be subject to judicial review. In 
other words, they said we need to put 
teeth in the legislation requiring Fed-
eral agencies to pay attention to small 
business concerns when they write reg-
ulations. That proposal has been under 
debate in the Congress. 
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Federal agencies are already consid-

ering and implementing specific ways 
to streamline regulations and make pa-
perwork easier for small businesses to 
manage. For example, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) re-
sponded to small business owners and 
advocates who said that the agency’s 
toxic release inventory rule was espe-
cially costly and burdensome. In No-
vember 1994, the EPA announced a 
final rule that will make it easier for 
small businesses to report small 
amounts of toxic releases. 

And SBA has slashed the small busi-
ness loan form for loans under $100,000 
from an inch-thick stack to a single 
page. The SBA is also piloting a new 
electronic loan application that will 
involve no paperwork, but will allow 
business owners to concentrate on the 
business at hand—building a successful 
operation. 

When businesses are unable to suc-
ceed, no one is served by a process that 
entangles small business owners in an 
endless jumble of paperwork. Sweeping 
changes made to bankruptcy laws in 
the past year will help small businesses 
reorganize. Small firms with less than 
$2.5 million in debt may utilize a 
streamlined reorganization process 
that is less expensive and more timely. 

My Executive order on Regulatory 
Review provides a process for more ra-
tional regulation, and we’ve been lis-
tening to the concerns of small firms 
through a Regulatory Reform Forum 
for Small Business. Five sector-specific 
groups have made specific proposals for 
regulatory relief. These groups have 
said that a comprehensive, multi-
agency strategy, with better public in-
volvement, is probably the most cost- 
effective way to improve both the qual-
ity of regulations and compliance with 
them. The key is to make sure that 
Government serves small business and 
the American people, not the other 
way around. 

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE AND GOVERNMENT 
PROCUREMENT 

The reinventing Government initia-
tive also called for expanded use of 
electronic marketing and commerce, 
and we have made great strides in pro-
viding information about Government 
programs electronically. These meth-
ods will increase small business access 
to markets. 

Another area that has been sorely in 
need of reform is the Government pro-
curement process. In October 1994, I 
signed into law the Federal Acquisition 
Streamlining Act, which will change 
the way the Government does business. 
The law modifies more than 225 provi-
sions of procurement law to reduce pa-
perwork burdens, improve efficiency, 
save the taxpayers money, establish a 
Federal acquisition computer network, 
increase opportunities for women- 
owned and small disadvantaged busi-
nesses, and generally make Govern-
ment acquisition of commercial prod-
ucts easier. This report documents how 
small businesses are doing under the 
old system; my hope is that opportuni-

ties for small business success will be 
even greater once these reforms are in 
effect. 

HUMAN RESOURCES 
Beyond encouraging an economic en-

vironment that supports small business 
success, opening doors to capital re-
sources, buying more of our goods and 
services from small firms, and getting 
out of small business’ way, I believe we 
in Government have a responsibility to 
ask whether we are doing enough to en-
sure a healthy and adequately prepared 
work force. 

I remain committed to seeking a way 
to provide health insurance coverage 
for all Americans. As this report clear-
ly shows, the number of uninsured 
Americans is too high—and it’s grow-
ing. Millions of those citizens are in 
working families. And the sad fact is 
that many of those workers are in 
small businesses, which have seen their 
premiums and deductibles soar. We 
must make sure that self-employed 
people and small businesses can buy in-
surance at more affordable rates— 
whether through voluntary purchasing 
pools or some other mechanism. 

We also ought to be able to ensure 
that our citizens are adequately pro-
vided for when they reach the end of 
their working years. Here too, small 
firms have been at a disadvantage. Our 
proposed pension legislation exempted 
most small plans from compliance and 
reporting increases. 

And while our industries restructure 
and move from an age of heavy indus-
try to an information age that de-
mands new skills and new flexibility, 
we need to make sure that our work 
force has the skills and tools to com-
pete. That is why I proposed the Middle 
Class Bill of Rights, which would pro-
vide a tax deduction for all education 
and training after high school; foster 
more saving and personal responsi-
bility by permitting people to establish 
an individual retirement account and 
withdraw from it tax-free for the cost 
of education, health care, first-time 
house buying, or the care of a parent; 
and offer to those laid off or working 
for a very low wage, a voucher worth 
$2,000 a year to get the skills they need 
to improve their lives. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
We also want to empower small busi-

nesses to succeed in a global economy. 
One of the greatest challenges in the 
next century will be our international 
competition. Ninety-six percent of all 
exporting firms are small firms with 
fewer than 500 employees, but only 10 
percent of small firms export; therefore 
the potential for increasing small firm 
exports is significant. I believe the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
and the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade will benefit small firms in-
terested in expanding into inter-
national markets in this hemisphere 
and beyond. 

Lending to small exporters is being 
eased through reforms in the Export- 
Import Bank’s Working Capital Guar-
antee Program. New one-stop export 

shops are moving in the right direction 
to assist small firms by providing ac-
cess to export programs of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Export-Import 
Bank, and Small Business Administra-
tion all under one roof. 

HEARING FROM SMALL BUSINESS 
Small businesses are too important 

to our economy for their concerns not 
to be heard. That is why I have given 
the SBA a seat on the National Eco-
nomic Council and invited the SBA Ad-
ministrator in to Cabinet meetings. 

Over the past 2 years, my Adminis-
tration has been asking questions of 
small business owners and listening to 
the answers—seeking advice and guid-
ance from a diverse audience of busi-
ness leaders to determine the most 
critical problems and devise solutions 
that work. 

This year presents a special oppor-
tunity for small business persons to 
make their concerns known at the 
White House Conference on Small Busi-
ness, set to convene in Washington in 
June 1995. In State conferences leading 
up to the national conference, small 
business owners have been frank about 
their concerns. I look forward to hear-
ing their small business action agenda. 

I firmly believe that we need to keep 
looking to our citizens and small busi-
nesses for innovative solutions. They 
have shown they have the ingenuity 
and creative power to make our econ-
omy grow; we just need to let them do 
it. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 25, 1995. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:25 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 72. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment of the two Houses. 

At 2:36 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House disagrees to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 483) to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to permit 
Medicare Select policies to be offered 
in all States, and for other purposes, 
and asks a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon; and appoints Mr. BLI-
LEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
ARCHER, Mr. THOMAS, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. GIBBONS, and Mr. STARK as 
the managers of the conference on the 
part of the House. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 

on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 
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S. 333. A bill to direct the Secretary of En-

ergy to institute certain procedures in the 
performance of risk assessments in connec-
tion with environmental restoration activi-
ties, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104– 
87). 

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, with an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 291. A bill to reform the regulatory proc-
ess, to make government more efficient and 
effective, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
104–88). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. D’AMATO, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Bruce A. Morrison, of Connecticut, to be a 
Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Board for a term expiring February 27, 2000. 

J. Timothy O’Neill, of Virginia, to be a Di-
rector of the Federal Housing Finance Board 
for the remainder of the term expiring Feb-
ruary 27, 1997. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.) 

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: 

Ronna Lee Beck, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia for the 
term of fifteen years. 

John W. Carlin, of Kansas, to be Archivist 
of the United States. 

G. Edward DeSeve, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Controller, Office of Federal Financial Man-
agement, Office of Management and Budget. 

Linda Kay Davis, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia for the 
term of fifteen years. 

Eric T. Washington, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an Associate Judge of the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia for 
the term of fifteen years. 

Inez Smith Reid, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals for the term of 
fifteen years. 

Robert F. Rider, of Delaware, to be a Gov-
ernor of the United States Postal Service for 
the remainder of the term expiring Decem-
ber 8, 1995. 

S. David Fineman, of Pennsylvania, to be a 
Governor of the United States Postal Service 
for the term expiring December 8, 2003. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, I report favorably the attached 
listing of nominations. 

These nominations are to lie on the 
Secretary’s desk for the information of 
any Senator since these names have al-
ready appeared in the Records of May 
23, and 24, 1995 and to save the expense 
of printing again. 

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary’s desk were printed in 
the Records of May 23 and 24, 1995 at 
the end of the Senate proceedings). 

In the Army there are 2,538 promotions to 
the grade of second lieutenant (list begins 
with Thomas H. Aarsen) Reference No. 406. 

In the Marine Corps there are 5 promotions 
to the grade of second lieutenant (list begins 
with Christian R. Fitzpatrick) Reference No. 
409. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself, Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. PRESS-
LER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. HEF-
LIN): 

S. 851. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to reform the wet-
lands regulatory program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. BROWN, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DOLE, and 
Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 852. A bill to provide for uniform man-
agement of livestock grazing on Federal 
land, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. PACKWOOD, and Mr. HAT-
FIELD): 

S. 853. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to divide the ninth judicial cir-
cuit of the United States into two circuits, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY): 

S. 854. A bill to amend the Food Security 
Act of 1985 to improve the agricultural re-
sources conservation program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 855. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to revise the authorization for 
long-term leasing of military family housing 
to be constructed; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 856. A bill to amend the National Foun-
dation on the Arts and the Humanities Act 
of 1965, the Museum Services Act, and the 
Acts and Artifacts Indemnity Act to improve 
and extend the Acts, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 857. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to provide waiver au-
thority for the requirement to provide a 
written justification for the exact grounds 
for the denial of a visa, except in cases of in-
tent to immigrate; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 858. A bill to restrict intelligence shar-

ing with the United Nations; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 859. A bill to establish terrorist lookout 

committees in each United States embassy; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 860. A bill to require a General Account-

ing Office study of activities of the North/ 
South Center in support of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 861. A bill to require a General Account-

ing Office study of duplication among cer-
tain international affairs grantees; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 862. A bill to authorize the Adminis-

trator of the Small Business Administration 
to make urban university business initiative 
grants, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 863. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for increased 
medicare reimbursement for physician as-
sistants, to increase the delivery of health 
services in health professional shortage 
areas, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 864. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for increased 
medicare reimbursement for nurse practi-
tioners and clinical nurse specialists to in-
crease the delivery of health services in 
health professional shortage areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 865. A bill entitled the ‘‘Securities Act 

Amendment of 1995’’; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. KYL, 
and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 866. A bill to reform prison litigation, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. SIMON, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S. Res. 125. A bill honoring the contribu-
tions of Father Joseph Damien de Veuster 
for his service to humanity, and for other 
purposes; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 
S. Res. 126. A resolution to amend the Sen-

ate gift rule; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. Res. 127. A resolution to express the 

sense of the Senate on border crossing fees; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. Con. Res. 15. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress regarding the 
escalating costs of international peace-
keeping activities; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. Con. Res. 16. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that the Rus-
sian Federation should be strongly con-
demned for its plan to provide nuclear tech-
nology to Iran, and that such nuclear trans-
fer would make Russia ineligible under 
terms of the Freedom Support Act; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself, 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. DOLE, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, and Mr. HEFLIN) 

S. 851. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to reform 
the wetlands regulatory program, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

THE WETLANDS REGULATORY REFORM ACT OF 
1995 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce, along with 
several of my colleagues, the Wetlands 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1995. I am 
particularly pleased to have as the lead 
cosponsor Senator FAIRCLOTH, the 
chairman of the subcommittee of the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee that has jurisdiction over wet-
lands. Our bill will reform the section 
404 ‘‘wetlands’’ permitting program 
under the Clean Water Act by intro-
ducing balance, common sense, and 
reason to a Federal program that is 
causing unnecessary problems for my 
constituents—and I believe for many of 
our citizens around the Nation. 

In the closing days of the last Con-
gress, I introduced a wetlands bill, S. 
2506, so that my colleagues and other 
interested persons could review the leg-
islation and recommend improvements 
prior to reintroduction in the 104th 
Congress. I appreciate the efforts of 
those who took the time over the last 
few months to provide suggestions, 
many of which are reflected in the cur-
rent bill. 

Mr. President, the current section 404 
regulatory program has been designed 
less by the elected representatives of 
the people than by officials of the 
Corps of Engineers and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and by Fed-
eral judges. In 1972, the Congress en-
acted the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act. Section 404 of that Act pro-
hibited ‘‘discharges of dredged or fill 
material’’ into ‘‘waters of the United 
States;’’ without a permit from the 
Secretary of the Army. At the time of 
passage, ‘‘waters of the United States’’ 
was thought to be limited to the navi-
gable waters of the Nation. 

From this narrow beginning has 
come a rigid regulatory program that 
is devaluing property and preventing 
the construction of housing, the exten-
sion of airport runways, the construc-
tion of roads—often on lands that rare-
ly, if ever, have water on the surface 
but which, nevertheless, are viewed as 
‘‘wetlands’’ within the definition of 
‘‘waters of the United States’’. And I 
might add, Mr. President, that 75 per-
cent of the land that is being regulated 
through the Section 404 program as 
‘‘wetlands’’ or ‘‘waters of the United 
States’’ is privately-owned property. 

I do not believe that we, in Congress, 
intended for the Section 404 program to 
become a rigid, broad Federal land use 
program that affects primarily pri-
vately-owned property. Yet, the evi-

dence is clear to me that the Section 
404 program has become just that. 
Therefore, Mr. President, I believe that 
the time has come for the Congress to 
reform this program to focus Federal 
regulatory authority on those wetlands 
that are truly important functioning 
wetlands, to ensure that our citizens 
can obtain permits through a reason-
able process within a reasonable period 
of time, and to ensure that this pro-
gram is not denying people the use of 
their property unless there is an over-
riding reason to do so. 

Mr. President, the Wetlands Regu-
latory Reform Act of 1995 proposes sev-
eral key changes to the current 404 pro-
gram: 

First, the bill provides a statutory 
definition of a jurisdictional wetland. 
This is, of course, the crucial threshold 
question: what wetlands are subject to 
Federal regulation? And yet, one can 
read the entire Clean Water Act with-
out finding the answer to this question. 
Instead, the answer currently lies only 
in a manual prepared by the Corps of 
Engineers in 1987. I think it is high 
time that Congress make an explicit 
judgment on this matter and set forth 
a definition in the statute itself. 

The definition in our bill is essen-
tially this: there must be water on or 
above the surface of the ground for at 
least 21 consecutive days during the 
growing season. This is virtually the 
same as the definition in H.R. 961, 
which passed the House last week. 

During the debate in the House, it 
was claimed by opponent of the bill 
that this definition excludes a huge 
portion of the wetlands that are cur-
rently regulated. However, the claims 
varied widely, and did not appear to be 
based on solid evidence. Although I 
think that these claims are exagger-
ated I want to make sure that our defi-
nition does not exclude wetlands that 
are truly important. Therefore, I in-
tend to write to the Clinton adminis-
tration to ask them to provide the best 
evidence available regarding the effect 
of our definition on the amount and na-
ture of wetland regulated, both nation-
wide and in Louisiana. 

Second, this legislation will require 
that Federal jurisdictional wetlands be 
classified into three categories: high, 
medium, and low valued wetlands, 
based on the relative wetlands func-
tions present. Today, the Section 404 
program regulates all wetlands equally 
rigidly, whether the wetland is a pris-
tine, high-value wetland, a wet spot in 
a field, or a ‘‘wetland’’ in the middle of 
an industrial area. This treatment of 
wetlands defies logic and common 
sense. 

My legislation will require the Corps 
of Engineers to classify wetlands based 
on their functions, and then regulate 
them accordingly. Class A, high-value, 
wetlands will be regulated under the 
current ‘‘sequencing’’ methodology, 
which first seeks to avoid adverse ef-
fects on wetlands, then attempts to 
minimize those adverse effects that 
cannot be avoided, and finally calls for 

mitigation of any adverse effects that 
cannot be avoided or minimized. Class 
B, medium-value, wetlands will be reg-
ulated under a balancing test, which 
does not require the avoidance step. Fi-
nally, Class C, low-value, wetlands will 
not be regulated by the Federal Gov-
ernment, but may be regulated by the 
State if they so choose. 

Third, this legislation removes the 
dual agency implementation of this 
program, an aspect of the program that 
is particularly confusing and trouble-
some to our constituents. Today, the 
Army Corps of Engineers issues Sec-
tion 404 permits, but the Environ-
mental Protection Agency may veto 
the decision of the Corps to issue the 
permit. Although EPA actually exer-
cises its veto power infrequently, I un-
derstand that veto is threatened often, 
causing undue delays and repeated 
multi-agency consultations. My legis-
lation removes the EPA veto, and in-
stead simply requires the Corps to con-
sult with EPA before acting. 

Similarly, current law allows the 
EPA to veto permit decisions made by 
State that have assumed responsibility 
for the section 404 program. Our bill 
makes two changes to this regime. 
First, the Corps, instead of the EPA, 
becomes responsible for overseeing 
States that have assumed responsi-
bility for the program. This is done in 
order to consolidate responsibility in a 
single Federal agency. Second, the bill 
deletes the veto authority as an unnec-
essary interference with State adminis-
tration of the program. If the Corps de-
termines that the State is not imple-
menting the program appropriately, 
the Corps has the authority, which my 
bill does not change, to withdraw ap-
proval of the State program and return 
the program to Federal hands. But as 
long as the State is in charge, its indi-
vidual permit decisions should not be 
subject to veto from Washington. 

Fourth, mitigation banking is au-
thorized and encouraged by the bill as 
a sound means to return wetlands func-
tions to the environment. There are a 
number of mitigation banking projects 
now around the Nation. The experience 
with these projects is proving that 
mitigation banking holds great prom-
ise as a means of restoring, enhancing, 
reclaiming, and even creating wetlands 
to offset the wetlands disturbances 
that are permitted under the section 
404 program. Mitigation banking is the 
type of market driven mechanism that 
I believe we must incorporate in our 
national environmental laws if we are 
to achieve our national environmental 
goals. 

Finally, this legislation will require 
that steps be taken to provide notice to 
our citizens regarding the location of 
Federal jurisdictional wetlands. Re-
markably, Mr. President, the Federal 
Government is regulating over 100 mil-
lion acres of land, over 75 million acres 
of which is privately owned, yet there 
are no maps posted to inform citizens 
about the location of these lands. Per-
haps this would not be a problem if 
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Federal jurisdictional wetlands were 
only swamps, marshes, bogs, and other 
such areas that are wet at the surface 
for a significant portion of the year, 
and therefore relatively easy for our 
citizens to identify. But land that is 
dry at the surface all year long can 
also be a Federal jurisdictional wet-
land. 

Without maps and other notices, only 
the most highly trained technicians 
among our citizens can identify the 
subtle differences between lands that 
are not subject to the section 404 pro-
gram and those that are. Thus, many 
people have bought land for home sites, 
only to find out later that they have 
bought a Federal jurisdictional wet-
land and cannot obtain a permit to 
build their house. We owe our citizens 
better than that. 

My legislation will require the Corps 
of Engineers to immediately post no-
tices about the section 404 program 
near the property records in the court-
houses around the Nation, and to post 
maps of Federal jurisdictional wet-
lands as those maps become available, 
including the National Wetlands Inven-
tory maps that are being developed by 
the National Biological Survey. 

Mr. President, there are many other 
improvements of the current program 
in my legislation, including time lim-
its on the issuance of section 404 per-
mits, an administrative appeal process, 
and the designation of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to delineate wetlands on 
agricultural lands. 

As I mentioned, our bill has virtually 
the same definition of wetland as the 
House-passed clean water bill, H.R. 961. 
Although there are several other com-
parable provisions in the two bills, our 
legislation varies from the House- 
passed bill in at least one important re-
spect. Our legislation does not provide 
a mechanism for obtaining compensa-
tion from the Federal Government 
when private property is taken through 
the operation of the 404 program. I be-
lieve that the impact of the section 404 
program on private property rights is a 
very important issue. However, I also 
believe that compensation is an ex-
traordinarily complex and controver-
sial issue that overarches all environ-
mental regulations, not just those re-
lating to wetlands. Thus, rather than 
attempting to resolve the compensa-
tion issue in this bill, we have chosen 
to include provisions in the legislation 
that will help ensure that the Section 
404 Program does not result in takings 
of private property in the first place. 
Therefore, in addition to the many pro-
visions of the bill that will make the 
wetlands program more balanced and 
rational, it also directs Federal offi-
cials to implement the program in a 
manner that minimizes the adverse ef-
fects on the use and value of privately- 
owned property. 

I would be remiss if I did not com-
ment on the recently-issued study of 
wetlands by the National Academy of 
Sciences. The report reaches several 
conclusions that are reflected in this 

legislation. Specifically, it rec-
ommends the consolidation of all wet-
lands regulatory functions into a single 
Federal agency, a change that is cen-
tral to our legislation. It also rec-
ommends that regional variations in 
wetlands be taken into account, which 
our bill does. 

Some have suggested that the NAS 
study recommends against a classifica-
tion scheme such as is included in our 
bill, but I do not read it that way. The 
report states that: 

Some groups have suggested the creation 
of a national scheme that would designate 
wetlands of high, medium, or low value based 
on some general guidelines involving size, lo-
cation, or some other factor that does not re-
quire field evaluation. It is not possible, how-
ever, to relate such categories in a reliable 
way to objective measures of wetlands func-
tions, in part because the relationships between 
categories and functions are variable and in 
part because we still have insufficient 
knowledge of wetlands functions. (Emphasis 
added.) 

I read the report to warn against na-
tionwide classification schemes that do 
not take into account site-specific con-
siderations, a point on which I heartily 
agree. That is why our classification 
process is initiated only in connection 
with the consideration of a permit ap-
plication or upon a request for classi-
fication of a specific piece of property. 
The particular piece of property is 
classified after considering site-specific 
factors, such as the significance of the 
wetland ‘‘to the long-term conserva-
tion of the aquatic system of which the 
wetland is a part,’’ and the ‘‘scarcity of 
functioning wetlands within the water-
shed or aquatic system.’’ Thus, I do not 
see an inconsistency between the NAS 
report and our bill with respect to clas-
sification. 

Even if the NAS study could be inter-
preted as expressing concern about any 
classification scheme for wetlands, I 
would suggest that those concerns 
should not be dispositive. Scientists 
and lawmakers necessarily approach 
matters differently. Scientists are in 
the business of achieving a more per-
fect state of knowledge, while law-
makers are in the business of drawing 
regulatory lines and allocating societal 
resources based on the information 
available. While a scientist might pre-
fer to wait for more information before 
distinguishing among wetlands, Con-
gress cannot wait because the present 
regulatory scheme, which makes no 
distinctions among wetlands, is so 
clearly ineffective at balancing wet-
lands protection against other policy 
considerations. 

Mr. President, reforming the wet-
lands regulatory program will be one of 
my highest priorities in this Congress. 
I look forward to working with my col-
leagues and others in an effort to make 
the program work both for the environ-
ment and for our constituents. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I join 
with my colleague from Louisiana, 
Senator J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, in in-
troducing legislation today which 
makes major reforms in Sec. 404 of the 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
also known a the Clean Water Act. 

We all know Sec. 404 to be the wet-
lands regulatory program which has 
caused so much controversy and so 
many problems. I have heard countless 
complaints that the program has been 
implemented in an excessive and re-
strictive manner for years, imposing 
unfair hardship on landowners, busi-
nesses and local governments. 

It is long overdue that the Sec. 404 
program be reformed. It is long overdue 
that the program be balanced, reason-
able and fair. This bill attempts to 
achieve those objectives. 

One of the major features of the bill 
is its wetlands classification system. I 
wholeheartedly endorse classifying and 
regulating wetlands by the their value 
and function. 

All wetlands are not equal in value 
and function, yet for years they have 
been regulated that way. That way is 
wrong and we intend to change it. 

We do not have a wetlands classifica-
tion system in current law. To be fair 
and to strike balance and reason in 
wetlands regulation we must identify 
and regulate according to the very real 
differences in wetlands value and func-
tion. 

For the first time, wetlands would be 
divided into three classes of critical 
significance, Class A, significant, Class 
B, and marginal value, Class C. Each 
class is defined to distinguish the dif-
ferent values and functions found in 
wetlands. 

Classes A and B wetlands would be 
regulated because they provide the 
most valuable functions. A public in-
terest test would have to be met when 
regulating these two classes. Class C 
wetlands would not be regulated be-
cause they are of marginal value. 

Other major provisions of the bill in-
clude a definition of jurisdictional wet-
lands, expansion of wetlands regu-
latory exemptions and an expansion of 
regulated activities. Single agency pro-
gram jurisdiction and administration 
by the Corps of Engineers is estab-
lished. 

Also included in the bill are exclu-
sion of prior converted cropland from 
Sec. 404 regulation, USDA delineation 
of wetlands on agricultural land, and 
authorization of State permitting pro-
grams, and administrative appeals pro-
gram and a mitigation banking pro-
gram. Public information is required to 
be published about wetlands and their 
regulation at the Federal and local lev-
els. 

The bill’s policies attempt to strike a 
very simple and sound premise in regu-
latory policy, that is, balance, reason 
and, most importantly, fairness shall 
prevail. 

These policies attempt to balance re-
spect for the environment with respect 
for property owners, in whose posses-
sion lies an estimated 75 percent of our 
wetlands in the lower 48 states. 

In all that we do with regard to wet-
lands policy, we must always be mind-
ful and respectful of the fact that most 
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of our wetlands in the lower 48 States 
are privately owned. 

Thank you, Mr. President, for this 
time to announce my support for and 
sponsorship of the Wetlands Regu-
latory Reform Act of 1995. 

I hope the Senate can begin hearings 
on the legislation and hear solid testi-
mony so that a final bill can be crafted. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 
today I join Senator FAIRCLOTH and 
Senator JOHNSTON and others, in intro-
ducing legislation that addresses a 
major concern of landowners, farmers, 
businesses, and average citizens 
throughout the United States. The con-
cern is wetlands. 

Just last week, during consideration 
of the Clean Water Act, the House of 
Representatives passed major revisions 
to our Federal wetlands laws. It is now 
the Senate’s turn to address this major 
issue. As Chairman of the Senate Sub-
committee on Wetlands, Senator FAIR-
CLOTH will direct Senate efforts to 
bring much needed common sense to 
our Federal wetlands laws. Very few 
Federal issues are more critical to 
South Dakota property owners. There-
fore, I look forward to working with 
Senator FAIRCLOTH in making sure re-
forms are adopted during this Con-
gress. 

Mr. President, current wetlands law 
is too broad. It is causing too many 
problems throughout the country. Con-
gress has never passed a comprehensive 
law defining wetlands. Without such a 
definition, Federal agencies have been 
recklessly pursuing control over pri-
vate property in the name of saving 
wetlands. The time to act has come. 

Earlier this year, I introduced S. 352, 
The Comprehensive Wetlands Con-
servation and Management Act of 1995. 
A number of the provisions in my legis-
lation already have been adopted by 
the House, as part of its reforms on 
wetlands. Also, I am pleased that most 
of S. 352 is incorporated in the bipar-
tisan bill we are introducing today. 

By introducing a bipartisan bill, one 
message is made clear: Meaningful wet-
lands reform must be adopted this 
year. 

One issue I reserve the right to ad-
dress during future Senate debate on 
wetlands reform is adequate compensa-
tion for private property owners. 
Whenever the Federal Government 
takes land away from private property 
owners, or significantly reduces the use 
of private property, compensation is in 
order. There is no compensation provi-
sion in the bill being introduced today. 
However, I intend to raise this issue 
during floor debate on this subject. 
Compensation to private property own-
ers should be included in meaningful 
wetlands reform. 

The primary purpose of today’s legis-
lation is to clearly define wetlands in 
law and regulation. What the Federal 
Government should, or should not be 
doing in this area needs to be clearly 
defined. 

In addition, efforts must be made to 
ensure that any fine or penalty is in 

line with violations. Many violations 
are incidental and can be quickly re-
paired. Penalties should fit the crime. 
The bill we are introducing today 
would set that kind of standard. 

The bill would require certain cri-
teria to be met and verified before an 
area can be regulated as a wetland. 
Such an approach would be more reli-
able in identifying true wetlands. It 
would prevent field inspectors from 
mistakenly classifying as wetland dry, 
upland areas that drain effectively. It 
also would eliminate a major source of 
confusion and abuse caused by current 
regulations. 

This bill also would give States and 
local governments the authority to tai-
lor the wetlands regulatory program to 
their own special circumstances. This 
is greatly needed. 

The bill also would clarify current 
agricultural exemptions and provide 
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
identify agricultural lands that are 
wetlands. 

Mr. President, the time has come for 
the Senate to adopt wetlands reform. 
Only through the kind of commonsense 
and balanced approach proposed in this 
bill can the Nation’s agricultural, busi-
ness, environmental, and individual in-
terests be properly addressed. 

Mr. President, thousands of South 
Dakotans have written, called, or vis-
ited with me about the lack of defini-
tion of wetlands and the haphazard 
rules and regulatory overkill taken by 
the Federal Government. They rightly 
are concerned about the impact of the 
current system on their ability to run 
their farms and businesses. South Da-
kotans are law-abiding citizens who 
stand for fairness and balance in the 
enforcement of the law. South Dako-
tans are conscientious stewards of the 
land they have cared for and cultivated 
for generations. They believe the time 
has come for a fair, balanced approach 
that protests the environment as well 
as private property. I believe the bill 
we are introducing today responds to 
this call for fairness from South Da-
kota and across America. 

Action on this issue is essential. I 
urge my colleagues to take a close look 
at this bill and join in supporting it. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. BURNS, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
DOLE, and Mr. GRAMM): 

S. 852. A bill to provide for uniform 
management of livestock grazing on 
Federal land, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

THE LIVESTOCK GRAZING ACT OF 1995 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, over 

the past several years, a series of legis-
lative and administrative actions have 
haunted the Federal lands ranchers. A 
cloud has been hanging over their live-
lihoods. Today, with the introduction 

of the Livestock Grazing Act of 1995 
[LGA], we intend to roll back that 
cloud. 

In the wings, however, there awaits 
an onerous proposal that will jeop-
ardize the very fabric of the Federal 
lands rancher’s livelihood. On August 
21, 1995, Secretary Babbitt’s Rangeland 
Reform ’94 proposal becomes final. Ear-
lier this year, the Secretary agreed to 
provide a 6-month window of oppor-
tunity for Congress to deliberate over 
the concerns raised during the 2-year 
debate on the proposed rule. LGA is the 
product of that temporary stay; it is a 
product that will provide stability for 
ranchers across the West. 

Many issues have been addressed in 
our bill. For example, issues such as 
public input into the management of 
our Federal lands; standards and guide-
lines that will reflect the diversity of 
the western rangelands; and incentive 
for permitees to contribute private dol-
lars to betterment of our Federal 
lands; a fair method in gaining owner-
ship and control of water rights; a sub-
leasing provision that will help the el-
derly and family ranchers; and, a graz-
ing fee formula that will generate more 
revenue for the American taxpayers. 

There are many more aspects of this 
legislation, nevertheless, I am going to 
focus on the new grazing fee and the 
formula that will generate an increase 
in revenue to the Treasury. 

Although the grazing fee does not af-
fect the condition of our rangelands, I 
did make a commitment to increase 
the grazing fee during the October de-
bate on Rangeland Reform ’94. Today, 
through this legislation that pledge 
has been honored. LGA includes a graz-
ing formula that will provide for a fair 
return for the utilization of our Fed-
eral lands. 

In the past, the Federal lands grazing 
fee was based on a formula that was 
too complex and subject to many inter-
pretations. A simpler and more under-
standable fee formula will help ensure 
a greater amount of stability to the 
Federal lands ranchers. 

The LGA fee establishes a fee for-
mula that is based on the gross value 
of production for cattle. Although this 
formula is based solely on the value of 
production for cattle, an adjustment 
has been made to take into consider-
ation the differential in the production 
value between a cow and animals that 
are not as large. This adjustment will 
not increase the numbers of sheep and 
goats on the Federal lands, but will 
merely take into account the consider-
able differences between the cattle 
prices and the other two commodities. 

This Gross Return Fee formula is 
based on the premise that the western 
Federal lands rancher should pay a fair 
percentage of gross production value 
that is gained by use of the Federal 
lands. Two key features of this formula 
are that the fee approximates the value 
of the forage from the gain in produc-
tion value, and that it provides a fair 
return to the Federal Government for 
that forage. 
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Mr. President, this formula is simple. 

As I explained earlier, the current fee 
is convoluted. Establishing the grazing 
fee as a percentage of return will as-
sure that livestock ranchers are as-
sessed on the same basis of many other 
public lands users.se 

As you may know, forage has no 
readily identifiable market value until 
it is converted into beef, wool, mutton, 
or some other salable animal product. 
Federal lands ranchers will—and 
have—willingly pay for the oppor-
tunity to utilize this forage on Federal 
lands to attain a gross value of live-
stock grazing on those lands. The Gross 
Return Fee recognizes the value of the 
end product by establishing the grazing 
fee as a percentage of this value. 

The Gross Return Fee is critical to 
the continued viability of the western 
livestock industry. Ranchers are the 
family farmers of the West. The estab-
lishment of a fair and equitable grazing 
fee formula is critical to their survival. 

Additionally, the rancher is key to 
the rural western economy. Every dol-
lar a rancher spends yields an esti-
mated $5 in economic activity through-
out the West. This economic activity is 
critical to social fabric west, old or 
new. 

In closing, Mr. President, the fee is 
only one component of this legislation. 
The other aspects of this bill will be 
addressed by the cosponsors of this leg-
islation. Furthermore, a companion 
measure is currently ready for intro-
duction in the House of Representa-
tives. This will allow the Livestock 
Grazing Act of 1995 to be examined in 
full by both bodies of Congress. I look 
forward to moving this legislation 
through both Houses of Congress and 
removing the cloud that has been hang-
ing over the Federal lands rancher. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I along 
with 14 of my colleagues am intro-
ducing the Livestock Grazing Act. This 
bill is intended to establish the policy 
guidelines for grazing of livestock on 
Federal lands in the Western States. 

This bill is needed to resolve the on-
going debate over rangeland reform 
and the establishment of fees. I strong-
ly believe the Congress must address 
this issue and resolve the ongoing de-
bate over western rangeland manage-
ment. We must assure that the exten-
sive Federal lands in the West have a 
grazing policy that allows the families 
who depend on these lands to continue 
to use these lands to make their liveli-
hoods. 

We have crafted a bill that addresses 
the numerous issues that have arisen 
on grazing on the public lands. This 
bill is a product of extensive discus-
sions with members of the grazing and 
academic community. It addresses both 
rangeland reform and the fee issue. 

It is my intention to hold hearings in 
the Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources Subcommittee that I chair in 
the early summer and then to prompt-

ly move a bill. I am pleased that the 
other body has a similar schedule. 

It is my intention to resolve this 
long-standing issue in a way that 
strengthens the economic base of the 
rural ranching West. I will work with 
my colleagues to assure that such a 
bill is passed into law. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the introduction of 
the livestock grazing bill offered by 
Senator DOMENICI, myself, and others. 
This is a bill that will allow us to set 
the stage for the future grazing and 
land use access of the livestock indus-
try. This is extremely important in the 
West, and in particular my State of 
Montana. This is a bill that will pro-
vide security and stability to the live-
stock producers—those people who live, 
and work 365 days a year, on or near 
the public lands. 

For years there has been debate on 
the purpose and scope of the intent of 
the language that a grazing bill would 
offer. Many people have attempted to 
make this a single issue bill. This at-
tempt may be the case, to those who, 
do nothing more than depend upon the 
farmer and rancher for the food and 
fiber they enjoy in their daily lives. 
But to the rancher, or anybody or any 
group this is the first step to creating 
some sense of stability for them on 
public lands. For the rancher, this is 
the first step they have seen, that will 
provide them with the security they 
need to operate their grazing permits 
with the sense of purpose and a future. 
The purpose of this bill is to provide a 
future for those hard-working men and 
women that provide the best and least 
expensive food supply to this Nation 
and the world. 

Too many times the ability of these 
people to use the public lands has been 
threatened by forces who neither care 
about the vitality and well-being of the 
communities. People who have no idea 
of what the issue is. This is an issue of 
allowing producers and permit holders 
to use the land. For it is in this use 
that the land is made healthy, that our 
country thrives, and the public is pro-
vided an opportunity to put back some-
thing into the land. 

In the recent past in my State of 
Montana this land use has been threat-
ened by special interests. Interest 
groups with no understanding of what 
grazing and the livestock industry are 
all about. In a little known area, called 
the Bitterroot Forest, history was 
made by the stand that the permit 
holders made in defending their rights 
to use and graze public lands. However, 
this action cost the Federal Govern-
ment thousands of dollars and strained 
the relations between the land use 
groups and the Government. All this 
action was brought on, due to the re-
quirements of the land managers to 
complete certain environmental re-
quirements. Requirements set forth 
under the provisions in the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

This case was developed as a result of 
the failure of the Federal Government 
of complete NEPA compliance on per-
mit holders allotments. As a result, it 
threatened the ability of this par-
ticular group of ranchers to work, to 

graze cattle, and provide for their fam-
ilies. The permit holders, in this exam-
ple and many more like it, were held 
hostage to the whims and of the special 
interest groups and the Federal courts. 
Held hostage by the very laws that 
were designed to protect them and 
their way of living. I find it ironic that 
those permit holders suffered financial 
loss and mental anguish. They were the 
only ones who did. All other interests 
including the Forest Service personnel 
who were charged to do the required 
work, did not lose a pay check. 

Under the language in this bill we 
have provided for the security of the 
permit holders, and the health and fu-
ture of the land. In this bill we con-
tinue to use the land management 
plans as a way to protect the land, and 
at the same time give the permit hold-
ers an opportunity to have access to 
the land for their use. 

Mr. President, this bill is the first 
step to developing working arrange-
ments between the Government and 
the people on the land. It is an oppor-
tunity to have all parties working to-
gether to set the standards for what is 
best for the land and the people of this 
country. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my support for the Live-
stock Grazing Act introduced by my 
colleague and good friend, Senator 
DOMENICI. He and his staff—especially 
Marron Lee—have done an outstanding 
job leading the charge for responsible 
grazing fee reform. I commend them 
for working so doggedly to produce the 
best bill possible. 

Mr. President, I say ‘‘best bill pos-
sible’’ because there cannot be a per-
fect bill. With the number of diverse 
interests represented throughout our 
great American West, no legislation in 
this area will satisfy everyone. But 
truly, the widespread support for this 
bill has been impressive. 

Of course, I have heard some rum-
blings of discontent from those wishing 
to modify specific portions of this leg-
islation. I ask those individuals to 
work with us, to let us know your 
thoughts as this bill moves through the 
committee process. We will do our best 
to attend to your concerns. There are, 
however, certain things we must all 
bear in mind. First, this bill is by far 
better than the alternative of having 
no bill, and second, we must not turn 
this bill into a ‘‘Christmas wish list.’’ 
Doing so could spell defeat for this leg-
islation and, in turn, subject our west-
ern livestock industry to an uncertain 
future. 

I am most pleased by a number of 
provisions contained in this legislation 
that will benefit the Wyoming ranch-
ing industry. I would like to quickly 
address a few of these. 

First, the bill will allow ranchers to 
own, in proportion to their investment 
in the overall cost, title to improve-
ments located on Federal lands. This is 
far more fair than the administration’s 
regulations requiring ranchers to pay 
for the improvement, while 
cedingownership with the Government. 
Mr. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00097 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7502 May 25, 1995 
President, that alternative is wrongly 
conceived. It amounts simply to a form 
of tax on our ranchers, taking their 
scarce assets and transferring them to 
the Federal Government. 

We also address the critical issue of 
water rights. The Western States are 
not blessed with the almost unlimited 
supply of water that our Eastern neigh-
bors enjoy. Western water law was cre-
ated to manage this precious resource. 
Much of this law predates the birth of 
many of our Western States and works 
very well without the help of the Fed-
eral Government, thank you. This leg-
islation directs Federal agencies to re-
spect established State water law. 

This legislation, unlike the adminis-
tration’s regulations, will leave certain 
aspects of rangeland management in 
the hands of those who have been re-
sponsible stewards of the public lands 
for over 100 years—the permittees, les-
sees, and landowners. Additionally, the 
new resource and grazing advisory 
council structure will allow other in-
terests representing recreation and the 
environment to be adequately rep-
resented in the management process. 

Finally, this legislation addresses the 
ever-contentious fee issue. Recall that 
not too long ago, many in this distin-
guished body were concerned that the 
ranching community was not paying a 
fair price for the opportunity to graze 
livestock on the public lands. This leg-
islation will fairly increase that fee but 
keep it short of levels that would 
quickly bankrupt many hard-working 
families. 

Mr. President, our American ranch-
ing industry has been a unique way of 
life for well over 100 years. Through the 
enactment of responsible legislation we 
can ensure that this industry, while 
still facing a number of significant 
challenges, will at least have a chance 
to remain viable well into the next 
century. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Ameri-
cans rely on Federal lands for a wide 
variety of purposes. Among them is 
rangeland for livestock grazing. As we 
look to the future use of these lands, it 
is incumbent upon us to implement 
commonsense policies that allow 
ranchers to graze livestock on these 
public rangelands while managing 
them in a manner that is consistent 
with long-term, sustainable use. 

During the last 2 years, debate has 
raged over the appropriate regulation 
of Federal grazing lands. Environ-
mentalists and those ranchers who 
graze on private land have argued for a 
more realistic fee system, one that 
links the grazing fee to the private 
land lease rate. Some have advocated 
stronger stewardship requirements. 
Meanwhile, as grazing policy remains 
unresolved, we have seen cattle prices 
drop and too many ranchers teetering 
on the edge of financial viability. 

There needs to be some fair and rea-
sonable ground upon which agreement 
can be reached that ensures public con-
fidence in the management and use of 
the Federal lands, while allowing 

ranchers the certainty that, by work-
ing hard and playing by the rules, the 
Federal lands will provide an oppor-
tunity to earn a decent living. In short, 
the time has come to conclude this 
long debate and establish realistic 
grazing standards once and for all. 

Secretary Babbit’s Rangeland Re-
form proposals have called attention to 
this important issue and, at the same 
time, generated considerable con-
troversy. While an open discussion of 
grazing reform is needed, a rising tide 
of misunderstanding and distrust has 
hampered the development of a broadly 
supportable solution. 

Today, Senator DOMENICI is intro-
ducing the Livestock Grazing Act, 
which is intended to provide much 
needed closure to this debate as well as 
certainty for the many ranchers who 
rely on the Federal lands for grazing. I 
commend Senator DOMENICI for invest-
ing the hard work and energy in meet-
ing with the ranching community and 
fashioning a bill that enjoys their sup-
port. His bill represents an essential 
step in moving grazing reform to clo-
sure. 

I support much of the Domenici bill. 
It provides a valuable framework for 
addressing the critical issues of the fee, 
range management, and oversight, and, 
ultimately, I expect it to provide the 
foundation for the development of a 
balanced and reasonable approach to 
stewardship that addresses legitimate 
concerns of all interested groups. 

For example, I call attention to the 
provision in the bill that establishes 
separate management of the national 
grasslands under the Department of 
Agriculture. This initiative will help 
ensure that management of those lands 
is as sensitive as possible to the unique 
needs of ranchers. 

Currently, grasslands are subjected 
to rules and procedures that make 
sense for large expanses of national for-
ests but not necessarily for grazing. In 
South Dakota, most ranchers who 
graze cattle on Federal lands do so on 
Forest Service lands. Ranchers in my 
home State feel a separate manage-
ment unit for grasslands will allow 
them to ranch better. This legislation 
will accomplish that important objec-
tive. 

Congress’ challenge is to strike a bal-
ance between the recognition of re-
gional environmental differences and 
the need to ensure a basic level of envi-
ronmental protection. It is to reform 
the grazing fee, without putting an un-
tenable financial squeeze on hard- 
working ranchers. And it is to strike a 
balance between the desire to provide 
an opportunity for input into range 
management decisions from the gen-
eral public and the recognition that 
these decision have special ramifica-
tions for the economic security of 
those using the land. 

We have not yet achieved that bal-
ance. But I am optimistic that we can, 
and I will devote my energies to work-
ing with Senator DOMENICI and others 
toward that goal. 

This is one of the reasons I have in-
vited Secretary of Agriculture Dan 
Glickman to visit with South Dakota 
ranchers next week in Rapid City. I 
want Secretary Glickman to hear first 
hand how those whose livelihoods are 
affected by Federal land management 
policies feel about the grazing issue. 
Their experience must be part of the 
solution sought in this debate. 

Senator DOMENICI has expressed a de-
sire to move grazing reform legislation 
with bipartisan support. While some 
initial concern has been raised that the 
Livestock Grazing Act, as currently 
drafted, may not yet achieve the bal-
ance needed to ensure consideration of 
all legitimate interests in the manage-
ment of the range, he has given Con-
gress a solid place to start. I hope that, 
in the weeks to come, any contentious 
issues can be worked out to the mutual 
satisfaction of all interested parties, 
and that we can move to enact legisla-
tion with broad-based support. 

My goal is to pass Federal grazing re-
form. I am confident this Congress can 
achieve that goal. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the legisla-
tion introduced by Senator DOMENICI, 
the Livestock Grazing Act. This bill is 
a reasonable proposal that will allow 
livestock producers in the West to con-
tinue to operate on public lands and 
will protect the public range for mul-
tiple-use purposes. 

Today, western livestock producers 
are encountering many challenges. In 
addition to struggling because of low 
market prices for many products and 
fighting losses from predators, live-
stock producers in the West are now 
faced with regulations proposed by In-
terior Secretary Bruce Babbitt that 
will put them out of business. Sec-
retary Babbitt’s so-called ‘‘Rangeland 
Reform ’94’’ proposal to reform public 
land grazing practices is nothing but a 
thinly veiled attempt to end livestock 
grazing on these areas. 

The people of Wyoming and the West 
rely on having access to public lands 
for their livelihood. Over the last 100 
years, this process has worked well. 
Westerners were able to use these lands 
for multiple uses such as grazing, oil 
and gas exploration, and recreation and 
in turn provided the rest of the Nation 
with high quality food products and 
other commodities. Unfortunately, the 
Department of the Interior has now 
taken a number of actions that will de-
stroy the concept of multiple use of 
public lands and will cost jobs and 
harm local economies across Wyoming 
and the West. 

The Livestock Grazing Act is de-
signed to reverse this disturbing trend. 
This legislation will provide western 
livestock producers with a lifeline to 
survive the Clinton administration’s 
efforts to destroy their way of life. The 
measure is a reasonable attempt to 
solve the long-standing dispute over 
grazing fees on public lands and many 
other issues which have caused great 
discontent in Congress and across the 
country. 
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Let me focus on a few provisions in 

the bill which are particularly impor-
tant to the people of my State. First, 
the legislation establishes a grazing fee 
formula that will be tied to market 
values. This is a fair and equitable ap-
proach to resolving the fee formula dis-
pute and will end the unfair compari-
son between private and public fee 
rates on Federal lands. 

Second, the legislation will provide 
permittees with the assurance that 
they will be allowed to graze a certain 
number of livestock on their allot-
ment. For over 50 years, BLM grazing 
permittees have known they had a pri-
ority position for a specific number of 
Federal animal unit months [AUM’s] 
on their allotments. These so-called 
preference levels are attached to the 
private lands of the lessee and influ-
ence the value of the privately owned 
base property. Preference levels are 
particularly important to folks in my 
State where there is a large amount of 
checkerboard land, which is commin-
gled Federal and private property. 

Unfortunately, Secretary Babbitt’s 
‘‘Rangeland Reform ’94’’ proposal at-
tempts to radically revised the concept 
of grazing preference by giving Federal 
agents the authority to determine the 
appropriate number of AUM’s attached 
to a lease. The Secretary wants to set 
AUM’s for permittees on an arbitrary 
basis at the whim of the local Federal 
officials. This would cause instability 
throughout western livestock commu-
nities and threaten the economic value 
of western family ranches. The Live-
stock Grazing Act would stop the Sec-
retary’s misguided efforts by codifying 
the concept of grazing preference and 
giving western ranchers the surety 
they need to continue operating on 
Federal lands. 

Mr. President, these are just two ex-
amples of the important actions taken 
by Senator DOMENICI in this bill that 
support western livestock producers. 
The time has come for Congress to as-
sert itself regarding the issue of graz-
ing on public lands in the West and 
stop Secretary Babbitt’s unending as-
sault on western communities and our 
western way of life. Although the Clin-
ton administration and Secretary Bab-
bitt would like folks to believe ranch-
ers in the West are simply welfare cow-
boys, nothing could be further from the 
truth. These people are not taking ad-
vantage of the Government, but simply 
trying to make a reasonable living and 
raise their families. 

I strongly support the Livestock 
Grazing Act and hope that we can take 
quick action on this measure in order 
to allow western livestock producers to 
continue their important work. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
sponsor of this bill, the Senator from 
New Mexico, has made a sincere at-
tempt to draft a good management 
plan for our western public lands, and I 
have agreed to cosponsor it. 

Although I want to see changes in 
several areas of this bill, overall it is a 
good plan for responsible management 

of our huge public trust in the West, 
imposing reasonable rules for the graz-
ing of livestock and rangeland im-
provement while safeguarding the nat-
ural environment. 

Senator DOMENICI has indicated his 
intent to work with Senators of both 
parties toward a consensus on this leg-
islation. I appreciate his flexibility, 
but I particularly appreciate the Sen-
ator’s addition to his bill of title II, 
provisions I and others from the North-
ern Plains have submitted dealing spe-
cifically with the national grasslands. 

In fact, the Grasslands provisions are 
the primary reason that I am cospon-
soring this bill. 

Let me explain. Except for the grass-
lands provisions, this bill deals exclu-
sively with lands supervised by the De-
partment of the Interior. In North Da-
kota, however, land managed by Inte-
rior amounts to about two townships 
out of a State of 46 million acres. On 
the other land, North Dakota is host to 
1.2 million acres of the national grass-
lands, which are managed by the U.S. 
Forest Service of USDA. 

The main purpose of the grasslands 
provisions is to give the Secretary of 
Agriculture more flexibility in shaping 
the administration of the Grasslands. 

I have worked with the ranchers in 
North Dakota and with the Forest 
Service in recent years, searching for 
ways the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Forest Service could reorder the 
bureaucratic framework under which 
the Grasslands are managed. The For-
est Service has been cooperative in 
that search, but I finally had to con-
clude that the Forest Service and 
USDA are legally prevented from the 
kind of change I believe is needed. 

In the 1970’s the grasslands were 
joined by statute to the entire Na-
tional Forest System, managed by the 
Forest Service. That means the grass-
lands are enmeshed in the mounds and 
reams of paper that prescribe the lay-
ers of procedure, planning, manage-
ment, and so forth, for the national 
forests. 

Let me note here that land ownership 
in the grasslands areas of my state is 
much different than what you find 
among most of the great expanses of 
Federal lands in the West. 

Most of the grasslands were owned 
earlier in this century by private farm-
ers and ranchers, but were abandoned 
or lost to debt, and taken over by the 
Federal Government. Today this is not 
a region of big ranches. It is an area of 
small, and mid-sized ranchers where 
land ownership is extensively inter-
spersed among individual families, the 
Forest Service, the State of North Da-
kota, and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. 

The proper approach in management 
of such rangeland, it seems to me, 
must be a cooperative venture between 
the ranchers and the Forest Service, 
drawing upon the best expertise of 
range scientists, wildlife specialists, 
and others who can help maintain and 
improve conditions in the grasslands. 

The main focus of such a cooperative 
venture must be how to best manage 
and nurture the grasslands so they re-
main healthy and productive for the 
benefit of future generations of people 
and wildlife. 

Somehow, that focus is lost in the 
reams of Forest System rules and regu-
lations and planning documents that 
are supposed to address the grasslands. 
In reading those documents you would 
hardly know that there are cows on the 
grasslands when, in fact, ranching is 
the main human activity there by a 
long shot. 

So, the grasslands provisions of this 
bill give the Secretary important lati-
tude in changing the administrative 
structure under which the grasslands 
are managed. The provisions essen-
tially restate the intent of the 1937 
Federal act that set aside the grass-
lands: A call for conscientious range 
management that would build and pre-
serve a healthy grassland resource. 

And, where soil conservation and 
general range health are considered, 
title II also tries to return grasslands 
management to a more cooperative 
venture between the Forest Service 
and our State-chartered grazing asso-
ciations. 

The grasslands provisions do not dic-
tate a specific administrative structure 
the Secretary must adopt for the grass-
lands. So, to a large extent, those pro-
visions of the bill speak mostly to what 
can happen for the grasslands under a 
new design of Forest Service manage-
ment, and do not say specifically what 
must happen. 

The grasslands provisions will, I be-
lieve, help harvest the expertise and 
enthusiasm of grasslands area resi-
dents, including ranchers, for better 
local input into managing this critical 
natural area in my State. 

The provisions are certainly not a 
step back from responsible manage-
ment and protection of the natural re-
sources. All Federal environmental 
laws, including the National Environ-
mental Protection Act, Endangered 
Species Act, Clean Water Act, still 
apply. If anything, the grasslands pro-
visions will encourage better attention 
to the spirit of our environmental laws 
because more people who live in the 
grasslands region, particularly those 
with expertise in areas of conservation 
and grassland agriculture, will be par-
ticipating in how the lands are man-
aged. 

This is the kind of approach to public 
lands management that the people of 
North Dakota want. I should note that 
the 1995 North Dakota Legislature 
unanimously recommended the change 
we have proposed in the grasslands law. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent to 
print the proposed grassland provisions 
here in the RECORD as a means of dis-
tributing them for comment and dis-
cussion. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD; as follows: 
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TITLE II—GRASSLANDS 

SEC. 201 REMOVAL OF GRASSLANDS FROM NA-
TIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the in-
clusion of the national grasslands (and land 
utilization projects administered under Title 
III of the Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act) 
within the Forest System contrains the Sec-
retary in managing the national grasslands 
as intended under the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREST AND RANGE-
LAND RENEWABLE RESOURCES PLANNING ACT 
OF 1974.—Section 11(a) of the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1609(a)) is amended in 
the second sentence by striking ‘‘the na-
tional grasslands and land utilization 
projects administered under Title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (50 Stat. 
525, 7 U.S.C. 1010–1012)’’. 

(c) AMENDMENT OF THE BANKHEAD-JONES 
FARM TENANT ACT.—Section 31 of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 
1010) is amended by designating current § 31 
as subsection (a) to read as follows: 

§ 1010. Land conservation and land utiliza-
tion 

To accomplish the purposes stated in the 
preamble of this act, the Secretary is au-
thorized and directed to develop a program 
of land conservation and utilization as a 
basis for grassland agriculture, to promote 
secure occupancy and economic stability of 
farms, and thus assist in controlling soil ero-
sion, preserving natural resources, pro-
tecting fish and wildlife, developing and pro-
tecting recreational facilities, mitigating 
flood damages, preventing impairment of 
dams and reservoirs, developing energy re-
sources, protecting the watersheds of navi-
gable streams, conserving surface and sub-
surface moisture, and protecting the public 
lands, health, safety, and welfare, but is not 
authorized to build industrial parks or estab-
lish private industrial or commercial enter-
prises. The Secretary, in cooperation and 
partnership with grazing associations, is au-
thorized and directed to issue renewable live-
stock grazing leases to achieve the land con-
servation and utilization goals of this sec-
tion. 

And adding a new subsection (b) as follows: 
NATIONAL GRASSLANDS FEE ADJUSTMENTS 

FOR CONSERVATION PRACTICES TO BE RE-
TAINED AS IMPLEMENTED BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—A reduction in grazing fees for na-
tional grasslands will be allowed for con-
servation practices and administrative du-
ties performed by grazing associations. 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. PACK-
WOOD, and Mr. HATFIELD): 

S. 853. A bill to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to divide the ninth 
judicial circuit of the United States 
into two circuits, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

THE NINTH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS 
REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1995 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, my pur-
pose today is to introduce the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1995, which is similar to 
measures I introduced in 1983, 1989, and 
1991. This measure has the cosponsor-
ship of Senators BURNS, MURKOWSKI, 
STEVENS, KEMPTHORNE, CRAIG, BAUCUS, 
PACKWOOD, and HATFIELD, who rep-
resent all the States forming the new 
proposed circuit. This proposal will di-

vide the ninth circuit, the largest cir-
cuit in the country, into two separate 
circuits of more manageable size and 
responsibility. This division would 
leave the ninth circuit composed of Ar-
izona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, 
Guam, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and would create a new twelfth 
circuit composed of Alaska, Idaho, 
Montana, Oregon, and Washington. 
Personally, I believe that the ninth cir-
cuit should be divided into three new 
circuits, but the composition for the 
two southern circuits should be deter-
mined by the elected representatives of 
those States, to whose judgment I will 
defer. 

Today the ninth circuit is by far the 
largest of the thirteen judicial circuits, 
measured both by number of judges and 
by caseload. It has 28 active judges, 11 
more than any other. Last year it had 
an astounding 8,092 new filings, almost 
2,000 more than the next busiest cir-
cuit. It serves over 45 million people, 
almost 60 percent more than are served 
by the next largest circuit. Moreover, 
the population in the States and terri-
tories that comprise the ninth circuit 
is the fastest-growing in the Nation. 

Mr. President, the deplorable con-
sequence of the massive size of this cir-
cuit is a marked decrease in the con-
sistency of justice provided by ninth 
circuit courts. Judges are unable to 
keep abreast of legal developments 
even within their own jurisdiction—to 
say nothing of lay citizens’ inability to 
keep abreast. The large number of 
judges scattered over a large area in-
evitably results in difficulty in reach-
ing consistent circuit decisions. These 
judges have nearly unmanageable case-
loads with little time to review the vo-
luminous case law within the jurisdic-
tion or to consult with their fellow cir-
cuit colleagues. As a result, legal opin-
ions tend to be very narrow with little 
precedential value, merely exacer-
bating the problem. As a former attor-
ney general for the State of Wash-
ington, I personally have experienced 
the unique frustrations and difficulties 
of practicing before the ninth circuit. 

Compounding the problem for the 
Northwest is that 55 percent of the case 
filings in the ninth circuit are from 
California alone. Consequently, the re-
maining States in the ninth circuit, in-
cluding my State of Washington and 
our Northwest neighbors, are domi-
nated by California judges and Cali-
fornia judicial philosophy. That trend 
cannot help but persist as the number 
of cases filed by California’s litigious 
and exploding population continues to 
rise. The Northwestern States confront 
issues that are fundamentally unique 
to that region, issues that are central 
to the lives of citizens in the North-
west, but which are little more than 
one of many newspaper articles in Cali-
fornia. In sum, the interests of the 
Northwest cannot be fully appreciated 
or addressed from a California perspec-
tive. 

This initiative, Mr. President, is long 
overdue. As early as 1973, the Congres-

sional Commission on the Revision of 
the Federal Court Appellate System 
recommended that the ninth circuit be 
divided. In addition, the U.S. Judicial 
Conference found that increasing the 
number of judges in any circuit court 
beyond 15 would create an unworkable 
situation. The American Bar Associa-
tion also adopted a resolution express-
ing the desirability of dividing the 
ninth circuit to help realign the U.S. 
appellate courts. Earlier bills on the 
ninth circuit reorganization that I in-
troduced during the 101st and 102d Con-
gresses—and which were virtually iden-
tical to this bill—earned the support of 
practitioners and judges in the ninth 
circuit, attorneys general of the west-
ern States, the Department of Justice, 
and the former Chief Justice of the 
U.S. Supreme Court, Warren E. Burger. 

The leadership of the ninth circuit 
has not donned blinders to the difficul-
ties inherent in a circuit court of this 
size and workload. It has responded, 
however, by adopting a number of inno-
vative but ultimately ineffectual ap-
proaches to these problems. For exam-
ple the ninth circuit has divided itself 
into three administrative divisions: the 
northern unit consists of the five 
Northwestern States that would com-
prise the proposed twelfth circuit, and 
the combined middle and southern 
units is identical to the restructured 
ninth circuit. This method, however, 
does little more than recognize the 
problem without solving it. 

Another innovation of the ninth cir-
cuit is the limited en banc court, for 
which a panel of 11 of the 28 judges will 
be chosen by lot to hear an individual 
case. Such panels, however, further 
contribute to the inherent unpredict-
ability of a jurisdiction as large as the 
ninth circuit. Lawyers often must tell 
their clients that they cannot begin to 
predict the likely outcome of an appeal 
until the panel has been identified. Mr. 
President, justice should not be deter-
mined by lot. Moreover, I have serious 
reservations about any method which 
would permit a small minority—as few 
as six of the sitting judges—to dictate 
the outcome of a case contrary to the 
judgment of a large majority, solely 
depending on the luck of the draw. 

Despite these attempts to solve the 
problem, the performance of the ninth 
circuit has gotten worse, not better. Its 
judges are falling further and further 
behind. Despite only a moderate in-
crease in new filings for appeal, the 
number of pending cases swelled by al-
most 20 percent in the last year. The 
ninth circuit now is the slowest of 12 
regional circuits in hearing and decid-
ing appeals, on average taking a full 16 
months. Mr. President, justice delayed 
is justice denied. 

The 45 million residents within the 
ninth circuit continue to pay the high 
costs of an unpredictable body of case 
law and an overburdened court system. 
They wait years before cases are heard 
and decided, prompting many to forego 
their rights to judicial redress. Resi-
dents in the Northwest, in particular, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7505 May 25, 1995 
are concerned about the growing in-
ability of the ninth circuit to handle 
the boom in criminal cases stemming 
from stepped-up enforcement of our 
drug laws. 

The swift and sure administration of 
justice is a right that should no longer 
be compromised in the ninth circuit. I 
urge my colleagues to support this im-
portant legislation. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 853 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Ninth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals Reorganization Act of 
1995’’. 
SEC. 2. NUMBER AND COMPOSITION OF CIR-

CUITS. 
Section 41 of title 28, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(1) in the matter before the table, by strik-

ing out ‘‘thirteen’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘fourteen’’; 

(2) in the table, by striking out the item 
relating to the ninth circuit and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following new item: 
‘‘Ninth ............................ Arizona, California, Ha-

waii, Nevada, Guam, 
Northern Mariana Is-
lands.’’; 

and 
(3) between the last 2 items of the table, by 

inserting the following new item: 
‘‘Twelfth ......................... Alaska, Idaho, Montana, 

Oregon, Washington.’’. 

SEC. 3. NUMBER OF CIRCUIT JUDGES. 
The table in section 44(a) of title 28, United 

States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking out the item relating to the 

ninth circuit and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new item: 
‘‘Ninth ............................................... 19’’; 

and 
(2) by inserting between the last 2 items at 

the end thereof the following new item: 
‘‘Twelfth ............................................ 7’’. 
SEC. 4. PLACES OF CIRCUIT COURT. 

The table in section 48 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out the item relating to the 
ninth circuit and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new item: 
‘‘Ninth ............................ San Francisco, Los Ange-

les.’’; 

and 
(2) by inserting between the last 2 items at 

the end thereof the following new item: 
‘‘Twelfth ......................... Portland, Seattle.’’. 

SEC. 5. ASSIGNMENT OF CIRCUIT JUDGES. 
Each circuit judge in regular active service 

of the former ninth circuit whose official 
station on the day before the effective date 
of this Act— 

(1) is in Arizona, California, Hawaii, Ne-
vada, Guam, or the Northern Mariana Is-
lands is assigned as a circuit judge of the 
new ninth circuit; and 

(2) is in Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
or Washington is assigned as a circuit judge 
of the twelfth circuit. 
SEC. 6. ELECTION OF ASSIGNMENT BY SENIOR 

JUDGES. 
Each judge who is a senior judge of the 

former ninth circuit on the day before the ef-
fective date of this Act may elect to be as-

signed to the new ninth circuit or to the 
twelfth circuit and shall notify the Director 
of the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts of such election. 
SEC. 7. SENIORITY OF JUDGES. 

The seniority of each judge— 
(1) who is assigned under section 5 of this 

Act; or 
(2) who elects to be assigned under section 

6 of this Act; 
shall run from the date of commission of 
such judge as a judge of the former ninth cir-
cuit. 
SEC. 8. APPLICATION TO CASES. 

The provisions of the following paragraphs 
of this section apply to any case in which, on 
the day before the effective date of this Act, 
an appeal or other proceeding has been filed 
with the former ninth circuit: 

(1) If the matter has been submitted for de-
cision, further proceedings in respect of the 
matter shall be had in the same manner and 
with the same effect as if this Act had not 
been enacted. 

(2) If the matter has not been submitted 
for decision, the appeal or proceeding, to-
gether with the original papers, printed 
records, and record entries duly certified, 
shall, by appropriate orders, be transferred 
to the court to which it would have gone had 
this Act been in full force and effect at the 
time such appeal was taken or other pro-
ceeding commenced, and further proceedings 
in respect of the case shall be had in the 
same manner and with the same effect as if 
the appeal or other proceeding had been filed 
in such court. 

(3) A petition for rehearing or a petition 
for rehearing en banc in a matter decided be-
fore the effective date of this Act, or sub-
mitted before the effective date of this Act 
and decided on or after the effective date as 
provided in paragraph (1) of this section, 
shall be treated in the same manner and 
with the same effect as though this Act had 
not been enacted. If a petition for rehearing 
en banc is granted, the matter shall be re-
heard by a court comprised as though this 
Act had not been enacted. 
SEC. 9. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act, the term— 
(1) ‘‘former ninth circuit’’ means the ninth 

judicial circuit of the United States as in ex-
istence on the day before the effective date 
of this Act; 

(2) ‘‘new ninth circuit’’ means the ninth ju-
dicial circuit of the United States estab-
lished by the amendment made by section 
2(2) of this Act; and 

(3) ‘‘twelfth circuit’’ means the twelfth ju-
dicial circuit of the United States estab-
lished by the amendment made by section 
2(3) of this Act. 
SEC. 10. ADMINISTRATION. 

The court of appeals for the ninth circuit 
as constituted on the day before the effective 
date of this Act may take such administra-
tive action as may be required to carry out 
this Act. Such court shall cease to exist for 
administrative purposes on July 1, 1997. 
SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by 
this Act shall become effective on October 1, 
1995. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the Senator from Wash-
ington, Senator GORTON, as an original 
cosponsor of the legislation to split the 
9th Circuit Court of Appeals and create 
a new 12th Circuit. This legislation is 
long overdue in my opinion. It is my 
hope that we can act to create a new 
12th circuit court this Congress. 

The ninth circuit court is by far the 
largest of all the circuit courts, both in 

terms of the number of judges and 
caseload. In fact, the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States stated in 
1971 that ‘‘to increase the number of 
judges in a circuit beyond 15 would cre-
ate an unworkable situation.’’ 

The ninth circuit court currently has 
28 judges. That is nearly twice the 
maximum workable number in the 
opinion of the Judicial Conference, 12 
more than the next largest circuit 
court and 16 more than the average cir-
cuit court. 

In terms of caseload, the 9th circuit 
had 7,597 appeals pending at the end of 
fiscal year 1993. In 1988 when I was first 
elected to the U.S. Senate, there were 
6,342 appeals pending. That is an in-
crease of nearly 20 percent in just 5 
years. 

No other circuit court carries a heav-
ier caseload. In fact, no other circuit 
even comes close. Each year, the ninth 
circuit has approximately twice as 
many appeals pending as the next larg-
est circuit. It only makes sense that a 
Federal appeals court with a caseload 
that heavy should be split up. 

The prospect for relief is not prom-
ising, either. In fact, the Committee on 
Long Range Planning for the Judicial 
Conference of the United States has 
projected that by the year 2000, over 
15,000 petitions and appeals will be filed 
annually. and by the year 2020, over 
60,000 will be filed annually. 

What does all this mean in terms of 
our judicial process? It means that a 
case is pending in the ninth circuit for 
an average of 141⁄2 months. That means 
some cases may be there 29 months 
while others whiz through in 7 or 8 
months. The costs to those in Montana 
or Washington who are victims of this 
backlog continues to accrue. Not only 
are they continuing to pay their legal 
counsel during that time, but in the 
case of suits against economic activi-
ties such as timbering, mining, and 
water developments, employment is 
jeopardized, seriously threatening local 
economic stability. 

It is also disturbing to me to see con-
victed murderers bringing lawsuits 
against the State claiming cruel and 
unusual punishment because they’ve 
been sitting on death row for a number 
of years. What is cruel and usual pun-
ishment is that families of victims 
have to wait such a long time to see 
justice finally carried out. 

One such Montana family is State 
Senator Ethel Harding of Polson. Sen-
ator Harding’s daughter, Lana, was 
brutally murdered by Duncan 
McKenzie over 20 years ago. It was not 
until 2 weeks ago that McKenzie was fi-
nally put to death and the Harding 
family could finally put this horren-
dous chapter of their lives behind 
them. 

McKenzie’s appeals ended up at the 
9th Circuit 3 times over this 20 year pe-
riod. Certainly part of the delay of jus-
tice may be attributed to the heavy 
caseload of the circuit and the ineffi-
cient system that the burdensome 
caseload has created. 
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Senator Harding has written a very 

moving letter to me and I would ask 
that it be submitted into the record in 
its entirety immediately following my 
remarks. ‘‘Justice delayed is justice 
denied,’’ writes Senator Harding, and I 
could not agree more. 

As a result of her own ordeal, Sen-
ator Harding has been a strong advo-
cate of splitting the Ninth Circuit. 
During the 1995 Montana State Legisla-
ture, she introduced Senate Joint Res-
olution No. 10, calling upon Congress to 
divide the Ninth Circuit court. The res-
olution passed overwhelmingly and is 
an accurate reflection on the wishes of 
Montanans. 

Perhaps the most compelling argu-
ment for splitting the Ninth Circuit is 
precedent. The division of the 8th Cir-
cuit creating the 10th Circuit took 
place in 1929. In addition, the Fifth Cir-
cuit was also divided in 1981, creating 
the 11th Circuit. In fact, a commission 
which studied the revision of the Fed-
eral appellate court system rec-
ommended in 1973 that both the Fifth 
Circuit and the Ninth Circuit courts be 
split. 

Those involved with the Fifth Circuit 
had the sense to make the division. Un-
fortunately, the division of the Ninth 
Circuit has been held up to be political 
maneuvering. So now we have to be 
here arguing for something that should 
have been done 14 years ago. 

Granted, the division of the Ninth 
Circuit is more complicated since one 
State, California, generates a majority 
of the cases in that circuit. However, I 
think it is in the best interest of Cali-
fornia, Montana, and the other States 
under the court’s jurisdiction to make 
the split. The caseload for the Ninth 
Circuit will remain high no matter 
what, due to the population dynamics 
in a State like California. Thus, the 
split will bring much needed caseload 
relief to the Ninth Circuit while pro-
viding overall relief to States like my 
own Montana. 

I just do not think it is fair, or in the 
best interest of the judicial process, 
that Montana businesses and indi-
vidual citizens suffer because Cali-
fornia continues to experience an eco-
nomic and population boom. I find my-
self arguing this case everyday—the 
case of middle America battling to 
hold its own against the population 
centers on both coasts. There is a bias 
in the legislative branch, the executive 
branch, and now in the judicial branch. 

I am here to see that States like 
Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, 
and Alaska get a fair shake. I think 
that splitting the Ninth Circuit is a 
good place to start and I intend to see 
that it happens. Until it does, it is my 
intention to prevent any future nomi-
nations to the Ninth Circuit court of 
Appeals from going through the Senate 
for it makes no sense to continue to 
perpetuate a system that is not work-
ing. 

I hope that my colleagues from all 
nine States currently under the juris-
diction of the Ninth Circuit court will 

join us in our efforts to quickly pass 
this legislation so that we can put jus-
tice back into our judicial system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

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

THE BIG SKY COUNTRY, 
May 17, 1995. 

Hon. CONRAD BURNS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BURNS: I am enclosing a 
copy of Senate Joint Resolution No. 10 which 
passed in the 1995 session in Montana. I am 
also enclosing a copy of the 9th judicial cir-
cuit map and workload for your perusal. 

The 9th Circuit covers nine states and two 
territories, totaling approximately 14 mil-
lion square miles; serves a population of al-
most 44 million people 15 million more than 
the next largest circuit court and about 20 
million more than all other courts of ap-
peals; has 28 judges, 12 more than the next 
largest circuit court and 16 more than the 
average circuit court; and has a caseload of 
more than 6,000 appeals, 2,000 larger than the 
next largest court of appeals and nearly one- 
sixth of the total appeals in all the 12 re-
gional courts of appeals; and projections are, 
that at the current rate of growth, the 9th 
Circuit’s 1980 docket of cases will double be-
fore the year 2000. 

The enclosed statistics on U.S. Court of 
Appeals—Judicial work load profile shows 
Montana is last or 12th in numerical stand-
ing from filing Notice of Appeal to Disposi-
tion. That is top long. Montana deserves bet-
ter than that. We should not have to wait 
until California or any other state is served 
in in the judicial process but at least we 
should not have to be considered last. If the 
Circuit is divided and we were last it could 
at least cut the time in half. 

I am also enclosing a copy of the History of 
Appeals in the McKenzie case which has 
haunted me personally for 20 years because 
he killed my daughter on January 21, 1974. It 
is for this reason I sponsored SJR 10 and why 
I am urging you to work in behalf of Mon-
tana having a quicker response and turn 
around on these criminal appeals. The fami-
lies of victims should not have to suffer 20 
years while the system works. ‘‘JUSTICE 
DELAYED IS JUSTICE DENIED’’. 

I am enclosing an excerpt from ‘‘Rationing 
Justice on Appeal’’ by Thomas E. Baker, 
Justice Research Institute which clearly pre-
sents the problem and urges Congress to do 
something about it besides study. I also urge 
Congress to act now and to prevent the mis-
use of the judicial system as my family has 
personally experienced for twenty years. 

Thank you, Senator Burns, for your help in 
this most important matter of dividing the 
9th Circuit to a better advantage for Mon-
tana and the other smaller populated states 
and territories in the 9th circuit. 

I will be anxiously watching for a good re-
port. 

Sincerely, 
ETHEL M. HARDING, 

State Senator, District 37. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 10 
Whereas, under Article III, section 1, of the 

United States Constitution, the Congress of 
the United States has plenary power to or-
dain and establish the federal courts below 
the Supreme Court level; and 

Whereas, in 1988, the 100th Congress cre-
ated the Federal Courts Study Committee as 
an ad hoc committee within the Judicial 
Conference of the United States to examine 
the problems facing the federal courts and to 

develop a long-term plan for the Judiciary; 
and 

Whereas, the Study Committee found that 
the federal appellate courts are faced with a 
crisis of volume that will continue into the 
future and that the structure of these courts 
will require some fundamental changes; and 

Whereas, the Study Committee did not en-
dorse any one solution but served only to 
draw attention to the serious problems of 
the courts of appeals; and 

Whereas, the Study Committee rec-
ommended that fundamental structural al-
ternatives deserve the careful attention of 
Congress and of the courts, bar associations, 
and scholars over the next 5 years; and 

Whereas, the problems of the circuit court 
system and the alternatives for revising the 
system represent a policy choice that re-
quires Congress to weigh costs and benefits 
and to seek the solution that best serves the 
judicial needs of the nation; and 

Whereas, there are 13 judicial circuits of 
the United States courts of appeals; and 

Whereas, Montana is in the Ninth Circuit, 
which consists of Alaska, Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Or-
egon, Washington, Guam, and the Northern 
Mariana Islands; and 

Whereas, in 1990, it was estimated that the 
Ninth Circuit: covers nine states and two 
territories, totaling approximately 14 mil-
lion square miles; serves a population of al-
most 44 million people, 15 million more than 
the next largest circuit court and about 20 
million more than all other courts of ap-
peals; has 28 judges, 12 more than the next 
largest circuit court and 16 more than the 
average circuit court; and has a caseload of 
more than 6,000 appeals, 2,000 larger than the 
next largest court of appeals and nearly one- 
sixth of the total appeals in all the 12 re-
gional courts of appeals; and 

Whereas, projections are that at the cur-
rent rate of growth, the Ninth Circuit’s 1980 
docket of cases will double before the year 
2000; and 

Whereas, statistics reveal that, because of 
the number of judges in the Ninth Circuit, 
there are numerous opportunities for con-
flicting holdings—one legal scholar has esti-
mated that on a 28-judge court there are over 
3,000 combinations of panels that may decide 
an issue, without counting senior judges, dis-
trict judges, and judges sitting by designa-
tion; and 

Whereas, legal scholars have suggested 
that because the United States Supreme 
Court reviews less than 1% of appellate deci-
sions, the concept of regional state decisis, 
or adherence to decided cases, results, in ef-
fect, in each court of appeals becoming a 
junior supreme court with final decision 
power over all issues of federal law in each 
circuit (unless and until reviewed by the Su-
preme Court); and 

Whereas, the Ninth Circuit has been de-
scribed as an experiment in judicial adminis-
tration and a laboratory in which to test 
whether the values of a large circuit can be 
preserved; and 

Whereas, some legal scholars have opposed 
its division on the grounds that to divide the 
Ninth Circuit would be to lose the benefit of 
an experiment in judicial administration 
that has not yet run its course; and 

Whereas, the problems of the Ninth Circuit 
are immediate and growing and maintaining 
the court in its present state is a disservice 
to the citizens of Montana and other Ninth 
Circuit states and territories; and 

Whereas, it is generally understood that an 
essential element of a federal appellate sys-
tem must include guaranteeing regionalized 
and decentralized review when regional con-
cerns are strongest; and 

Whereas, because of the problems of the 
Ninth Circuit related to its dimensions of ge-
ography, population, judgeships, docket, and 
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costs, it is desirable for the Northwest states 
to be placed in a separate circuit, consisting 
mainly of contiguous states which common 
interests; and 

Whereas, the existing circuit boundary 
lines have been called arbitrary products of 
history; and 

Whereas, Congress at least twice divided 
circuits: in 1929, to separate the new Tenth 
Circuit from the Eighth Circuit, and in 1981, 
to separate the new Eleventh Circuit from 
the Fifth Circuit; and 

Whereas, Congress, in 1989, considered and 
is expected, in 1995, to again consider a bill 
to divide the Ninth Judicial Circuit of the 
United States Court of Appeals into two cir-
cuits—a new Ninth Circuit, composed of Ari-
zona, California, and Nevada, and a new 
Twelfth Circuit, composed of Alaska, Ha-
waii, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, 
Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands; 
and 

Whereas, it is the proper function of Con-
gress to determine circuit boundaries and it 
is desirable that Montana be included in a 
regional circuit that will allow relief for its 
citizens from the problems occasioned by its 
inclusion in the present Ninth Circuit: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Montana: 

That the Legislature of the State of Mon-
tana urge Congress to turn its thoughtful at-
tention to the passage of legislation that 
will split the existing Ninth Judicial Circuit 
of the United States Court of Appeals into 
two circuits and that will include Montana 
in a circuit composed in large part of other 
Northwest states with similar regional inter-
ests. 

Be it further resolved, that the President of 
the United States be urged to place a Montana 
judge on the Federal Circuit court for Mon-
tana. 

Be it further resolved, that Congress grant 
this relief and pass this legislation imme-
diately, regardless of considerations of long- 
term changes to the appellate system in gen-
eral. 

Be it further resolved, that the Secretary 
of State send copies of this resolution to the 
Secretary of the United States Senate, the 
Clerk of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, the President of the United 
States, and the members of Montana’s Con-
gressional Delegation. 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 854. A bill to amend the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 to improve the agri-
cultural resources conservation pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 
THE AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION 

ACT OF 1995 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am 

proud to introduce today the Agricul-
tural Resources Conservation Act of 
1995. In this bill, Senator LEAHY and I 
have developed the boldest concepts for 
protecting our agricultural resource 
base and the environment since the 
1985 farm bill. 

This legislation is based on simple 
but pivotal principles: 

First, we need to preserve stable 
funding to help farmers and ranchers 
meet environmental challenges. 

Second, the initiatives must be vol-
untary for producers and simple for 
them to participate in. 

Third, we must maximize the envi-
ronmental benefits produced by each 
federal dollar expended. 

Fourth, conservation programs must 
be consistent with a more market-ori-
ented farm economy. Specifically, we 
prefer land management options over 
land retirement. And within our land 
retirement initiative, the Conservation 
Reserve Program, we want to stress 
more tactical partial-field enrollments. 

Fifth, we need to address the breadth 
of contemporary environmental chal-
lenges—such as water quality—in addi-
tion to soil erosion. 

Our bill advances each of these prin-
ciples. It will be the foundation of the 
conservation title of the 1995 farm bill. 

Let me address some specifics, begin-
ning with the question of funding. Our 
bill calls for substantial, stable funding 
for conservation programs into the 
next century. We take the current 
funding levels for the Conservation Re-
serve Program, the Wetlands Reserve 
Program and the various conservation 
incentive and cost-share initiatives— 
about $2.1 billion—and extend it annu-
ally through 2005. We also would make 
these programs mandatory in a budget 
sense and fund them through the Com-
modity Credit Corporation with strict 
annual caps. To ensure budget neu-
trality, we make offsetting reductions 
in discretionary accounts. 

Maintaining the conservation fund 
throughout the next 10 years will re-
quire a shift in budget priorities. My 
preference is to preserve conservation 
assistance while reducing costs of crop 
subsidy programs in order to meet our 
deficit reduction requirement. 

The Conservation Reserve Program 
has been successful and this bill would 
continue and improve it over the next 
10 years. We allocate the entire Con-
gressional Budget Office baseline, 
which declines from the current level 
of $1.8 to $1.2 billion in 2000, for the 
CRP. 

Successful as it is, the CRP has sev-
eral shortcomings. Too much land that 
can be farmed without harming the en-
vironment is currently idled. Annual 
payments too often exceed local rental 
rates. And the CRP can be utilized 
much more fully to improve water 
quality. Our bill corrects these weak-
nesses. 

We direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture to enroll at least 4 million 
acres of land—primarily buffer strips 
along permanent water bodies and 
intermittent streams—for water qual-
ity purposes. We target only the most 
highly erodible land that cannot be 
farmed profitably using necessary 
management practices and is not eligi-
ble for incentive or cost-share assist-
ance. And we impose new discipline on 
rental rates. 

Much has been made of the signifi-
cant wildlife benefits of the CRP. While 
the CBO baseline and our stricter en-
rollment standards points to a small 
CRP in the future, I believe our bill 
will result in a program that, acre for 
acre, is actually more beneficial for 
wildlife. Among equivalent eligible of-
fers to enroll land under the soil ero-
sion and water quality criteria, pref-

erence will be given to offers that give 
greater wildlife benefits. And all CRP 
contract holders will receive guidance 
on management methods to promote 
beneficial stands of cover. 

I mentioned earlier that our con-
servation strategies must stress land 
management as opposed to land retire-
ment. This legislation takes the best of 
our existing cost-share and incentive 
programs and combines them into a 
new, strengthened effort: The Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program, or 
EQIP. This will streamline the process 
for farmers and ranchers to apply for 
assistance. It will eliminate overlaps 
between our current hodgepodge of as-
sistance programs. And by making 
EQIP a mandatory budget initiative, it 
will end the year-to-year uncertainly 
that producers must face under the 
current discretionary funding process. 

The EQIP Program will also offer 
new incentives to livestock producers. 
Currently, less than a quarter of our 
conservation spending goes for live-
stock, even though there is a high cor-
relation between agriculturally 
sourced water quality impairments and 
livestock operations. A 1993 report of 
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s Feedlot Workgroup indicates that 
feedlots are a more significant source 
of river impairments than storm sew-
ers or industrial sources. Under EQIP, 
assistance for both crop and livestock 
producers would increase significantly 
and livestock would be eligible for half 
of the total funding. This is sound envi-
ronmental policy that benefits all of 
agriculture. 

Let me list a few things we do not do 
in this bill. First, we create no new en-
vironmental mandates for farmers. It 
is very important that, as crop support 
levels decline, we not add any more 
compliance provisions to the com-
modity programs. In fact, farmers and 
ranchers need not participate in the 
programs to be eligible for our con-
servation programs. 

In addition, we do not permit any 
new economic use of Conservation Re-
serve Program lands. We can enroll all 
the land that truly deserves to be in 
the CRP with the budget baseline we 
have. As a result, we can avoid adverse 
effects to the cattle and forage indus-
tries that might result from expanded 
haying and grazing of CRP acres. 

Finally, this initial proposal does not 
make changes to our current wetland 
compliance provisions. Although Sen-
ator LEAHY and I were able to agree on 
an overwhelming majority of conserva-
tion issues, we were unable to reach 
consensus on this front. I am fully 
aware of the controversy surrounding 
the swampbuster program and I recog-
nize the need to improve it. I am com-
mitted to working with members of the 
Agriculture Committee to make wet-
lands regulation less burdensome. We 
must make swampbuster a fair and 
flexible program that can be described 
the same way as conservation compli-
ance: A program that works and is sup-
ported by farmers. 
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Mr. President, I am proud to intro-

duce this bill today. It makes winners 
of both agriculture and the environ-
ment. I hope all Senators will agree 
that it builds on the substantial con-
servation gains made by farmers and 
ranchers in the last decade and helps 
them answer the environmental chal-
lenges of the new millennium. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and a sec-
tion-by-section summary be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 854 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Act of 1995’’. 
SEC. 2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION ACRE-

AGE RESERVE PROGRAM. 
Section 1230 of the Food Security Act of 

1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 1230. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

ACREAGE RESERVE PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 1996 through 

2005 calendar years, the Secretary shall es-
tablish an environmental conservation acre-
age reserve program to be implemented 
through contracts and the acquisition of 
easements to assist owners and operators of 
farms and ranches to conserve and enhance 
soil, water, and related natural resources, in-
cluding grazing lands, wetlands, and wildlife 
habitat. 

‘‘(2) MEANS.—The Secretary shall carry out 
the environmental conservation acreage re-
serve program by— 

‘‘(A) providing for the long-term protection 
of environmentally sensitive lands; and 

‘‘(B) providing technical and financial as-
sistance to farmers and ranchers to— 

‘‘(i) improve the management of the oper-
ations of the farmers and ranchers; and 

‘‘(ii) reconcile productivity and profit-
ability with protection and enhancement of 
the environment. 

‘‘(3) PROGRAMS.—The environmental con-
servation acreage reserve program shall con-
sist of— 

‘‘(A) the conservation reserve program es-
tablished under subchapter B; 

‘‘(B) the wetlands reserve program estab-
lished under subchapter C; and 

‘‘(C) the environmental quality incentives 
program established under chapter 2. 

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the envi-

ronmental conservation acreage reserve pro-
gram, the Secretary shall enter into con-
tracts with owners and operators and acquire 
interests in lands through easements from 
owners, as provided in this chapter and chap-
ter 2. 

‘‘(2) PRIOR ENROLLMENTS.—Acreage en-
rolled in the conservation reserve program 
or wetlands reserve program prior to the ef-
fective date of this paragraph shall be con-
sidered to be placed in the environmental 
conservation acreage reserve program. 

‘‘(c) CONSERVATION PRIORITY AREAS.— 
‘‘(1) DESIGNATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des-

ignate watersheds or regions of special envi-
ronmental sensitivity, including the Chesa-
peake Bay region (located in Pennsylvania, 
Maryland, and Virginia), the Great Lakes re-
gion, and the Long Island Sound region, as 
conservation priority areas that are eligible 

for enhanced assistance through the pro-
grams established under this chapter and 
chapter 2. A designation shall be made under 
this subparagraph if an application is made 
by a State agency and agricultural practices 
within the watershed or region pose a signifi-
cant threat to soil, water, and related nat-
ural resources, as determined by the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(B) ASSISTANCE.—To the extent prac-
ticable, the Secretary shall designate a wa-
tershed or region of special environmental 
sensitivity as a conservation priority area to 
assist agricultural producers within the wa-
tershed or region to comply with nonpoint 
source pollution requirements established 
under the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) and other Federal 
and State environmental laws. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary shall, 
to the maximum extent practicable, des-
ignate a watershed or region as a conserva-
tion priority area that conforms to the func-
tions and purposes of the conservation re-
serve program established under subchapter 
B, the wetlands reserve program established 
under subchapter C, or the environmental 
quality incentives program established 
under chapter 2, as applicable, if participa-
tion in the program is likely to result in the 
resolution or amelioration of significant 
soil, water, and related natural resource 
problems related to agricultural production 
activities within the watershed or region. 

‘‘(3) EXPIRATION.—A conservation priority 
area designation shall expire on the date 
that is 5 years after the date of the designa-
tion, except that the Secretary may— 

‘‘(A) redesignate the area as a conservation 
priority area; or 

‘‘(B) withdraw the designation of a water-
shed or region as a conservation priority 
area if the Secretary finds that the area is 
no longer affected by significant soil, water, 
and related natural resource problems re-
lated to agricultural production activities.’’. 
SEC. 3. CONSERVATION RESERVE. 

Subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D of 
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘Subchapter B—Conservation Reserve 
‘‘SEC. 1231. CONSERVATION RESERVE. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—During the 1996 through 
2005 calendar years, the Secretary shall 
carry out the enrollment of lands in a con-
servation reserve program through the use of 
contracts to assist owners and operators of 
lands specified in subsection (b) to conserve 
and improve soil, water, and related natural 
resources, by taking environmentally sen-
sitive lands out of production. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE LANDS.—The Secretary may 
include in the program established under 
this subchapter— 

‘‘(1) highly erodible cropland that— 
‘‘(A) if permitted to remain untreated 

could substantially impair soil, water, or re-
lated natural resources; and 

‘‘(B) cannot be farmed in accordance with 
a conservation plan implemented under sec-
tion 1212; 

‘‘(2) marginal pasture land converted to a 
wetland or established as wildlife habitat; 

‘‘(3) marginal pasture land in or near ripar-
ian areas that could enhance water quality; 

‘‘(4) cropland or pasture land to be devoted 
to the production of hardwood trees, 
windbreaks, shelterbelts, or wildlife cor-
ridors; and 

‘‘(5) cropland that is otherwise not eligible 
for inclusion in the program— 

‘‘(A) if the Secretary determines that— 
‘‘(i) the land contributes to the degrada-

tion of water quality or soil erosion, or 
would cause on-site or off-site environmental 
degradation if permitted to remain in agri-
cultural production; and 

‘‘(ii) water quality, soil erosion, or envi-
ronmental objectives with respect to the 
land cannot be achieved under the environ-
mental quality incentives program estab-
lished under chapter 2; 

‘‘(B) if the cropland is newly created, per-
manent grass sod waterways, or are contour 
grass sod strips established and maintained 
as part of an approved conservation plan 
under this subchapter; 

‘‘(C) if the cropland will be devoted to 
newly established living snow fences, perma-
nent wildlife habitat, windbreaks, or 
shelterbelts; 

‘‘(D) if the land will be devoted to 
filterstrips that are contiguous to permanent 
bodies of water or intermittent streams; 

‘‘(E) if the Secretary determines that the 
land poses an off-farm environmental threat, 
or pose a threat of continued degradation of 
productivity due to soil salinity, if per-
mitted to remain in production; or 

‘‘(F) if the land is highly erodible cropland 
that will be used to restore wetlands and— 

‘‘(i) the land is prior converted wetland; 
‘‘(ii) the owners or operators of the land 

agree to provide the Secretary with a long- 
term or permanent easement under sub-
chapter C; 

‘‘(iii) there is a high probability that the 
prior converted wetland can be successfully 
restored to wetland status; and 

‘‘(iv) the restoration of the areas otherwise 
meets the requirements of subchapter C. 

‘‘(c) CERTAIN LAND AFFECTED BY SECRE-
TARIAL ACTION.—For the purpose of deter-
mining the eligibility of land to be placed in 
the conservation reserve established under 
this subchapter, land shall be considered 
planted to an agricultural commodity during 
a crop year if an action of the Secretary pre-
vented the land from being planted to the 
commodity during the crop year. 

‘‘(d) ENROLLMENT.— 
‘‘(1) LIMITATION.—Not more than 36,400,000 

acres (including acreage subject to contracts 
extended by the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 1437 of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva-
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101– 
624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 note)) may be enrolled in 
the conservation reserve in any of the 1996 
through 2005 calendar years. 

‘‘(2) PRIORITIES.—The Secretary shall, to 
the maximum extent practicable, with each 
periodic enrollment of acreage (including 
acreage subject to contracts extended by the 
Secretary pursuant to section 1437 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 
note)), enroll acreage in the conservation re-
serve that meets the priority criteria for 
water quality, soil erosion, and wildlife habi-
tat provided in subsection (e), and, to the 
maximum extent practicable, maximize mul-
tiple environmental benefits. 

‘‘(e) PRIORITY FUNCTIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During all periodic en-

rollments of acreage (including acreage sub-
ject to contracts extended by the Secretary 
pursuant to section 1437 of the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101–624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 note)), the 
Secretary shall evaluate all offers to enter 
into contracts under this subchapter in light 
of the priority criteria stated in paragraphs 
(2), (3), and (4), and accept only the offers 
that meet the criteria stated in paragraph (2) 
or (3), maximize the benefits stated in para-
graph (4), and maximize environmental bene-
fits per dollar expended. If an offer meets the 
criteria stated in paragraph (4) and para-
graph (2) or (3), the offer shall receive higher 
priority, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) WATER QUALITY.— 
‘‘(A) TARGETED LANDS.—Not later than De-

cember 31, 2000, the Secretary shall enroll in 
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the conservation reserve narrow strips of 
cropland or pasture, as filterstrips that are 
contiguous to— 

‘‘(i) permanent bodies of water; 
‘‘(ii) tributaries or smaller streams; or 
‘‘(iii) intermittent streams that the Sec-

retary determines significantly contribute 
to downstream water quality degradation. 

‘‘(B) PURPOSES.—The lands may be enrolled 
by the Secretary in the conservation reserve 
to establish— 

‘‘(i) contour grass strips; 
‘‘(ii) grassed waterways; and 
‘‘(iii) other equivalent conservation meas-

ures that have a high potential to ameliorate 
pollution from crop and livestock produc-
tion. 

‘‘(C) REQUIRED ENROLLMENT.—Not later 
than December 31, 2000, the Secretary shall 
enroll in the conservation reserve at least 
4,000,000 acres under this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) PARTIAL AND WHOLE FIELDS.—Enroll-
ments under this paragraph may include par-
tial and whole fields, except that the Sec-
retary shall accord a higher priority to par-
tial field enrollments. 

‘‘(3) SOIL EROSION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ac-

cept offers to enroll highly erodible land 
only on fields that cannot be farmed by 
using the best economically attainable con-
servation system without high potential for 
degradation of soil or water quality, and 
such potential degradation cannot be allevi-
ated through other Federal or State con-
servation assistance programs. 

‘‘(B) BEST ECONOMICALLY ATTAINABLE CON-
SERVATION SYSTEM.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘best economically attainable conserva-
tion system’ means a practice or practices 
designed to significantly reduce soil erosion 
on highly erodible fields in a cost-effective 
manner, as specified by the Secretary. 

‘‘(C) PARTIAL FIELD ENROLLMENTS.—A por-
tion of a highly erodible field is eligible for 
enrollment if the partial field segment would 
provide a significant reduction in soil ero-
sion. 

‘‘(4) WILDLIFE HABITAT BENEFITS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, to 

the maximum extent practicable, ensure 
that offers to enroll acreage under para-
graphs (2) and (3) are accepted so as to maxi-
mize wildlife habitat benefits. 

‘‘(B) MAXIMIZING BENEFITS.—An offer that 
satisfies paragraph (2) or (3) shall be accept-
ed by the Secretary if the offer also maxi-
mizes wildlife habitat benefits, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. For purposes of this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, maximize wildlife 
habitat benefits through— 

‘‘(i) consultation with State technical 
committees established under section 1261(a) 
as to the relative habitat benefits of each 
offer, and accepting the offers that maximize 
benefits; and 

‘‘(ii) providing higher priority to offers 
that would be contiguous to— 

‘‘(I) other enrolled acreage; 
‘‘(II) a designated wildlife habitat; or 
‘‘(III) a wetland. 
‘‘(C) COVER CROP INFORMATION.—The Sec-

retary shall provide information to owners 
or operators about cover crops that are best 
suited for area wildlife. 

‘‘(f) DURATION OF CONTRACT.—For the pur-
pose of carrying out this subchapter, the 
Secretary shall enter into contracts of not 
less than 10, nor more than 15, years. 

‘‘(g) MULTIYEAR GRASSES AND LEGUMES.— 
For the purpose of this subchapter, alfalfa 
and other multiyear grasses and legumes 
planted in a rotation practice approved by 
the Secretary, shall be considered agricul-
tural commodities. 

‘‘SEC. 1232. DUTIES OF OWNERS AND OPERATORS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If required by the Sec-

retary as a term of a contract under this 
chapter, an owner or operator of a farm or 
ranch shall agree— 

‘‘(1) to implement a conservation plan ap-
proved by the local conservation district (or 
in an area not located within a conservation 
district, a conservation plan approved by the 
Secretary) for converting eligible lands nor-
mally devoted to the production of an agri-
cultural commodity on the farm or ranch to 
a less intensive use (as defined by the Sec-
retary), such as pasture, permanent grass, 
legumes, forbs, shrubs, or trees, substan-
tially in accordance with a schedule outlined 
in the conservation plan; 

‘‘(2) to place highly erodible cropland sub-
ject to the contract in the conservation re-
serve established under this subchapter; 

‘‘(3) not to use the land for agricultural 
purposes, except as permitted by the Sec-
retary; 

‘‘(4) to establish approved vegetative cover, 
or water cover for the enhancement of wild-
life, on the land, except that the water cover 
shall not include ponds for the purpose of 
watering livestock, irrigating crops, or rais-
ing fish for commercial purposes; 

‘‘(5) in addition to the remedies provided 
under section 1236(d), on the violation of a 
term or condition of the contract at any 
time the owner or operator has control of 
the land— 

‘‘(A) to forfeit all rights to receive rental 
payments and cost-sharing payments under 
the contract and to refund to the Secretary 
any rental payments and cost-sharing pay-
ments received by the owner or operator 
under the contract, together with interest on 
the payments as determined by the Sec-
retary, if the Secretary determines that the 
violation is sufficient to warrant termi-
nation of the contract; or 

‘‘(B) to refund to the Secretary, or accept 
adjustments to, the rental payments and 
cost-sharing payments provided to the owner 
or operator, as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate, if the Secretary determines that 
the violation does not warrant termination 
of the contract; 

‘‘(6) on the transfer of the right and inter-
est of the owner or operator in land subject 
to the contract— 

‘‘(A) to forfeit all rights to rental pay-
ments and cost-sharing payments under the 
contract; and 

‘‘(B) to refund to the United States all 
rental payments and cost-sharing payments 
received by the owner or operator, or accept 
such payment adjustments or make such re-
funds as the Secretary considers appropriate 
and consistent with the objectives of this 
subchapter, unless— 

‘‘(i) the transferee of the land agrees with 
the Secretary to assume all obligations of 
the contract; or 

‘‘(ii) the land is purchased by or for the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, or 
the transferee and the Secretary agree to 
modifications to the contract, if the modi-
fications are consistent with the objectives 
of this subchapter as determined by the Sec-
retary; 

‘‘(7) not to conduct any harvesting or graz-
ing, nor otherwise make commercial use of 
the forage, on land that is subject to the con-
tract, nor adopt any similar practice speci-
fied in the contract by the Secretary as a 
practice that would tend to defeat the pur-
poses of the contract, except that the Sec-
retary may permit— 

‘‘(A) harvesting or grazing or other com-
mercial use of the forage on land that is sub-
ject to the contract in response to a drought 
or other similar emergency; and 

‘‘(B) limited grazing on the land if the 
grazing is incidental to the gleaning of crop 

residues on the fields in which the land is lo-
cated and occurs— 

‘‘(i) during the 7-month period during 
which grazing of conserving use acreage is 
allowed in a State under the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.); or 

‘‘(ii) after the producer harvests the grain 
crop of the surrounding field for a reduction 
in rental payment commensurate with the 
limited economic value of the incidental 
grazing; 

‘‘(8) not to harvest or make commercial 
use of trees on land that is subject to the 
contract unless expressly permitted in the 
contract, except that no contract shall pro-
hibit activities consistent with customary 
forestry practice, such as pruning, thinning, 
or stand improvement of trees, on land con-
verted to forestry use; 

‘‘(9) not to adopt any practice that would 
tend to defeat the objectives of this sub-
chapter; 

‘‘(10) with respect to any contract entered 
into after the effective date of section 3 of 
the Agricultural Resources Conservation Act 
of 1995, concerning highly erodible land in a 
county that has not reached the limitation 
established by section 1242(c)— 

‘‘(A) not to produce an agricultural com-
modity for the duration of the contract on 
any other highly erodible land that the 
owner or operator has purchased after the ef-
fective date of section 3 of the Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Act of 1995, and that 
does not have a history of being used to 
produce an agricultural commodity other 
than forage crops; and 

‘‘(B) on the violation of subparagraph (A), 
to be subject to the sanctions described in 
paragraph (5); and 

‘‘(11) to comply with such additional provi-
sions as the Secretary determines are nec-
essary. 

‘‘(b) CONSERVATION PLAN.—The conserva-
tion plan required under subsection (a)(1)— 

‘‘(1) shall set forth— 
‘‘(A) the conservation measures and prac-

tices to be carried out by the owner or oper-
ator during the term of the contract; and 

‘‘(B) the commercial use, if any, to be per-
mitted on the land during the term; and 

‘‘(2) may provide for the permanent retire-
ment of any cropland base and allotment his-
tory for the land. 

‘‘(c) ENVIRONMENTAL USE.—To the max-
imum extent practicable, not less than 1⁄8 of 
land that is placed in the conservation re-
serve shall be devoted to hardwood trees. 

‘‘(d) FORECLOSURE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other law, an owner or operator of land who 
is a party to a contract entered into under 
this subchapter may not be required to make 
repayments to the Secretary of amounts re-
ceived under the contract if the land that is 
subject to the contract has been foreclosed 
on and the Secretary determines that for-
giving the repayments is appropriate to pro-
vide fair and equitable treatment. 

‘‘(2) RESUMPTION OF CONTROL.—This sub-
section shall not void the responsibilities of 
the owner or operator under the contract if 
the owner or operator resumes control over 
the land that is subject to the contract with-
in the term of the contract. On the resump-
tion of the control over the land by the 
owner or operator, the provisions of the con-
tract in effect on the date of the foreclosure 
shall apply. 
‘‘SEC. 1233. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

‘‘In return for a contract entered into by 
an owner or operator under section 1232, the 
Secretary shall— 

‘‘(1) share the cost of carrying out the con-
servation measures and practices set forth in 
the contract for which the Secretary deter-
mines that cost sharing is appropriate and in 
the public interest; 
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‘‘(2) for a period of years not in excess of 

the term of the contract, pay an annual rent-
al payment in an amount necessary to com-
pensate for— 

‘‘(A) the conversion of cropland normally 
devoted to the production of an agricultural 
commodity on a farm or ranch to a less in-
tensive use, consistent with section 1231(e); 
and 

‘‘(B) the retirement of any cropland base 
and allotment history that the owner or op-
erator agrees to retire permanently; and 

‘‘(3) provide conservation technical assist-
ance, as determined necessary by the Sec-
retary, to assist the owner or operator in 
carrying out the contract. 

‘‘SEC. 1234. PAYMENTS. 

‘‘(a) TIME OF COST-SHARING AND ANNUAL 
RENTAL PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
provide payment for obligations incurred by 
the Secretary under a contract entered into 
under this subchapter— 

‘‘(1) with respect to any cost-sharing pay-
ment obligation incurred by the Secretary, 
as soon as practicable after the obligation is 
incurred; and 

‘‘(2) with respect to any annual rental pay-
ment obligation incurred by the Secretary— 

‘‘(A) as soon as practicable after October 1 
of each calendar year; or 

‘‘(B) at the discretion of the Secretary, at 
any time prior to October 1 during the year 
that the obligation is incurred. 

‘‘(b) FEDERAL PERCENTAGE OF COST-SHAR-
ING PAYMENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In making cost-sharing 
payments to an owner or operator under a 
contract entered into under this subchapter, 
the Secretary shall pay 50 percent of the cost 
of establishing water quality and conserva-
tion measures and practices required under 
the contracts for which the Secretary deter-
mines that cost sharing is appropriate and in 
the public interest. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not 
make any payment to an owner or operator 
under this subchapter to the extent that the 
total amount of cost-sharing payments pro-
vided to the owner or operator from all 
sources would exceed 100 percent of the total 
actual costs. 

‘‘(3) HARDWOOD TREES.—The Secretary may 
permit an owner or operator who contracts 
to devote at least 10 acres of land to the pro-
duction of hardwood trees under this sub-
chapter to extend the planting of the trees 
over a 3-year period if at least 1⁄3 of the trees 
are planted in each of the first 2 years. 

‘‘(4) OTHER FEDERAL COST-SHARING ASSIST-
ANCE.—An owner or operator shall not be eli-
gible to receive or retain cost-sharing assist-
ance under this subchapter if the owner or 
operator receives any other Federal cost- 
sharing assistance with respect to the land 
under any other law. 

‘‘(c) ANNUAL RENTAL PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) ENCOURAGING PARTICIPATION.—In deter-

mining the amount of annual rental pay-
ments to be paid to owners and operators for 
converting eligible cropland normally de-
voted to the production of an agricultural 
commodity to a less intensive use, the Sec-
retary may consider, among other factors, 
the amount necessary to encourage owners 
or operators of eligible cropland to partici-
pate in the program established by this sub-
chapter. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amounts payable to 

owners or operators as rental payments 
under contracts entered into under this sub-
chapter shall be determined by the Secretary 
through— 

‘‘(i) the submission of offers for the con-
tracts by owners and operators in such man-
ner as the Secretary may prescribe; and 

‘‘(ii) determination of the rental value of 
the land through a productivity adjustment 
formula determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—Rental payments shall 
not exceed local rental rates, except that 
rental payments for partial field enrollments 
may be made in an amount that does not ex-
ceed 150 percent of local rental rates, ad-
justed for the productivity of the land, as de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) HARDWOOD TREES.—In the case of acre-
age enrolled in the conservation reserve that 
is to be devoted to hardwood trees, the Sec-
retary may consider offers for contracts 
under this subsection on a continuous basis. 

‘‘(d) CASH OR IN-KIND PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, payments under this 
subchapter— 

‘‘(A) shall be made in cash or in commod-
ities in such amount and on such time sched-
ule as are agreed on and specified in the con-
tract; and 

‘‘(B) may be made in advance of the deter-
mination of performance. 

‘‘(2) IN-KIND PAYMENTS.—If the payment is 
made in in-kind commodities, the payment 
shall be made by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration— 

‘‘(A) by delivery of the commodity in-
volved to the owner or operator at a ware-
house or other similar facility located in the 
county in which the highly erodible cropland 
is located or at such other location as is 
agreed to by the Secretary and the owner or 
operator; 

‘‘(B) by the transfer of negotiable ware-
house receipts; or 

‘‘(C) by such other method, including the 
sale of the commodity in commercial mar-
kets, as is determined by the Secretary to be 
appropriate to enable the owner or operator 
to receive efficient and expeditious posses-
sion of the commodity. 

‘‘(3) INSUFFICIENT STOCKS.—If stocks of a 
commodity acquired by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation are not readily available 
to make full payment in kind to an owner or 
operator, the Secretary may substitute full 
or partial payment in cash for payment in 
kind. 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL CONSERVATION RESERVE EN-
HANCEMENT PROGRAM.—Payments to a pro-
ducer under a special conservation reserve 
enhancement program described in sub-
section (f)(4) shall be in the form of cash 
only. 

‘‘(e) PAYMENT ON DEATH, DISABILITY, OR 
SUCCESSION.—If an owner or operator who is 
entitled to a payment under a contract en-
tered into under this subchapter dies, be-
comes incompetent, is otherwise unable to 
receive the payment, or is succeeded by an-
other person who renders or completes the 
required performance, the Secretary shall 
make the payment, in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary and with-
out regard to any other provision of law, in 
such manner as the Secretary determines is 
fair and reasonable in light of all of the cir-
cumstances. 

‘‘(f) PAYMENT LIMITATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The total amount of 

rental payments, including the value of any 
rental payments in in-kind commodities, 
made to a person under this subchapter for 
any fiscal year may not exceed $50,000. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
issue regulations that are consistent with 
section 1001 for the purpose of— 

‘‘(A) defining the term ‘person’ as used in 
paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(B) prescribing such rules as the Sec-
retary determines are necessary to ensure a 
fair and reasonable application of the limita-
tion contained in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) RECEIPT OF OTHER PAYMENTS NOT AF-
FECTED.—Rental payments received by an 

owner or operator shall be in addition to, 
and not affect, the total amount of payments 
that the owner or operator is otherwise eligi-
ble to receive under this Act, the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101–624), or the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.). 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL CONSERVATION RESERVE EN-
HANCEMENT PROGRAM.—The provisions of this 
subsection that limit payments to any per-
son, and section 1305(f) of the Agricultural 
Reconciliation Act of 1987 (Public Law 100– 
203; 7 U.S.C. 1308 note), shall not be applica-
ble to payments received by a State or polit-
ical subdivision, or an agency of a State or 
political subdivision, in connection with an 
agreement entered into under a special con-
servation reserve enhancement program car-
ried out by the State, political subdivision, 
or agency that has been approved by the Sec-
retary. The Secretary may enter into an 
agreement for payments to a State or polit-
ical subdivision, or agency of a State or po-
litical subdivision, that the Secretary deter-
mines will advance the objectives of this 
subchapter. 

‘‘(g) CONTRACTS UNAFFECTED BY CERTAIN 
PRESIDENTIAL ORDERS.—Notwithstanding 
any other law, no order issued for any fiscal 
year under section 252 of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
(2 U.S.C. 902) shall affect any payment under 
any contract entered into at any time that is 
subject to this subchapter, including con-
tracts entered into prior to the effective date 
of section 3 of the Agricultural Resources 
Conservation Act of 1995. 

‘‘(h) COST-SHARING PAYMENTS.—In addition 
to any payment under this subchapter, an 
owner or operator may receive cost-sharing 
payments, rental payments, or tax benefits 
from a State or political subdivision of a 
State for enrolling lands in the conservation 
reserve program. 
‘‘SEC. 1235. CONTRACTS. 

‘‘(a) OWNERSHIP OR OPERATION REQUIRE-
MENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
no contract shall be entered into under this 
subchapter concerning land with respect to 
which the ownership has changed during the 
3-year period preceding the date the contract 
is entered into unless— 

‘‘(A) the new ownership was acquired by 
will or succession as a result of the death of 
the previous owner; 

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines that the 
land was acquired under circumstances that 
give adequate assurance that the land was 
not acquired for the purpose of placing the 
land in the program established by this sub-
chapter; or 

‘‘(C) the ownership change occurred due to 
foreclosure on the land and the owner of the 
land immediately before the foreclosure ex-
ercised a right of redemption from the mort-
gage holder in accordance with a State law. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not— 

‘‘(A) prohibit the continuation of a con-
tract by a new owner after a contract has 
been entered into under this subchapter; or 

‘‘(B) require a person to own the land as a 
condition of eligibility for entering into the 
contract if the person— 

‘‘(i) has operated the land to be covered by 
a contract under this subchapter for at least 
3 years preceding the date of entering into 
the contract; and 

‘‘(ii) controls the land during the contract 
period. 

‘‘(b) SALES OR TRANSFERS.—If, during the 
term of a contract entered into under this 
subchapter, an owner or operator of land 
subject to the contract sells or otherwise 
transfers the ownership or right of occu-
pancy of the land, the new owner or operator 
of the land may— 
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‘‘(1) continue the contract under the same 

terms and conditions of the contract; 
‘‘(2) enter into a new contract in accord-

ance with this subchapter; or 
‘‘(3) elect not to participate in the program 

established under this subchapter. 
‘‘(c) MODIFICATIONS AND WAIVERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may mod-

ify a contract entered into by an owner or 
operator under this subchapter if— 

‘‘(A) the owner or operator agrees to the 
modification; and 

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines that the 
modification is desirable— 

‘‘(i) to carry out this subchapter; 
‘‘(ii) to facilitate the practical administra-

tion of this subchapter; or 
‘‘(iii) to achieve such other goals as the 

Secretary determines are appropriate, con-
sistent with this subchapter. 

‘‘(2) PRODUCTION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMOD-
ITIES.—The Secretary may modify or waive a 
term or condition of a contract entered into 
under this subchapter to permit all or part of 
the land subject to the contract to be de-
voted to the production of an agricultural 
commodity during a crop year, subject to 
such conditions as the Secretary determines 
are appropriate. 

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—The Secretary may 
terminate a contract entered into with an 
owner or operator under this subchapter if— 

‘‘(1) the owner or operator agrees to the 
termination; and 

‘‘(2) the Secretary determines that the ter-
mination is in the public interest. 
‘‘SEC. 1236. BASE HISTORY. 

‘‘(a) REDUCTIONS.—A reduction, based on a 
ratio between the total cropland acreage on 
the farm and the acreage placed in the con-
servation reserve, as determined by the Sec-
retary, shall be made during the period of a 
contract entered into under this subchapter, 
in the aggregate, in crop bases, quotas, and 
allotments on the farm with respect to crops 
for which there is a production adjustment 
program. 

‘‘(b) BASE HISTORY AS BASIS FOR PARTICIPA-
TION IN OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—Not-
withstanding sections 1211 and 1221, the Sec-
retary, by appropriate regulation, may pro-
vide for preservation of cropland base and al-
lotment history applicable to acreage con-
verted from the production of agricultural 
commodities under this subchapter, for the 
purpose of any Federal program under which 
the history is used as a basis for participa-
tion in the program or for an allotment or 
other limitation of the program, unless the 
owner and operator of the farm or ranch 
agree under the contract to retire perma-
nently that cropland base and allotment his-
tory. 

‘‘(c) EXTENSION OF PRESERVATION OF CROP-
LAND BASE AND ALLOTMENT HISTORY.—The 
Secretary shall offer the owner or operator 
of a farm or ranch an opportunity to extend 
the preservation of cropland base and allot-
ment history pursuant to subsection (b) for 
such time as the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate after the expiration date of a 
contract under this subchapter at the re-
quest of the owner or operator. In return for 
the extension, the owner or operator shall 
agree to continue to abide by the terms and 
conditions of the original contract, except 
that— 

‘‘(1) the owner or operator shall receive no 
additional cost-sharing, annual rental, or 
bonus payment; and 

‘‘(2) the Secretary may permit, subject to 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
may impose, haying and grazing of acreage 
subject to the agreement, except that— 

‘‘(A) haying and grazing shall not be per-
mitted during any consecutive 5-month pe-
riod that is established by the State com-

mittee established under section 8(b) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) during the period be-
ginning April 1 and ending October 31 of a 
year; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a natural disaster, the 
Secretary may permit unlimited haying and 
grazing on the acreage. 

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL REMEDIES FOR VIOLA-
TIONS.—In addition to any other remedy pre-
scribed by law, the Secretary may reduce or 
terminate the quantity of cropland base and 
allotment history preserved pursuant to sub-
section (c) for acreage with respect to which 
a violation of a term or condition of a con-
tract occurs.’’. 
SEC. 4. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 

PROGRAM. 
Chapter 2 of subtitle D of title XII of the 

Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et 
seq.) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘CHAPTER 2—ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

INCENTIVES PROGRAM 
‘‘SEC. 1238. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
‘‘(1) farmers and ranchers cumulatively 

manage more than 1⁄2 of the private lands in 
the continental United States; 

‘‘(2) because of the predominance of agri-
culture, the soil, water, and related natural 
resources of the United States cannot be pro-
tected without cooperative relationships be-
tween the Federal Government and farmers 
and ranchers; 

‘‘(3) farmers and ranchers have made tre-
mendous progress in protecting the environ-
ment and the agricultural resource base of 
the United States over the past decade be-
cause of not only Federal Government pro-
grams but also their spirit of stewardship 
and the adoption of effective technologies; 

‘‘(4) it is in the interest of the entire 
United States that farmers and ranchers 
continue to strive to preserve soil resources 
and make more efforts to protect water qual-
ity and wildlife habitat, and address other 
broad environmental concerns; 

‘‘(5) environmental strategies that stress 
the prudent management of resources, as op-
posed to idling land, will permit the max-
imum economic opportunities for farmers 
and ranchers in the future; 

‘‘(6) unnecessary bureaucratic and paper-
work barriers associated with existing agri-
cultural conservation assistance programs 
decrease the potential effectiveness of the 
programs; and 

‘‘(7) the recent trend of Federal spending 
on agricultural conservation programs sug-
gests that assistance to farmers and ranch-
ers in future years will, absent changes in 
policy, dwindle to perilously low levels. 

‘‘(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the envi-
ronmental quality incentives program estab-
lished by this chapter are to— 

‘‘(1) combine into a single program the 
functions of— 

‘‘(A) the agricultural conservation pro-
gram authorized by sections 7 and 8 of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act (16 U.S.C. 590g and 590h) (as in effect be-
fore the amendments made by section 6(a)(1) 
of the Agricultural Resources Conservation 
Act of 1995); 

‘‘(B) the Great Plains conservation pro-
gram established under section 16(b) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act (16 U.S.C. 590p(b)) (as in effect before the 
amendment made by section 6(b)(1) of the 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Act of 
1995); 

‘‘(C) the water quality incentives program 
established under this chapter (as in effect 
before the amendment made by section 4 of 
the Agricultural Resources Conservation Act 
of 1995); and 

‘‘(D) the Colorado River Basin salinity con-
trol program established under section 202(c) 

of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control 
Act (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)) (as in effect before the 
amendment made by section 6(c)(1) of the 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Act of 
1995); and 

‘‘(2) carry out the single program in a man-
ner that maximizes environmental benefits 
per dollar expended, and that provides— 

‘‘(A) flexible technical and financial assist-
ance to farmers and ranchers that face the 
most serious threats to soil, water, and re-
lated natural resources, including grazing 
lands, wetlands, and wildlife habitat; 

‘‘(B) assistance to farmers and ranchers in 
complying with this title and Federal and 
State environmental laws, and to encourage 
environmental enhancement; 

‘‘(C) assistance to farmers and ranchers in 
making beneficial, cost-effective changes to 
cropping systems, grazing management, ma-
nure, nutrient, pest, or irrigation manage-
ment, land uses, or other measures needed to 
conserve and improve soil, water, and related 
natural resources; and 

‘‘(D) for the consolidation and simplifica-
tion of the conservation planning process to 
reduce administrative burdens on the owners 
and operators of farms and ranches. 
‘‘SEC. 1238A. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICE.—The 

term ‘land management practice’ means nu-
trient or manure management, integrated 
pest management, irrigation management, 
tillage or residue management, grazing man-
agement, or another land management prac-
tice the Secretary determines is needed to 
protect soil, water, or related resources in 
the most cost effective manner. 

‘‘(2) LARGE CONFINED LIVESTOCK OPER-
ATION.—The term ‘large confined livestock 
operation’ means a farm or ranch that— 

‘‘(A) is a confined animal feeding oper-
ation; and 

‘‘(B) has more than— 
‘‘(i) 700 mature dairy cattle; 
‘‘(ii) 1,000 beef cattle; 
‘‘(iii) 30,000 laying hens or broilers (if the 

facility has continuous overflow watering); 
‘‘(iv) 100,000 laying hens or broilers (if the 

facility has a liquid manure system); 
‘‘(v) 55,000 turkeys; 
‘‘(vi) 2,500 swine; or 
‘‘(vii) 10,000 sheep or lambs. 
‘‘(3) LIVESTOCK.—The term ‘livestock’ 

means mature dairy cows, beef cattle, laying 
hens, broilers, turkeys, swine, sheep, or 
lambs. 

‘‘(4) OPERATOR.—The term ‘operator’ 
means a person who is engaged in crop or 
livestock production (as defined by the Sec-
retary). 

‘‘(5) STRUCTURAL PRACTICE.—The term 
‘structural practice’ means the establish-
ment of an animal waste management facil-
ity, terrace, grassed waterway, contour grass 
strip, filterstrip, permanent wildlife habitat, 
or another structural practice that the Sec-
retary determines is needed to protect soil, 
water, or related resources in the most cost 
effective manner. 
‘‘SEC. 1238B. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRA-

TION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
INCENTIVES PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 1996 through 

2005 fiscal years, the Secretary shall provide 
technical assistance, cost-sharing payments, 
and incentive payments to operators, who 
enter into contracts with the Secretary, 
through an environmental quality incentives 
program in accordance with this chapter. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PRACTICES.— 
‘‘(A) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.—An operator 

who implements a structural practice shall 
be eligible for technical assistance or cost- 
sharing payments, or both. 
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‘‘(B) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.—An op-

erator who performs a land management 
practice shall be eligible for technical assist-
ance or incentive payments, or both. 

‘‘(b) APPLICATION AND TERM.—A contract 
between an operator and the Secretary under 
this chapter may— 

‘‘(1) apply to 1 or more structural practices 
or 1 or more land management practices, or 
both; and 

‘‘(2) have a term of not less than 5, nor 
more than 10, years, as determined appro-
priate by the Secretary, depending on the 
practice or practices that are the basis of the 
contract. 

‘‘(c) STRUCTURAL PRACTICES.— 
‘‘(1) COMPETITIVE OFFER.—The Secretary 

shall administer a competitive offer system 
for operators proposing to receive cost-shar-
ing payments in exchange for the implemen-
tation of 1 or more structural practices by 
the operator. The competitive offer system 
shall consist of— 

‘‘(A) the submission of a competitive offer 
by the operator in such manner as the Sec-
retary may prescribe; and 

‘‘(B) evaluation of the offer in light of the 
priorities established in section 1238C and 
the projected cost of the proposal, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) CONCURRENCE OF OWNER.—If the oper-
ator making an offer to implement a struc-
tural practice is a tenant of the land in-
volved in agricultural production, for the 
offer to be acceptable, the operator shall ob-
tain the concurrence of the owner of the land 
with respect to the offer. 

‘‘(d) LAND MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.—The 
Secretary shall establish an application and 
evaluation process for awarding technical as-
sistance or incentive payments, or both, to 
an operator in exchange for the performance 
of 1 or more land management practices by 
the operator. 

‘‘(e) COST-SHARING AND INCENTIVE PAY-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(1) COST-SHARING PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of 

cost-sharing payments to an operator pro-
posing to implement 1 or more structural 
practices shall not be less than 75 percent of 
the projected cost of the practice, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, taking into consid-
eration any payment received by the oper-
ator from a State or local government. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—An operator of a large 
confined livestock operation shall not be eli-
gible for cost-sharing payments to construct 
an animal waste management facility. 

‘‘(C) OTHER PAYMENTS.—An operator shall 
not be eligible for cost-sharing payments for 
structural practices on eligible land under 
this chapter if the operator receives cost- 
sharing payments or other benefits for the 
same land under chapter 1 or 3. 

‘‘(2) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 
shall make incentive payments in an amount 
and at a rate determined by the Secretary to 
be necessary to encourage an operator to 
perform 1 or more land management prac-
tices. 

‘‘(f) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
‘‘(1) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall allo-

cate funding under this chapter for the pro-
vision of technical assistance according to 
the purpose and projected cost for which the 
technical assistance is provided in a fiscal 
year. The allocated amount may vary ac-
cording to the type of expertise required, 
quantity of time involved, and other factors 
as determined appropriate by the Secretary. 
Funding shall not exceed the projected cost 
to the Secretary of the technical assistance 
provided in a fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) OTHER AUTHORITIES.—The receipt of 
technical assistance under this chapter shall 
not affect the eligibility of the operator to 

receive technical assistance under other au-
thorities of law available to the Secretary. 

‘‘(g) MODIFICATION OR TERMINATION OF CON-
TRACTS.— 

‘‘(1) VOLUNTARY MODIFICATION OR TERMI-
NATION.—The Secretary may modify or ter-
minate a contract entered into with an oper-
ator under this chapter if— 

‘‘(A) the operator agrees to the modifica-
tion or termination; and 

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines that the 
modification or termination is in the public 
interest. 

‘‘(2) INVOLUNTARY TERMINATION.—The Sec-
retary may terminate a contract under this 
chapter if the Secretary determines that the 
operator violated the contract. 

‘‘(h) NON-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-

quest the services of a State water quality 
agency, State fish and wildlife agency, State 
forestry agency, or any other governmental 
or private resource considered appropriate to 
assist in providing the technical assistance 
necessary for the development and imple-
mentation of a structural practice or land 
management practice. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—No person 
shall be permitted to bring or pursue any 
claim or action against any official or entity 
based on or resulting from any technical as-
sistance provided to an operator under this 
chapter to assist in complying with a Fed-
eral or State environmental law. 

‘‘SEC. 1238C. EVALUATION OF OFFERS AND PAY-
MENTS. 

‘‘(a) REGIONAL PRIORITIES.—The Secretary 
shall provide technical assistance, cost-shar-
ing payments, and incentive payments to op-
erators in a region, watershed, or conserva-
tion priority area under this chapter based 
on the significance of the soil, water, and re-
lated natural resource problems in the re-
gion, watershed, or area, and the structural 
practices or land management practices that 
best address the problems, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMIZATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL BEN-
EFITS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In providing technical 
assistance, cost-sharing payments, and in-
centive payments to operators in regions, 
watersheds, or conservation priority areas 
under this chapter, the Secretary shall ac-
cord a higher priority to assistance and pay-
ments that maximize environmental benefits 
per dollar expended. 

‘‘(2) NATIONAL AND REGIONAL PRIORITY.— 
The prioritization shall be done nationally 
as well as within the conservation priority 
area, region, or watershed in which an agri-
cultural operation is located. 

‘‘(3) CRITERIA.—To carry out this sub-
section, the Secretary shall establish cri-
teria for implementing structural practices 
and land management practices that best 
achieve conservation goals for a region, wa-
tershed, or conservation priority area, as de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(c) STATE OR LOCAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—The 
Secretary shall accord a higher priority to 
operators whose agricultural operations are 
located within watersheds, regions, or con-
servation priority areas in which State or 
local governments have provided, or will pro-
vide, financial or technical assistance to the 
operators for the same conservation or envi-
ronmental purposes. 

‘‘(d) PRIORITY LANDS.—The Secretary shall 
accord a higher priority to structural prac-
tices or land management practices on lands 
on which agricultural production has been 
determined to contribute to, or create, the 
potential for failure to meet applicable 
water quality standards or other environ-
mental objectives of a Federal or State law. 

‘‘SEC. 1238D. DUTIES OF OPERATORS. 
‘‘To receive technical assistance, cost- 

sharing payments, or incentives payments 
under this chapter, an operator shall agree— 

‘‘(1) to implement an environmental qual-
ity incentives program plan that describes 
conservation and environmental goals to be 
achieved through a structural practice or 
land management practice, or both, that is 
approved by the Secretary; 

‘‘(2) not to conduct any practices on the 
farm or ranch that would tend to defeat the 
purposes of this chapter; 

‘‘(3) on the violation of a term or condition 
of the contract at any time the operator has 
control of the land, to refund any cost-shar-
ing or incentive payment received with in-
terest, and forfeit any future payments 
under this chapter, as determined by the 
Secretary; 

‘‘(4) on the transfer of the right and inter-
est of the operator in land subject to the 
contract, unless the transferee of the right 
and interest agrees with the Secretary to as-
sume all obligations of the contract, to re-
fund all cost-sharing payments and incentive 
payments received under this chapter, as de-
termined by the Secretary; 

‘‘(5) to supply information as required by 
the Secretary to determine compliance with 
the environmental quality incentives pro-
gram plan and requirements of the program; 
and 

‘‘(6) to comply with such additional provi-
sions as the Secretary determines are nec-
essary to carry out the environmental qual-
ity incentives program plan. 
‘‘SEC. 1238E. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCEN-

TIVES PROGRAM PLAN. 
‘‘An environmental quality incentives pro-

gram plan shall include (as determined by 
the Secretary)— 

‘‘(1) a description of the prevailing farm or 
ranch enterprises, cropping patterns, grazing 
management, cultural practices, or other in-
formation that may be relevant to con-
serving and enhancing soil, water, and re-
lated natural resources; 

‘‘(2) a description of relevant farm or ranch 
resources, including soil characteristics, 
rangeland types and condition, proximity to 
water bodies, wildlife habitat, or other rel-
evant characteristics of the farm or ranch 
related to the conservation and environ-
mental objectives set forth in the plan; 

‘‘(3) a description of specific conservation 
and environmental objectives to be achieved; 

‘‘(4) to the extent practicable, specific, 
quantitative goals for achieving the con-
servation and environmental objectives; 

‘‘(5) a description of 1 or more structural 
practices or 1 or more land management 
practices, or both, to be implemented to 
achieve the conservation and environmental 
objectives; 

‘‘(6) a description of the timing and se-
quence for implementing the structural 
practices or land management practices, or 
both, that will assist the operator in com-
plying with Federal and State environmental 
laws; and 

‘‘(7) information that will enable evalua-
tion of the effectiveness of the plan in 
achieving the conservation and environ-
mental objectives, and that will enable eval-
uation of the degree to which the plan has 
been implemented. 
‘‘SEC. 1238F. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

‘‘To the extent appropriate, the Secretary 
shall assist an operator in achieving the con-
servation and environmental goals of an en-
vironmental quality incentives program plan 
by— 

‘‘(1) providing an eligibility assessment of 
the farming or ranching operation of the op-
erator as a basis for developing the plan; 

‘‘(2) providing technical assistance in de-
veloping and implementing the plan; 
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‘‘(3) providing technical assistance, cost- 

sharing payments, or incentive payments for 
developing and implementing 1 or more 
structural practices or 1 or more land man-
agement practices, as appropriate; 

‘‘(4) providing the operator with informa-
tion, education, and training to aid in imple-
mentation of the plan; and 

‘‘(5) encouraging the operator to obtain 
technical assistance, cost-sharing payments, 
or grants from other Federal, State, local, or 
private sources. 
‘‘SEC. 1238G. ELIGIBLE LANDS. 

‘‘Agricultural land on which a structural 
practice or land management practice, or 
both, shall be eligible for technical assist-
ance, cost-sharing payments, or incentive 
payments under this chapter include— 

‘‘(1) agricultural land (including cropland, 
rangeland, pasture, and other land on which 
crops or livestock are produced) that the 
Secretary determines poses a serious threat 
to soil, water, or related resources by reason 
of the soil types, terrain, climatic, soil, topo-
graphic, flood, or saline characteristics, or 
other factors or natural hazards; 

‘‘(2) an area that is considered to be crit-
ical agricultural land on which either crop or 
livestock production is carried out, as iden-
tified in a plan submitted by the State under 
section 319 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1329) as having pri-
ority problems that result from an agricul-
tural nonpoint source of pollution; 

‘‘(3) an area recommended by a State lead 
agency for protection of soil, water, and re-
lated resources, as designated by a Governor 
of a State; and 

‘‘(4) land that is not located within a des-
ignated or approved area, but that if per-
mitted to continue to be operated under ex-
isting management practices, would defeat 
the purpose of the environmental quality in-
centives program, as determined by the Sec-
retary. – 
‘‘SEC. 1238H. LIMITATIONS ON PAYMENTS. 

‘‘(a) PAYMENTS.—The total amount of cost- 
sharing and incentive payments paid to a 
person under this chapter may not exceed— 

‘‘(1) $10,000 for any fiscal year; or 
‘‘(2) $50,000 for any multiyear contract. 
‘‘(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 

issue regulations that are consistent with 
section 1001 for the purpose of— 

‘‘(1) defining the term ‘person’ as used in 
subsection (a); and 

‘‘(2) prescribing such rules as the Secretary 
determines necessary to ensure a fair and 
reasonable application of the limitations 
contained in subsection (a). 
‘‘SEC. 1238I. TEMPORARY ADMINISTRATION OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCEN-
TIVES PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) INTERIM ADMINISTRATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During the period begin-

ning on the date of enactment of this section 
and ending on the later of the dates specified 
in paragraph (2), to ensure that technical as-
sistance, cost-sharing payments, and incen-
tive payments continue to be administered 
in an orderly manner until such time as as-
sistance can be provided through final regu-
lations issued to implement the environ-
mental quality incentives program estab-
lished under this chapter, the Secretary 
shall continue to provide technical assist-
ance, cost-sharing payments, and incentive 
payments under the terms and conditions of 
the agricultural conservation program, the 
Great Plains conservation program, the 
water quality incentives program, and the 
Colorado River Basin salinity control pro-
gram, to the extent the terms and conditions 
of the programs are consistent with the envi-
ronmental quality incentives program. 

‘‘(2) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the Secretary to carry out para-
graph (1) shall terminate on the later of— 

‘‘(A) the date that is 180 days after the date 
of enactment of this section; or 

‘‘(B) March 31, 1996. 
‘‘(b) PERMANENT ADMINISTRATION.—Effec-

tive beginning on the later of the dates spec-
ified in subsection (a)(2), the Secretary shall 
provide technical assistance, cost-sharing 
payments, and incentive payments for struc-
tural practices and land management prac-
tices related to crop and livestock produc-
tion in accordance with final regulations 
issued to carry out the environmental qual-
ity incentives program.’’. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

Subtitle E of title XII of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841 et seq.) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘Subtitle E—Administration 
‘‘SEC. 1241. FUNDING. 

‘‘(a) MANDATORY EXPENSES.—Subject to 
subsection (f), the Secretary shall use the 
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
for each of fiscal years 1996 through 2005 to 
carry out the programs authorized by— 

‘‘(1) subchapter B of chapter 1 of subtitle D 
(including contracts extended by the Sec-
retary pursuant to section 1437 of the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101–624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 note)); 

‘‘(2) subchapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D; 
and 

‘‘(3) chapter 2 of subtitle D. 
‘‘(b) ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS TO CCC.— 

The Secretary may use the funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to carry out 
chapter 3 of subtitle D, except that the Sec-
retary may not use the funds of the Corpora-
tion unless the Corporation has received 
funds to cover the expenditures from appro-
priations made to carry out chapter 3 of sub-
title D. 

‘‘(c) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) CROP PRODUCTION.—Subject to sub-
section (f), funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation for technical assistance, cost- 
sharing payments, and incentive payments 
targeted at practices relating to crop produc-
tion under the environmental quality incen-
tives program— 

‘‘(A) in the case of each of fiscal years 1996 
and 1997, shall be allocated in the same pro-
portion that existed between practices relat-
ing to crop production and livestock produc-
tion in fiscal year 1995; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of each of fiscal years 1998 
through 2005, shall not be less than the total 
funding level for the payments for fiscal year 
1995. 

‘‘(2) LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION.—Subject to 
subsection (f) and paragraph (3), for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2005, 50 percent of 
the funding available for technical assist-
ance, cost-sharing payments, and incentive 
payments under the environmental quality 
incentives program shall be targeted at prac-
tices relating to livestock production. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary is author-
ized to allocate less than 50 percent of the 
total program funding level for a fiscal year 
for practices relating to crop or livestock 
production under paragraphs (1) and (2), if 
the Secretary determines that the funding 
level is not justified by need or demand. 

‘‘(d) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM.— 
Subject to subsection (f), funding for the 
conservation reserve program (including 
contracts extended by the Secretary pursu-
ant to section 1437 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101–624; 16 U.S.C. 3831 note)) shall be— 

‘‘(1) $1,805,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
‘‘(2) $1,804,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
‘‘(3) $1,485,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
‘‘(4) $1,345,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
‘‘(5) $1,221,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

2000 through 2005. 

‘‘(e) WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM.—Sub-
ject to subsection (f), funding to carry out 
the wetlands reserve program under sub-
chapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D shall be 
$150,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 2005. 

‘‘(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF CCC FUNDS.— 
Subject to subsection (c)(3) and notwith-
standing any other law, the Secretary shall 
allocate $2,060,000,000, of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for each of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005 to carry out the pro-
grams authorized by chapters 1 and 2 of sub-
title D. 

‘‘(g) PRORATION OF PAYMENTS.—If for any 
fiscal year the Secretary has incurred total 
contractual obligations to make payments 
under all programs authorized under subtitle 
D (other than chapter 3 of subtitle D) that 
would exceed an amount of $2,060,000,000, the 
Secretary shall prorate all payments owed 
under subtitle D (other than chapter 3 of sub-
title D) for the fiscal year to ensure that ac-
tual payments for the fiscal year do not ex-
ceed that amount. 
‘‘SEC. 1242. ADMINISTRATION. 

‘‘(a) PLANS.—The Secretary shall, to the 
extent practicable, avoid duplication in— 

‘‘(1) the conservation plans required for— 
‘‘(A) highly erodible land conservation 

under subtitle B; 
‘‘(B) the conservation reserve program es-

tablished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D; and 

‘‘(C) the wetlands reserve program estab-
lished under subchapter C of chapter 1 of 
subtitle D; and 

‘‘(2) the environmental quality incentives 
program plan required under chapter 2 of 
subtitle D. 

‘‘(b) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS.—In car-
rying out the programs established under 
subtitle D, the Secretary shall provide ade-
quate safeguards to protect the interests of 
tenants and sharecroppers, including provi-
sion for sharing, on a fair and equitable 
basis, in payments under a program estab-
lished by subtitle D. 

‘‘(c) ACREAGE LIMITATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 

enroll more than 25 percent of the cropland 
in any county in the programs administered 
under the conservation reserve and wetlands 
reserve programs established under sub-
chapters B and C, respectively, of chapter 1 
of subtitle D. Not more than 10 percent of 
the cropland in a county may be subject to 
an easement acquired under the subchapters. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary may ex-
ceed the limitations in paragraph (1) if the 
Secretary determines that— 

‘‘(A) the action would not adversely affect 
the local economy of a county; and 

‘‘(B) operators in the county are having 
difficulties complying with conservation 
plans implemented under section 1212. 

‘‘(3) SHELTERBELTS AND WINDBREAKS.—The 
limitations established under this subsection 
shall not apply to cropland that is subject to 
an easement under chapter 1 or 3 of subtitle 
D that is used for the establishment of 
shelterbelts and windbreaks. 

‘‘(d) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) CONSERVATION RESERVE AND WETLANDS 

RESERVE PROGRAMS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the effective date of this section, the 
Secretary shall issue regulations to imple-
ment the conservation reserve and wetlands 
reserve programs established under chapter 1 
of subtitle D. 

‘‘(2) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 
PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days after the 
effective date of this section, the Secretary 
shall issue regulations to implement the en-
vironmental quality incentives program 
under chapter 2 of subtitle D. 
‘‘SEC. 1243. CONSERVATION OPERATIONS. 

‘‘It is the sense of Congress that— 
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‘‘(1) the functions performed by the Sec-

retary pursuant to the authority for Con-
servation Operations are valuable conserva-
tion activities that should continue to be 
carried out by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(2) the amount of funds made available to 
carry out the functions of Conservation Op-
erations for each fiscal year should not be 
less than the amount of funds made available 
to carry out those functions during fiscal 
year 1995. 
‘‘SEC. 1244. INFORMATION MANAGEMENT. 

‘‘It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary should develop information manage-
ment techniques that are necessary to cre-
ate— 

‘‘(1) individual farm or ranch natural re-
source databases that would streamline the 
process by which owners or operators apply 
to participate in a conservation program ad-
ministered by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(2) to the extent practicable, develop a 
common application process for all conserva-
tion programs.’’. 
SEC. 6. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) ELIMINATION.— 
(A) Section 8 of the Soil Conservation and 

Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h) is 
amended— 

(i) in subsection (b)— 
(I) by striking paragraphs (1) through (4) 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(1) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES 

PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall provide tech-
nical assistance, cost share payments, and 
incentive payments to operators through the 
environmental quality incentives program in 
accordance with chapter 2 of subtitle D of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 
et seq.).’’; and 

(II) by striking paragraphs (6) through (8); 
and 

(ii) by striking subsections (d), (e), and (f). 
(B) The first sentence of section 11 of the 

Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act (16 U.S.C. 590k) is amended by striking 
‘‘performance: Provided further,’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘or other law’’ and inserting 
‘‘performance’’. 

(C) Section 14 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 590n) is 
amended— 

(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘or 8’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking the second sentence. 
(D) Section 15 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 590o) is 

amended— 
(i) in the first undesignated paragraph— 
(I) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘sec-

tions 7 and 8’’ and inserting ‘‘section 7’’; and 
(II) by striking the third sentence; and 
(ii) by striking the second undesignated 

paragraph. 
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Paragraph (1) of the last proviso of the 

matter under the heading ‘‘CONSERVATION RE-
SERVE PROGRAM’’ under the heading ‘‘SOIL 
BANK PROGRAMS’’ of title I of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and Farm Credit Admin-
istration Appropriation Act, 1959 (72 Stat. 
195; 7 U.S.C. 1831a) is amended by striking 
‘‘Agricultural Conservation Program’’ and 
inserting ‘‘environmental quality incentives 
program established under chapter 2 of sub-
title D of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838 et seq.)’’. 

(B) Section 4 of the Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103) is 
amended by striking ‘‘as added by the Agri-
culture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973’’ each place it appears in subsections (d) 
and (i) and inserting ‘‘as in effect before the 
amendment made by section 6(a)(1)(F) of the 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Act of 
1995’’. 

(C) Section 226(b)(4) of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 

U.S.C. 6932(b)(4)) is amended by striking 
‘‘and the agricultural conservation program 
under the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590g et seq.)’’. 

(D) Section 246(b)(8) of the Department of 
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 
U.S.C. 6962(b)(8)) is amended by striking 
‘‘and the agricultural conservation program 
under the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590g et seq.)’’. 

(E) Section 1271(c)(3)(C) of the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(16 U.S.C. 2106a(c)(3)(C)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Agricultural Conservation Program es-
tablished under section 16(b) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (16 
U.S.C. 590h, 590l, or 590p)’’ and inserting ‘‘en-
vironmental quality incentives program es-
tablished under chapter 2 of subtitle D of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et 
seq.)’’. 

(F) Section 126(a)(5) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(5) The environmental quality incentives 
program established under chapter 2 of sub-
title D of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3838 et seq.).’’. 

(G) Section 304(a) of the Lake Champlain 
Special Designation Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101–596; 33 U.S.C. 1270 note) is amended— 

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
‘‘SPECIAL PROJECT AREA UNDER THE AGRICUL-
TURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘A PRIORITY AREA UNDER THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘special 
project area under the Agricultural Con-
servation Program established under section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b))’’ and in-
serting ‘‘priority area under the environ-
mental quality incentives program estab-
lished under chapter 2 of subtitle D of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et 
seq.)’’. 

(H) Section 6 of the Department of Agri-
culture Organic Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 1033) is 
amended by striking subsection (b). 

(b) GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) ELIMINATION.—Section 16 of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
(16 U.S.C. 590p) is repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 

1938 is amended by striking ‘‘Great Plains 
program’’ each place it appears in sections 
344(f)(8) and 377 (7 U.S.C. 1344(f)(8) and 1377) 
and inserting ‘‘environmental quality incen-
tives program established under chapter 2 of 
subtitle D of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(16 U.S.C. 3838 et seq.)’’. 

(B) Section 246(b) of the Department of Ag-
riculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 
6962(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (2). 

(C) Section 126(a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended— 

(i) by striking paragraph (6); and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (7) 

through (10) as paragraphs (6) through (9), re-
spectively. 

(c) COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CON-
TROL PROGRAM.— 

(1) ELIMINATION.—Section 202 of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Act (43 
U.S.C. 1592) is amended by striking sub-
section (c). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
246(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re-
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6962(b)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (6). 

(d) RURAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
PROGRAM.— 

(1) ELIMINATION.—Title X of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1970 (16 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) is re-
pealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
246(b) of the Department of Agriculture Re-
organization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C. 6962(b)) (as 
amended by subsections (a)(2)(D), (b)(2)(B), 
and (c)(2)) is further amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (5), 

(7), and (8) as paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), and 
(5), respectively. 

(e) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND CONSERVA-
TION.—Section 1212(e) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3812(e)) is amended by 
inserting after the first sentence the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘Ineligibility under section 1211 of a tenant 
or sharecropper for benefits under section 
1211 shall not cause a landlord to be ineli-
gible for the benefits for which the landlord 
would otherwise be eligible with respect to a 
commodity produced on lands other than the 
land operated by the tenant or share-
cropper.’’. 

(f) OTHER CONSERVATION PROVISIONS.—Sub-
title F of title XII of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 2005a and 2101 note) is re-
pealed. 

(g) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION CHAR-
TER ACT.— 

(1) The first sentence of section 4(g) of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act 
(15 U.S.C. 714b(g)) is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end the following: ‘‘, 
except that the total contractual obligations 
incurred under the functions and programs 
established under subtitle D of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830 
et seq.) shall not exceed $2,060,000,000 for any 
fiscal year’’. 

(2) Section 5(g) of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714c(g)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(g) Carry out the functions and programs 
established under subtitle D of title XII of 
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830 
et seq.) at a funding level, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, that does not ex-
ceed a total of $2,060,000,000 in any fiscal year 
for all functions and programs combined.’’. 

(h) RESOURCE CONSERVATION.— 
(1) ELIMINATION.—Subtitles A, B, D, E, F, 

G, and J of title XV of the Agriculture and 
Food Act of 1981 (95 Stat. 1328; 16 U.S.C. 3401 
et seq.) are repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 739 
of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1982 (7 U.S.C. 2272a) 
is repealed. 

(i) WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM.—Section 
1237(c) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3837(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘1991 
through 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘1996 through 
2005’’. 

(j) ENVIRONMENTAL EASEMENT PROGRAM.— 
Section 1239(a) of the Food Security Act of 
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839(a)) is amended by striking 
‘‘1991 through 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘1996 
through 2005’’. 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall become effective on 
the later of— 

(1) the date of enactment of this Act; or 
(2) October 1, 1995. 
(b) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1238I and 1242(d) 

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (as added by 
sections 4 and 5, respectively, of this Act) 
shall become effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(2) 1991 THROUGH 1995 CALENDAR YEARS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
this Act and the amendments made by this 
Act shall not affect the authority of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to carry out a program 
for any of the 1991 through 1995 calendar 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7515 May 25, 1995 
years under a provision of law in effect im-
mediately before the effective dates pre-
scribed by this section. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Subtitles D and E of title XII of the Food 

Security Act of 1985 are amended accord-
ingly: 

Sec. 1. Subtitle D—Agricultural Resources 
Conservation Program, is amended to read: 

Sec. 1230. Environmental Conservation 
Acreage Reserve Program. 

During the 1996 through 2005 calendar 
years, the Secretary shall establish an Envi-
ronmental Conservation Acreage Reserve 
Program to assist owners and operators of 
farms and ranches to conserve and enhance 
soil, water, and related natural resources in-
cluding grazing lands, wetlands, and wildlife 
habitat. The Secretary shall carry out these 
purposes through the Conservation Reserve, 
Wetlands Reserve, and Environmental Qual-
ity Incentive Programs authorized in this 
Act. 

Sec. 2. Subchapter B-Conservation Reserve, 
is amended to read: 

Sec. 1231. Conservation Reserve. 
(a) In General. The Secretary is authorized 

to re-enroll lands currently in the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program (CRP) by extending 
current contracts and to enroll new lands 
into the CRP during the 1996–2005 calendar 
years. The purposes of the CRP are to im-
prove water quality, soil erosion, and related 
natural resources, by taking environ-
mentally sensitive lands out of production 
that, if permitted to remain untreated, could 
substantially impair water quality or reduce 
soil productivity or related natural re-
sources. 

(b) Eligible Lands. Emphasis will be place 
on enrolling and re-enrolling lands that are 
1) highly erodible croplands that cannot be 
farmed in accordance with a conservation 
compliance plan or are next to lakes, rivers, 
or streams, 2) marginal pasture lands estab-
lished as wildlife habitat, and 3) cropland or 
pasture land to be devote to the production 
of hardwood trees, windbreaks, shelterbelts. 

(c) Certain Lands Affected by Secretarial 
Action. Lands enrolled into the CRP shall be 
considered to be planted to an agricultural 
commodity during a crop year if an action of 
the Secretary prevented land from being 
planted to the commodity during the crop 
year. 

(d) Enrollment. Not more than 36.4 million 
acres may be enrolled and re-enrolled into 
the CRP in any year between the 1996–2005 
calendar years. The Secretary shall enroll 
acreage into the CRP that meets specified 
water quality and soil erosion criteria, and 
that also maximizes wildlife habitat bene-
fits, to the maximum extent practicable. 

(e) Priority Functions. All lands enrolled 
or re-enrolled into the CRP between 1996— 
2000 must satisfy the priority functions of 
water quality, soil erosion, and wildlife bene-
fits. 

Water Quality. The Secretary shall enroll 
by the year 2000 filterstrips that are contig-
uous to permanent bodies of water, tribu-
taries and smaller streams, or intermittent 
streams. Contour grass strips and grassed 
waterways shall also be enrolled. Priority 
shall be given to partial field enrollments. 
Four million acres shall be enrolled by the 
end of the year 2000. 

Soil Erosion. The Secretary shall accept 
offers to enroll highly erodible lands that 
cannot be farmed through practices designed 
to significantly reduce soil erosion on highly 
erodible fields in a cost-effective manner 
without high potential for degradation of 
soil or water quality. 

Wildlife. The Secretary shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, ensure that offers 

to enroll acreage under the water quality 
and soil erosion priorities also maximize 
wildlife habitat benefits. This shall be ac-
complished by enrolling lands that are con-
tiguous to other CRP acreage, designated 
wildlife habitats, or wetlands. 

(f) Duration of Contract. CRP Contracts 
shall be for 10 to 15 years. 

(g) Multi-Year Grasses and Legumes. Al-
falfa and other multi-year grasses and leg-
umes used in a rotation practice shall be 
considered agricultural commodities. 

Sec. 1232. Duties of Owners and Operators. 
(a)& (b) Conservation Plans. An owner or 

operator of a farm or ranch must agree to 
implement a conservation plan approved by 
the Secretary for converting eligible lands 
normally devoted to the production of an ag-
ricultural commodity on the farm or ranch 
to a less intensive use, and to establish a 
vegetative or water cover on the land. An 
owner or operator must also agree not to use 
such land for agricultural purposes, or to 
conduct any harvesting or grazing on CRP 
land except as allowed by the Secretary. The 
conservation plan shall contain conservation 
measures and practices to be carried out dur-
ing the term of the contract. 

(c) Environmental Use.—To the extent 
practicable, not less than one-eighth of the 
land that is placed into CRP shall be devoted 
to hardwood trees. 

(d) Foreclosure. If land enrolled into the 
CRP is foreclosed upon, the Secretary may 
waive repayment by the owner or operator of 
amounts received under the contract. 

Sec. 1233. Duties of the Secretary. The Sec-
retary shall provide cost share and technical 
assistance for carrying out conservation 
measures and practices, and pay an annual 
rental payment. 

Sec. 1234. Payments. 
The Secretary shall provide payments for 

cost share amounting to 50 percent of the 
cost of establishing water quality and con-
servation practices. Rental payments shall 
be paid as soon as practicable after October 
1 of each calendar year, and shall be deter-
mined by the Secretary through the submis-
sion of offers for contracts by owners and op-
erators and establishment of the rental value 
of the land through a productivity adjust-
ment formula. Rental payments may not ex-
ceed local rental rates, except that rental 
payments for partial field enrollments may 
be up to 150% of local rental rates, adjusted 
for the productivity of the land. The total 
amount of rental payments may not exceed 
$50,000. 

Sec. 1235. Contracts. 
If the ownership of the land has changed 

within the previous 3 years, the land cannot 
be enrolled into the CRP unless the new own-
ership was acquired by will or succession as 
a result of the death of the previous owner, 
or the Secretary determines that the land 
was acquired under circumstances that give 
adequate assurance that such land was not 
acquired for the purpose of placing it in the 
CRP. CRP contracts can be modified upon 
the agreement of the owner or operator and 
the Secretary. 

Sec. 1236. Base History. 
The acreage base, quota or allotment for 

the farm (as applicable) shall be reduced in 
proportion to the ratio between the total 
cropland acreage on the farm and the acre-
age placed into the CRP. 

Sec. 3. Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program. Chapter 2 is amended to read: 

Chapter 2—Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program. 

Sec. 1238. Findings and Purposes. 
This section articulates the needs and pur-

poses of a comprehensive conservation pro-
gram that provides flexible and cost effective 
technical assistance, cost share, and incen-
tive payments to farmers and ranchers en-

gaged in crop and livestock production for 
various conservation practices, instead of re-
tiring land from production. This program is 
intended to assist farmers and ranchers in 
complying with the conservation compliance 
and swampbuster requirements of Title XII 
of the Food Security Act of 1985, and other 
State and Federal environmental laws. The 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
(EQIP) combines the functions of the Agri-
cultural Conservation Program, the Great 
Plains Conservation Program, the Water 
Quality Incentives Program and the Colo-
rado River Salinity Control Program into a 
single program. Conservation assistance for 
livestock production is significantly in-
creased. 

Sec. 1238A. Definitions. 
(a) Livestock. The term ‘‘livestock’’ means 

mature dairy cows, beef cattle, laying hens, 
broilers, turkeys, swine, and sheep or lambs. 

(b) Large Confined Livestock Operation. 
The term ‘‘large confined livestock oper-
ation’’ means a farm or ranch that— 

(1) is a confined animal feeding operation; 
and 

(2) has more than— 
(A) 700 mature dairy cattle; 
(B) 1000 beef cattle; 
(C) 30,000 laying hens or broilers (if the fa-

cility has continuous overflow watering); 
(D) 100,000 laying hens or broilers (if the fa-

cility has a liquid manure system) 
(E) 55,000 turkeys; 
(F) 2,500 swine; or 
(G) 10,000 sheep or lambs. 
(C) Structural Practices. The term ‘‘struc-

tural practices’’ as used in this chapter 
means animal waste management facilities, 
terraces, grassed waterways, contour grass 
strips, filterstrips, permanent wildlife habi-
tat, and other structural practices the Sec-
retary determines are needed to protect soil, 
water, and related resources in the most cost 
effective manner. 

(d) Land Management Practices. The term 
‘‘land management practices’’ as used in this 
chapter means nutrient and manure manage-
ment, integrated pest management, irriga-
tion management, tillage and residue man-
agement, grazing management, and other 
land management practices the Secretary 
determines are needed to protect soil, water, 
and related resources in the most cost effec-
tive manner. 

(e) Operator. The term ‘‘operator’’ means a 
person who is engaged in agricultural pro-
duction as defined by the Secretary. 

(f) Secretary. The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Sec. 1238B. Establishment and Administra-
tion of Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program. 

(a) Establishment. The Secretary shall, for 
the 1996–2005 fiscal years, provide technical 
assistance, cost share, and incentive pay-
ments through EQIP to operators engaged in 
crop or livestock production. Operators who 
implement structural practices shall be eli-
gible for technical assistance and/or cost 
share. Operators who perform land manage-
ment practices shall be eligible for technical 
assistance and/or incentive payments. 

(b) Duration of Assistance. Contracts be-
tween operators and the Secretary may be 
for 5–10 years. 

(c) Structural Practices. The Secretary 
shall administer a competitive offer (bid) 
system for cost share and/or technical assist-
ance for the implementation of structural 
practices. 

(d) Land Management Practices. The Sec-
retary shall establish an application and 
evaluation process for awarding an incentive 
payment and/or technical assistance for the 
performance of land management practices. 

(e) Cost Share and Incentive Payments. 
Cost share payments for structural prac-

tices shall be not greater than 75% of the 
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projected cost of the structural practice, as 
determined by the Secretary. Operators of 
large confined livestock operations are not 
eligible for cost share for animal waste man-
agement facilities. Incentive payments shall 
be in an amount and at a rate determined by 
the Secretary to be necessary to attract op-
erators to perform land management prac-
tices. The receipt of incentive payments 
under EQIP shall not affect the eligibility of 
the operator to receive incentive payments 
under other conservation programs. 

(f) Technical Assistance. The Secretary 
shall allocate funding for technical assist-
ance under EQIP according to the purpose 
and projected cost for which the technical 
assistance is provided in a fiscal year. The 
receipt of technical assistance under EQIP 
shall not affect the eligibility of the oper-
ator to receive technical assistance under 
other conservation programs. 

(g) Modification or Termination of Con-
tracts. 

The Secretary may modify a contract with 
an operator under this chapter if the oper-
ator and Secretary agree. 

Sec. 1238C. Evaluation of Offers and Pay-
ments. 

(a) Regional Priorities. The Secretary 
shall provide cost share, technical assist-
ance, and incentive payments depending on 
the significance of the soil, water and related 
natural resource problems in the region, wa-
tershed, or conservation priority area, and 
the structural or land management practices 
that best address these problems. 

(b) Maximize Environmental Benefits. 
EQIP shall be administered so as to maxi-
mize environmental benefits per dollar ex-
pended. 

(c) Local or State Contributions. Priority 
is given to operators whose agricultural op-
erations are located within watersheds, re-
gions, or conservation priority areas in 
which watersheds, regions, or conservation 
priority areas in which local or state govern-
ments will, or already have already provided 
financial or technical assistance to the oper-
ator for a practice on the same land. 

(d) Priority Lands. Priority is given to 
structural or land management practices on 
lands on which agricultural production has 
the potential to cause the failure to meet 
water quality standards or other environ-
mental objectives of Federal or State laws. 

Sec. 1238D. Duties of the Operator. An op-
erator must agree to implement an EQIP 
plan that contains conservation and environ-
mental goals to be achieved through land 
management or structural practices. 

Sec. 1238E. Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program Plan. 

EQIP plans may include a description of 
specific conservation and environmental ob-
jectives to be achieved, the practices nec-
essary to achieve those objectives, or other 
information relevant to conserving and en-
hancing soil, water and related natural re-
sources. 

Sec. 1238F. Duties of the Secretary. 
The Secretary shall assist the operator in 

achieving the conservation and environ-
mental goals of the EQIP plan by providing 
technical assistance, cost share, or incen-
tives payments. 

Sec. 1238G. Eligible Lands. 
Agricultural lands upon which land man-

agement and/or structural practices can be 
performed include cropland, rangeland, and 
pasture that the Secretary determines pose a 
serious threat to soil, water, and related re-
sources. Agricultural lands identified as 
problems due to agricultural non-point 
sources of pollution under section 319 of the 
clean Water Act are also priority lands under 
this program. 

Sec. 1238H. Limitation on Payments. 
The total amount of cost share and incen-

tive payments paid may not exceed $10,000 in 

any one year, and may not exceed a total of 
$50,000 for multi-year contracts. 

Sec. 1238I. Temporary Administration of 
the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram. 

(a) Interim Administration. To assure that 
cost share, technical assistance, and incen-
tive payments continue to be administered 
in an orderly manner until such time as as-
sistance can be provided through final regu-
lations of EQIP, the Secretary shall, by 180 
days after the effective date, continue to 
provide cost share, technical assistance, and 
incentive payments under the terms and con-
ditions of the current Agricultural Conserva-
tion Program, Water Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, Colorado River Basin Salinity Control 
Program, and Great Plains Conservation 
Program, to the extent the terms and condi-
tions of these programs are consistent with 
the provisions of EQIP. 

(b) Expiration of Authority. The authority 
of the Secretary to administer EQIP under 
the interim authority in subsection (a) shall 
terminate at the later of— 

(A) 180 days from the date of enactment; or 
(B) March 31, 1996. 
Sec. 4. Administration. Subtitle E is 

amended to read: Subtitle E—Administra-
tion 

Sec. 1241. Funding. 
(a) Mandatory Expenses. 
The CRP, WRP, and EQIP programs shall 

be funded through the Commodity Credit 
Corporation between 1996–2005. 

(b) Environmental Easements Program. 
Funding for the Environmental Easements 
program is subject to prior appropriations. 

(c) Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram. CCC funding for EQIP targeted at 
practices relating to crop production for the 
1996–1997 fiscal years shall be allocated in the 
same proportion that exists for funding be-
tween practices relating to crop production 
and livestock production in 1995. For the 
1998–2005 fiscal years, funding for practices 
relating to crop production shall not be less 
than the total 1995 funding level. By 2000, 
50% of the EQIP funding shall be targeted at 
practices relating to livestock production. 
The Secretary is authorized to allocate less 
than 50% of the total program funding level 
for practices relating to crop or livestock 
production, if such a funding level is not jus-
tified by need or demand. 

(d) CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM. 
Funding for the CRP shall be— 

(1) $1.805 billion in FY 1996; 
(2) $1.804 billion in FY 1997; 
(3) $1.485 billion in FY 1998; 
(4) $1.345 billion in FY 1999; 
(5) $1.221 billion in FY 2000–2005. 
(e) WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM. Funding 

for the Wetlands Reserve Program shall be 
$150 million in each of fiscal years 1996–2005. 

(f) LIMITATION ON USE OF CCC FUNDS. The 
Secretary shall allocate $2.06 billion of funds 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation in each 
of fiscal years 1996–2005 to fund the CRP, 
WRP and EQIP. 

(g) PRORATION OF PAYMENTS. If in any fis-
cal year the Secretary has incurred total 
contractual obligations to make payments 
under the CRP, WRP and EQIP that would 
exceed $2.06 billion, the Secretary shall pro-
rate all payments owed under these pro-
grams. 

Sec. 1242. Administration. 
(a) PLANS. The Secretary shall, to the ex-

tent practicable, avoid duplication in the 
conservation plans required for conservation 
compliance, CRP, WRP, and EQIP. 

(b) TENANTS AND SHARECROPPERS. In car-
rying out the programs under subtitle D, the 
Secretary shall provide adequate safeguards 
to protect the interests of tenants and share-
croppers, including provision for sharing, on 
a fair and equitable basis, in payments under 
either the CRP, WRP, or EQIP. 

(c) ACREAGE LIMITATION. The Secretary 
shall not enroll more than 25 percent of the 
cropland in any county into the CRP, WRP, 
and Environmental Easements Program. Not 
more than 10 percent of such cropland in a 
county may be subject to an easement ac-
quired under those programs. 

Sec. 1243. Conforming Amendments. 
(1) The following conservation cost share 

programs are terminated, and their func-
tions transferred to EQIP. 

1. Agricultural Conservation Program; 
2. Agricultural Water Quality Incentives 

Program; 
3. Colorado River Basin Salinity Control 

Program; and 
4. Great Plains Conservation program. 
(2) The Commodity Credit Corporation 

Charter Act is amended to provide for, and 
limit, funding by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for the CRP, WRP, and EQIP. 

(3) The WRP is amended to allow land to be 
enrolled between 1996–2005. 

(h) The Environmental Easements Pro-
gram is amended to allow land to be enrolled 
between 1996–2005. 

Sec. 1244. Conservation Operations. It is 
the Sense of the Senate that the functions 
performed by the Secretary pursuant to the 
authority for Conservation Operations are 
valuable conservation activities that should 
continue to be carried out by the Secretary 
and receive annual appropriations by Con-
gress at least at 1995 funding levels. 

Sec. 1245. Information Management. It is 
the Sense of the Senate that the Secretary 
should develop information management 
techniques that are necessary to create indi-
vidual farm or ranch natural resource data 
bases that would streamline the process by 
which owners or operators apply to partici-
pate in a conservation program administered 
by USDA and, to the extent practicable, de-
velop a common application process for all 
conservation programs. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased and proud to introduce today, 
with Senator LUGAR, the Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Act of 1995. 

When President Bush signed the 1990 
farm bill, he called it one of the most 
important environmental bills in that 
Congress. 

Today will build on that legacy. 
We build on the legacy of 

Vermont’s—and America’s values. 
Being good neighbors. That is the 

value we live by in Vermont. When a 
cow gets out of her pasture, our neigh-
bors make sure she gets back safely. 
When phosphorus gets out of our barn-
yards and threatens Lake Champlain, 
we come together to find a solution. 

We build on the legacy of our 
Vermont experience. 

In Vermont we have proved over the 
past 15 years that if we build good con-
servation policy, our farmers will come 
and participate. This bill takes the 
Vermont model and makes it a nation-
wide program. 

We build on a legacy of bipartisan co-
operation. 

The conservation policies we enacted 
in 1985 and 1990 have produced more 
progress in the last 10 years than we 
have seen in the last 50 years of soil 
conservation. 

That is a summary of the values and 
policies behind this bill. 

What does it mean on the ground in 
Vermont? 
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First, it means farmers will not have 

to choose between being good neigh-
bors—controlling their polluted run-
off—and staying in business. 

Our neighbors, Vermonters and 
Americans nationwide, will help share 
the costs. 

Second, our working together means 
cleaner rivers and streams. We can 
take the successes we have had in local 
areas, and make them work statewide. 

Third, it means new opportunities for 
all Vermont’s farmers. Dairy and 
sheep, apple farmers and vegetable 
farmers—all can be better farmers and 
neighbors. 

I believe the bill we are introducing 
today embodies in legislation the agri-
cultural community’s commitment to 
conservation and the environment. In 
the Agricultural Resources Conserva-
tion Act of 1995 we extend that legacy 
to the broader environmental chal-
lenges farmers and ranchers will face 
in the next 10 years. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today is built on four key ideas. 

We are neighbors; 
Let’s build on proven success; 
We need solutions, not complex pro-

grams; 
Look ahead, or we will fall behind. 
We are neighbors: The Good Neighbor 

Act of 1995. 
The Agricultural Resources Con-

servation Act of 1995 is more than a set 
of proposals for policies and programs. 
It is, at its heart, a statement of the 
values we share as Americans. 

The guiding principle of this bill is 
the golden rule. 

Farmers and ranchers manage nearly 
half of the land mass of the contiguous 
United States. Cropland alone makes 
up one-fifth of our land. The 36 million 
acres in the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram is 2.5 times the size of the Wild-
life Refuge System in the lower 48 
states. These figures show that some of 
our most critical environmental con-
cerns, from water quality to wildlife 
habitat, can be solved only with the ac-
tive, cooperative support of the agri-
cultural sector. The bill I am intro-
ducing today provides the means to en-
gage farmers and ranchers in actively 
and cooperatively meeting their re-
sponsibilities as neighbors. 

I firmly believe that most farmers 
and ranchers are good neighbors. The 
facts speak for themselves. Since 1985, 
farmers and ranchers have reduced soil 
erosion on highly erodible land by two- 
thirds. We are about to turn the corner 
on wetland losses in agriculture—re-
storing more acres than we are con-
verting. A recent poll of 10,000 farmers 
in 15 leading farm States found that 58 
percent of the farmers said conserva-
tion compliance should be continued. A 
majority of the farmers polled, 43 per-
cent agreed that the Government 
should insist they plant filter strips 
along stream banks to protect water 
quality—40 percent disagreed. 

Farmers, it seems to me, are way 
ahead of some of their leaders when it 
comes to working constructively to 

solve our real and legitimate environ-
mental problems. This bill builds on 
farmers and ranchers clear commit-
ment to conservation and their neigh-
bors. 

BUILD ON PROVEN SUCCESS: IF 
WE BUILD IT, THEY WILL COME. 

This bill tries to make what has 
worked so well in Vermont work for 
farmers and ranchers in the rest of the 
country. 

In Vermont we have a problem with 
Lake Champlain. Runoff from dairy 
farms causes a real problem when it 
carries phosphorus into Lake Cham-
plain. Beginning in 1980, farmers and 
their urban neighbors came together to 
work out solutions. We identified the 
sources of runoff—we identified the 
management practices that would re-
duce that runoff—and we set ourselves 
some goals by which to measure our 
progress. We targeted the Federal as-
sistance to get results. 

And it’s working. In the Lake Cham-
plain basin alone 436 farmers have con-
tributed $5.8 million over their own 
money to match $13.4 million in Fed-
eral funding in the last 15 years. Other 
farmers are taking advantage of tech-
nical assistance and incentive pay-
ments provided through the Water 
Quality Incentives Program to set up 
innovative rotational grazing systems 
that increase profits and protect water 
quality. Our experience proves that if 
we provide farmers and ranchers with 
the technical and financial assistance 
they need, they will step up to the 
plate and do their share to protect the 
environment. 

That is what the Agricultural Re-
sources Conservation Act of 1995 does— 
put the tools into the hands of farmers 
that will allow them to reconcile prof-
itability, productivity, and the envi-
ronment. Specifically we: 

Reauthorize the Conservation Re-
serve Program through 2005 and make 
sure the program works to protect soil, 
water quality, and wildlife habitat; 

Authorize a new program, called the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, which insures farmers will have 
the technical and financial assistance 
to produce crops and livestock in ways 
that protect the environment; and 

Reauthorize the Wetland Reserve 
Program through 2005 to make sure 
wetland restoration and protection 
works for flood prevention, water qual-
ity, and wildlife habitat. 

These three programs will enable 
farmers to make the changes they need 
to make to protect the environment 
while protecting their bottom line at 
the same time. 

We need solutions, not complex pro-
grams. 

Farmers and ranchers want to do the 
right thing, but sometimes our rules 
and regulations get in the way. 

This bill gets bureaucratic redtape 
out of the way of farmers that want to 
conserve and protect the environment. 

Our proposed Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program combines the func-
tions of the Great Plains Conservation 

Program, Water Quality Incentives 
Program, Agricultural Conservation 
Program, and the Colorado River Sa-
linity Control Program into one, vol-
untary and flexible conservation pro-
gram. Farmers and ranchers will have 
one-step shopping for conservation 
planning. They will no longer have to 
have a file drawer full of plans for 
every conservation program or cost- 
share agreement they need. They will 
be able to use one plan to address all 
their conservation objectives and that 
makes them eligible for financial as-
sistance. 

Last year, we took the first steps to-
ward eliminating bureaucratic redtape 
when we passed legislation that reorga-
nized the Department. There is no rea-
son to reinvent the wheel and create a 
new bureaucratic structure to imple-
ment the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program. The structure is al-
ready in the field to do the job—county 
committees, conservation districts, the 
Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice and the Consolidated Farm Services 
Agency just need to work together to 
get the job done. That’s how it works 
in Vermont, and that’s how it should 
work in every State. The implementa-
tion of the Department reorganization 
is proving that it can and will work for 
everyone. 

We have to think ahead or we will be 
left behind. 

This bill provides a public commit-
ment to help farmers meet what they 
tell me is a growing concern: meeting 
increasingly complex environmental 
challenges while sustaining profitable 
and productive farms and ranches. 

This bill charts a course for farm pol-
icy in the 21st century. It is a course 
that provides for environmental in-
come stability in the same way our 
current farm policy provides for mar-
ket income stability. 

Agricultural programs were estab-
lished in the 1930’s to stabilize farm in-
come in the face of large swings in 
commodity prices. Farmers now be-
lieve that conservation and environ-
mental rules threaten the stability of 
farm income. Often these threats are 
overblown by groups more interested in 
being divisive than being constructive. 
Polls consistently show that the Amer-
ican public holds both farming and en-
vironmental protection in very high es-
teem. Both farmers and environmental-
ists have much to lose from a divisive 
relationship. 

As I said earlier, farmers and ranch-
ers manage half of the land mass in the 
contiguous United States. This means 
how we farm and how we ranch must 
affect our neighbors, whether those 
neighbors are across the fence, or 1,000 
miles downstream. The farm policy of 
the future must meet the unique needs 
of farmers and ranchers as the Nation’s 
landowners and land managers. 

This bill proposes to put conserva-
tion funding on an equal footing with 
commodity programs. Why? 

The purpose of the CCC borrowing 
authority is to provide farm income 
stability. 
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Conservation programs address the 

effect of changing environmental rules 
on farm income, just as commodity 
programs address farm income insta-
bility from changing markets. 

That is why this legislation author-
izes the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to use its borrowing authority to fund 
the Conservation Reserve Progam, the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram, and the Wetland Reserve Pro-
gram. 

Early last year several groups of ex-
perts from all sectors of agriculture 
came together under the auspices of 
the National Center for Food and Agri-
cultural Policy to help us plan for the 
1995 farm bill. 

Let me quote from the overview pre-
pared at the end of this process: 

Supporters of the program had some dif-
ficulty, however, in rationalizing as to why 
an industrial policy for the food and fiber 
sector requires continuing large-scale trans-
fers of income to a portion of the farm pro-
duction sector. . . . The working group look-
ing at land use, conservation and environ-
ment issue had no such problems in identi-
fying the public interest in and the public 
benefits that can be derived from pro-
grams. . . . This group argued that the pri-
mary beneficiary of the conservation and the 
environment programs is the public—which 
values the benefits of additional wildlife, 
cleaner water, and less soil erosion. 

This report is right. The direction is 
clear. I firmly believe that conserva-
tion should and will play an increas-
ingly important role in the agricul-
tural policy of the next century. The 
public has proved they are willing to 
pay for conservation. We need to take 
the first steps this year to build on 
that willingness to guarantee farmers 
and ranchers will have the technical 
and financial assistance they will need 
in the future. 

Budget pressures will sorely test our 
commitment to conservation this year. 
We will be forced to make painful 
choices. We will be forced to rethink 
the basis and justification of our farm 
policy. This bill makes a firm commit-
ment to conservation as a fundamental 
purpose of future farm programs. 

Mr. President, I am proud to intro-
duce this bill today. This bill builds on 
what we know works in my State and 
in the Nation. It is part of a blueprint 
for a farm policy that will meet the 
needs of farmers, ranchers, and their 
neighbors as we approach the next cen-
tury. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 855. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to revise the au-
thorization for long-term leasing of 
military family housing to be con-
structed; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

THE BUILD-TO-LEASE MILITARY FAMILY 
HOUSING ACT OF 1995 

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing on behalf of 
myself and Senator STEVENS legisla-
tion to address a serious national 
need—the condition and availability of 
military family housing for the Armed 

Forces of the United States, including 
the Coast Guard. 

The condition of the family housing 
for our military personnel has deterio-
rated to the point where it is a serious 
disincentive to reenlistment and a 
threat to long-term military readiness. 
According to a March 7, 1995 article in 
the Washington Post: 

‘‘Defense Secretary William J. Perry cites 
the poor condition of military housing as the 
number one complaint he hears from soldiers 
on visits to bases.’’ 

‘‘. . . 60% of the 375,000 on base family 
housing units are inadequate . . .’’ 

‘‘Many barracks and family apartments, 
built soon after World War II, are cramped 
and suffer from peeling lead-based paint, 
hazardous asbestos, cracked foundations, 
corroding pipes or faulty heating and cooling 
systems.’’ 

Mr. President, this is clearly a 
shameful situation that we can and 
should address. The Washington Post 
article I cited goes on to point out the 
need for a system to attract private in-
vestment to help rebuild or replace 
America’s military housing. That is 
the approach of the legislation I am in-
troducing today. 

Mr. President, in Alaska we have suc-
cessfully used private developers to 
build 1,216 units of critically needed 
military family housing, including 666 
units of Air Force housing at Eielson 
Air Force Base, and 550 units of Army 
housing at Fort Wainwright. This was 
accomplished under the authority of 
section 801 of Public Law 98–115, a pro-
vision I authored in 1983 along with 
Senator Tower and Representative 
CHARLIE STENHOLM of Texas. Today I 
am urging that we revise and extend 
that law to encourage its use for to-
day’s housing needs in the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard. 

While there is still build-lease au-
thority in 10 U.S.C. 2828, it is my un-
derstanding that little or no new hous-
ing has actually been constructed 
under the provisions of the statute as 
currently written due to the manner in 
which proposed projects are scored for 
budgetary purposes by the Congres-
sional Budget Office [CBO]. There are 
also other constraints in the current 
statutory language, such as the re-
quirement that the housing be off-base, 
that work to the detriment of success-
ful projects. 

Mr. President, in Ketchikan, AK the 
Coast Guard tells me that there is a se-
rious need for new housing. However, 
they do not believe that they can pro-
vide this for their personnel due to 
budgetary constraints. By providing 
the authority to lease or construct on 
or near a military installation I believe 
we will reduce the cost of providing 
housing as many of the needed infra-
structure support systems, that is, 
water, sewer, electricity, will already 
be in place. 

The approach I advocate, and the ap-
proach in the legislation I am intro-
ducing today, is simple and cost effec-
tive. The military services would in-
vite the private sector to build housing 
to military specifications on land al-

ready belonging to the Federal Govern-
ment, preferably on base or on Govern-
ment property. Under my approach, 
the military service can also contract 
for maintenance, providing the devel-
oper with an added incentive to con-
struct easy-to-maintain housing. 

The private developer builds the 
housing, leases it back to the military 
for the contract lease price including 
any inflation factors specified in the 
contract, for a lease term not to exceed 
20 years. At the end of the 20 years, the 
United States has the right of first re-
fusal to purchase the housing for its 
own purposes. As a practical matter, 
I’d expect the purchase to occur at lit-
tle additional cost. Since the land the 
housing is on belongs to the Govern-
ment, and since access to the housing 
and the base can be stipulated, any on- 
base housing would only be of value to 
the Federal Government. 

My approach also codifies the re-
quirement that the housing projects be 
competitively bid, and that the com-
mittees of jurisdiction in the House 
and Senate have an opportunity to re-
view the economic justifications for 
the projects prior to final award. 

Finally, Mr. President, my legisla-
tion directs that the total amount of 
budget authority and outlays required 
by the build-lease contract shall be 
scored on a pro rata basis over the 
term of the contract for purposes of 
CBO scoring. While some may dislike 
this provision, experience has dem-
onstrated its necessity. 

Mr. President, I ask that the article 
from the Washington Post and the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 855 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REVISION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR 

LONG TERM LEASING OF MILITARY 
FAMILY HOUSING. 

(a) REVISION.—The text of section 2835 of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(a) BUILD AND LEASE AUTHORIZED.—The 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
Secretary of Transportation with respect to 
the Coast Guard, may enter into a contract 
for the lease of family housing units to be 
constructed or rehabilitated to military use 
on or near a military installation within the 
United States under the Secretary’s jurisdic-
tion at which there is a shortage of family 
housing. Housing units leased under this sec-
tion shall be assigned, without rental charge, 
as family housing to members of the armed 
forces who are eligible for assignment to 
military family housing. 

‘‘(b) COMPETITIVE PROCESS.—Each contract 
under subsection (a) shall be awarded 
through the use of publicly advertised, com-
petitively bid, or competitively negotiated, 
contracting procedures as provided in chap-
ter 137 of this title. Such a contract may pro-
vide for the contractor of the housing facili-
ties to operate and maintain such housing 
facilities during the term of the lease. 

‘‘(c) CONDITIONS ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.— 
A lease contract entered into for a military 
housing project under subsection (a) shall in-
clude the following provisions: 

‘‘(1) A statement that the obligation of the 
United States to make payments under the 
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contract in any fiscal year is subject to the 
availability of appropriations for that pur-
pose. 

‘‘(2) A requirement that housing units con-
structed pursuant to the contract be con-
structed to Department of Defense specifica-
tions. 

‘‘(d) LEASE TERM.—A contract under this 
section may be for any period not in excess 
of 20 years (excluding the period required for 
construction of the housing facilities). 

‘‘(e) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL TO ACQUIRE.— 
A contract under this section shall provide 
that, upon the termination of the lease pe-
riod, the United States shall have the right 
of first refusal to acquire all right, title, and 
interest to the housing facilities constructed 
and leased under the contract. 

‘‘(f) NOTICE AND WAIT REQUIREMENTS.—A 
contract may not be entered into for the 
lease of housing facilities under this section 
until—. 

‘‘(1) the Secretary of Defense submits to 
the appropriate committees of Congress, in 
writing, an economic analysis (based upon 
accepted life cycle 15 costing procedures) 
which demonstrates that the proposed con-
tract is cost-effective when compared with 
alternative means of furnishing the same 
housing facilities; and 

‘‘(2) a period of 21 calendar days has ex-
pired following the date on which the eco-
nomic analysis is received by those commit-
tees.’’. 

(b) BUDGET SCORING.—For purposes of scor-
ing the budgetary impact of any contract en-
tered into under section 2835 of title 10, 
United States Code (as amended by sub-
section (a)), the total amount of budget au-
thority required by the contract, and the 
total outlays, shall be scored on a pro rata 
basis over the term of the contract. 
[From the Washington Post, Tuesday, Mar. 

7, 1995] 
THE NEW MILITARY READINESS WORRY: OLD 

HOUSING 
(By Bradley Graham) 

FORT BRAGG, NC—After decades of neglect, 
U.S. military housing has so deteriorated 
that Pentagon leaders say it is discouraging 
soldiers from reenlisting and thereby handi-
capping the nation’s military readiness. 

Many barracks and family apartments, 
built soon after World War II, are cramped 
and suffer from peeling lead-based paint, 
hazardous asbestos, cracked foundations, 
corroded pipes or faulty heating and cooling 
systems. 

More than half the family housing is rated 
inadequate, and Defense Secretary William 
J. Perry cites the poor condition of military 
housing as the number one complaint he 
hears from soldiers on visits to bases. 

‘‘If you ever drove up with your kids to a 
college with that kind of housing, you’d 
never leave your kid,’’ John Hamre, the Pen-
tagon’s comptroller, has been telling con-
gressional and news media audiences around 
Washington. ‘‘It’s pathetic.’’ 

But at a time of shrinking budgets, Pen-
tagon officials have come up with only some 
token extra millions of dollars to throw at a 
problems requiring billions to fix. So Perry 
is casting about for creative off-budget 
schemes. His main notion, still largely un-
tested, is to establish a system for attracting 
private investment to help rebuild or replace 
America’s military housing. 

So passionate has Perry become about the 
subject that the former aerospace, entre-
preneur—remembered as an undersecretary 
in the Carter administration for such high- 
tech innovations as stealth technology and 
the cruise missile—is now determined to 
leave his mark by cleaning up the more mun-
dane housing mess. 

‘‘When I leave here, I want to look back at 
a handful of legacies—things that I‘ve done 

that I’m proud of, that will be sustained and 
carried on—and this is going to be one of 
them,’’ Perry said in an interview. 

Asked about the apparent irony of appeal-
ing for new, improved housing even as an-
other round of base closings is underway, 
Pentagon authorities say the shutdowns 
have exacerbated the overall housing short-
age. Moreover, with much of the closure 
process now behind them, Defense Depart-
ment officials say the way is open for enlist-
ing private developers who had been spooked 
by the uncertainty of the closings. 

On Capitol Hill, where strong bipartisan 
support exists for better military housing, 
Perry has run into one complication. His em-
phasis on the U.S. problem is undermining 
his parallel effort to continue building new 
homes for former Soviet military officers, 
part of a U.S. program to finance elimi-
nation of nuclear missile bases in Moscow’s 
onetime empire. 

Much American military housing remains 
in decent shape. Some quite handsome build-
ings, with remodeled interiors and attractive 
surroundings, are home to senior officers. 
And many bases feature well-kept smaller 
housing units. 

But the norm is something else. 
While no definitive Pentagon standard for 

adequate housing exists, the Defense Depart-
ment reports that about 60 percent of the 
375,000 on-base family housing units are inad-
equate—and there are long waiting lists at 
most bases even for those homes. About one- 
fourth of the military’s 510,000 ‘‘barracks 
spaces’’ are rated substandard, with World 
War II-vintage gang latrines still common. 

Even some top-tier combat forces, like the 
Army’s 82nd Airborne Division based here at 
Fort Bragg, live in overcrowded rooms with 
pock-marked walls, rickety lockers, swaying 
bunks and dim lighting. 

‘‘We’d like to give our soldiers something 
better than tiles falling on their heads and 
air conditioning that doesn’t work,’’ said Lt. 
Col. Charles Jacoby, a battalion commander 
in the 82nd. 

Pentagon officials cite several factors to 
explain how housing became a crisis. One in-
volves the shift over the past two decades 
from a conscript force to an all-volunteer 
military, which led to a jump from 40 per-
cent to 60 percent in the proportion of mar-
ried service members. 

But the availability of family housing has 
increased little since the 1970s. Most of the 
Reagan administration’s surge in defense 
spending went into new weapon systems 
rather than bricks and mortar. Some mili-
tary housing was upgraded in Europe, then 
central to Cold War defenses, but those fa-
cilities now are being closed. 

‘‘Even during the 1980s, when we had a de-
fense budget buildup, there was little or not 
attention paid to this housing problem,’’ 
Perry said. ‘‘I think it just didn’t strike 
them that it was an important problem.’’ 

The relocation in the United States of U.S. 
troops formerly based abroad has exacer-
bated the shortage, as has the closing of nu-
merous domestic bases that offered at least 
some decent housing. 

Styles, too, have changed. Today’s sol-
diers, like other Americans, expect more pri-
vacy and space than their counterparts sev-
eral decades ago. One bath for three or four 
bedrooms might have been satisfactory in 
the 1950s; now, military families want not 
only more bathrooms, but more living and 
storage space, various appliances, parking 
for at least two cars and other amenities. 

Despite numerous, limited renovations ef-
forts, military officials say maintenance has 
tended to be more reactive than preventive. 
Besides, only so much can be done for some 
eroding structures. 

‘‘This place is like an old car, it’s contin-
ually breaking down,’’ said Sgt. Maj. Sam 

Chapman of the 16th Military Brigade, quar-
tered at Fort Bragg in a 1920s-era barracks 
with broken plumbing, unreliable heating 
and never enough hot water. ‘‘We’re con-
stantly putting in work orders, but the only 
way to fix things is to tear the place down 
and build a new barracks.’’ 

Defense Department policy is to provide 
on-base housing when the neighboring pri-
vate market cannot meet the need. Each 
military service houses about the same pro-
portion of its family population on base—be-
tween 30 percent and 40 percent. Some com-
manders would prefer to get out of the hous-
ing business altogether, but on-base units re-
main very popular among service members 
for reasons of adding security, family sup-
port networks, financial advantages, prox-
imity to jobs and access to child care and 
medical services. 

Living off-base is often not a manageable 
alternative, because military pay and hous-
ing allowances have not kept up with civil-
ian pay on average. In a recent survey of 29 
home ports, the Navy found that sailors 
ranked petty officer third class and below 
could afford a one-bedroom apartment in 
only five of the localities and an efficiency 
in only 17. 

Perry makes the point that ‘‘quality of 
life’’ concerns, of which housing ranks high-
est, are key to persuading the best military 
people to reenlist. 

‘‘What I want to do is equate dealing with 
the housing problem with [military] readi-
ness,’’ he said. ‘‘I see a single, iron logic that 
drives me from one to the other.’’ 

Under an initiative announced last fall, the 
Pentagon plans to spend $450 million a year 
for the next six years to improve on-base 
housing, raise allowances for off base living 
and provide more child care and other family 
support services. But even with these extra 
funds—on top of increased spending on hous-
ing by the services—Pentagon officials ex-
pect to modernize only 14 percent of the fam-
ily housing stock over the next six years and 
only one in three substandard barracks. 

‘‘The real hope is that we can attract large 
amounts of private investment into this 
housing problem,’’ said Perry. 

Perry now has both an internal team of of-
ficials and an outside task force headed by 
former Army secretary John O. Marsh look-
ing for alternatives. 

One promising plan is being tried by the 
Navy, which received congressional author-
ity last year to enter into equity partner-
ships with private developers. Also under 
consideration are sales of excess property or 
land swaps to raise capital for housing 
projects, discounted leases on government 
land to lower costs for developers and mort-
gage insurance for new or renovated military 
housing. 

Perry would like to proceed with several 
pilot programs this year, then select one or 
two for expansion next year. 

‘‘The problems have been a long time in 
coming, and will take a long time to fix,’’ 
said Col. James R. Hougnon, Fort Bragg’s 
public works director.∑ 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 
DODD): 

S. 856. A bill to amend the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities Act of 1965, the Museum Serv-
ices Act, and the Arts and Artifacts In-
demnity Act to improve and extend the 
acts, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources. 
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THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE NATIONAL 

FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND HUMAN-
ITIES ACT OF 1995 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, with 

Senators KASSEBAUM, KENNEDY, PELL, 
SIMPSON, and DODD, I am introducing 
today the Reauthorization of the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities Act of 1965. This bill provides 
authorization for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities, the newly 
consolidated Institute for Museum and 
Library Services, and the Arts and Ar-
tifacts Indemnity Act, through the 
year 2000. 

Mr. President, this has been a con-
troversial bill I know, and we have 
done our utmost in the committee, and 
will continue to do so through the 
markup, to restore the kind of con-
fidence that this act in these various 
endowments deserve. 

The subject of government sponsor-
ship of the arts and humanities evokes 
great disagreement and spirited debate 
from thoughtful people. My colleagues 
here in the Senate are certainly no 
strangers to the controversies and dis-
cussions associated with the National 
Endowment for the Arts. I must say 
that throughout the process of drafting 
the bill this consideration has been on 
my mind. I worked in consultation 
with my Republican and Democratic 
colleagues on the Labor Committee in 
hopes of addressing concerns and incor-
porating constructive suggestions as to 
how to improve each of the agencies. 

At each subcommittee hearing, we 
had opportunities to discuss funda-
mental issues related to the NEA, 
NEH, and IMS with a host of individ-
uals each with very different perspec-
tives. Some spoke of the merits of the 
Endowments, others proposed signifi-
cant change, still others advocated 
total elimination of the Endowments 
as we now know them. We had the op-
portunity to see the work of the IMS 
first hand. The hearing on the Institute 
for Museum Services was held at the 
Alexandria Black History Resource 
Center—a center that serves the com-
munity, is home to a wonderful collec-
tion of photographs and objects, sup-
ports education and lifelong learning 
initiatives, and is there for the enjoy-
ment of all of the people of Alexandria, 
and others who visit. 

The exchanges at each of the hear-
ings were enlightening, lively, and I be-
lieve in the end, very productive. We 
were able to discuss ideas and concepts 
which challenged the way we have 
thought of these agencies. I believe we 
successfully broadened this discussion 
from that of simply all or nothing— 
elimination versus no change—and cre-
ated an opportunity to improve upon 
these agencies. 

We have sought to do something very 
different with this bill. We have made 
changes that will lead to substantial 
improvement in terms of how these 
agencies work and made it even more 
clear in the legislation as to the pri-
ority of who they serve. I learned a 

great deal from the hearings and feel 
certain that we have incorporated 
some of the valuable and thoughtful 
ideas that were shared during these 
discussions. There was room for im-
provement at the NEA and NEH. In ad-
dition, there is a clear and direct con-
nection to learning between the IMS 
and libraries. 

We have worked very hard on this 
bill, for very simple reasons, in my 
opinion. The National Endowment for 
the Arts, the National Endowment for 
the Humanities, libraries and museums 
make enormous contributions to vi-
brancy and greatness of our society. 
They enrich the fabric of this Nation, 
they bring us together, enable us to 
better express ourselves and better un-
derstand each other and many times, 
through the arts and humanities we 
reach those who have been written off. 

Simply, the arts and humanities are 
an integral improvement in terms of 
how these agencies work and make 
even more clear that legislation is 
needed as to the priority of those who 
they serve. 

I learned a great deal from the hear-
ings and feel certain that we will have 
incorporated some of the most valuable 
and thoughtful ideas that were shared 
during these discussions. There was 
room for improvement in the NEA and 
the NEH. 

In addition, it is clear that direct 
connection to learning between the 
NEH, the NEA, and the libraries is en-
lightening. We have worked very hard 
on this bill for very simple reasons, in 
my opinion. The National Endowment 
for the Arts and the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities and the insti-
tute for Museum and Library Services 
make enormous contributions. Encour-
aging curiosity, thought, learning, dia-
log, and understanding are endeavors 
that the Federal Government should 
have a role in supporting. 

In fact, I believe the Federal Govern-
ment should have a leadership role in 
fostering and preserving the unique 
cultural heritage of the Nation. And to 
give credit where credit is due, the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities, 
the Institute for Museum Services and 
libraries have made the arts and hu-
manities more accessible to all people 
of our Nation and have created innova-
tive and exciting ways of learning to 
the lives of many, old and young. 

My support of these agencies is based 
on what I have witnessed and learned 
over the years—facts about what they 
really do and who they really serve. I 
have seen the many ways the Endow-
ments’ and the IMS’ programs have 
touched people’s lives. Their programs 
have reached children who, prior to 
their involvement with the arts or hu-
manities had little interest in learning 
and less hope. Each of these agencies 
have enabled individuals to gain a bet-
ter understanding of their neighbors 
and their communities through partici-
pation in community festivals and 
other outreach activities. They have 

brought the beauty and the magic of 
the Nation’s rich culture to even the 
smallest corners of the Nation. 

My own State of Vermont, while 
unique in so many ways, is part of a 
common phenomenon—when the arts, 
humanities, museums, and libraries are 
introduced to a community—that com-
munity comes alive, its people come 
alive. There are examples of excellence 
in the arts and humanities in Vermont 
which deserve mention. Book Discus-
sion for General Audiences, which 
began from a small grant from the 
Vermont Council for the Humanities at 
the suggestion of a local librarian in 
my home town of Rutland, VT, has be-
come a integral component of the 
agenda in many of the State human-
ities councils. The Shelburne Museum 
has received grants from the NEA, 
NEH, and IMS. It is a showcase and a 
leading institution of American folk 
art and decorative arts and artifacts— 
visited by Vermonters and other visi-
tors from across the country and 
around the world. It has worked in 
partnership with local libraries, local 
schools, and with adult education 
projects. These are but two examples of 
thousands which have enhanced the ex-
periences of people in a State. 

It has been my intention to preserve 
what the agencies do well, yet provide 
them with greater guidance and direc-
tion as to the purpose of their work. 
Today we are putting forward a pro-
posal that consolidates programs, 
streamlines functions, restructures and 
provides clear guidelines for the agen-
cies. It recognizes that there are initia-
tives that are best done best locally 
and other initiatives that are clearly 
national in scope and benefit a broad 
audience. This bill makes the agencies 
more accountable and more responsive 
to the American public while enabling 
them to continue to do what they do 
best—provide and enhance access to 
the best of the arts and humanities to 
all the people of this Nation. 

It comes to a very fundamental ques-
tion, should this Nation care and sup-
port those who want to nurture its 
heart and soul, to provide the oppor-
tunity for those who would not other-
wise have it, and to best demonstrate 
the beauty and greatness of our fabu-
lous country. 

I think it is important to go into 
some detail as to the extent of the 
changes we have proposed. They are far 
reaching and go to the basis of the op-
eration of these agencies. It is our hope 
that these changes will provide clear 
guidance as to how the Endowment 
funds are spent and sets a clear pri-
ority which meet the standard of artis-
tic excellence and artistic merit, ben-
efit and reach the widest possible audi-
ence. 

First, we have cleaned up much of 
the clutter and confusion regarding 
grant programs, primarily as this re-
lates to the National Endowment for 
the Arts. We have imposed a new struc-
ture by establishing three grant pro-
grams at the Arts Endowment: part-
nership grants, national significance 
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grants, and direct grants. At the Hu-
manities Endowment, we have adopted 
this same structure. We have consoli-
dated the Institute for Museum Serv-
ices with the Library Services Act and 
changed the focus of the latter to tech-
nology and access and literacy pro-
grams for undeserved communities. 

Forty percent of NEA’s program 
funds must now be spent on partner-
ship grants. Local initiatives make up 
the partnerships block. Projects funded 
under this block include the basic 
State grant at an increased level as 
well as competitive grants to State 
agencies and local and regional groups 
to establish local acts activities with 
particular emphasis on arts education 
and projects that reach rural and urban 
undeserved areas. Funds will be 
matched on a 1:1 ratio. 

Forty percent of all program funds 
must be used for national significance 
grants. These are grants to organiza-
tions of demonstrated and substantial 
artistic and cultural importance for 
projects that will increase access of the 
American people to the best of their 
arts and culture. Within this block, 
priority will be given to those projects 
that will have a national, regional, or 
otherwise substantial artistic and cul-
tural impact. Matching requirements 
are increased within the block to 3:1 or 
5:1 dependent on the size of the institu-
tion’s annual budget. 

Finally, 20 percent of funds for grants 
must be spent on direct grants to 
groups or individuals that are broadly 
representative of the cultural heritage 
of the United States and broadly geo-
graphically representative for projects 
of the highest artistic excellence and 
artist merit. Again, within this block, 
priority is given to those projects that 
will have a national, regional, or other-
wise substantial artistic and cultural 
impact and the match is 1:1. 

Some administrative changes apply 
to both Endowments. We have merged 
many of the administrative functions 
of the Endowments with the intent of 
eliminating duplication and saving 
money. In addition, we have placed a 
cap on what can be spent on adminis-
tration for both Endowments at 12 per-
cent. We have decreased the number of 
members that make up the national 
councils to streamline and cut bu-
reaucracy. We have instituted a provi-
sion which enables both the NEA and 
NEH to recapture funds if a grant sup-
ported by the Endowment becomes 
commercially successful. We have pro-
hibited any funds from either Endow-
ment to be used for lobbying. Some ad-
ministrative changes apply specifically 
to the NEA. We have incorporated ad-
ministrative provisions that make the 
chairperson more accountable and 
given her greater decisionmaking re-
sponsibilities. It limits the number of 
grants an individual can receive in a 
lifetime and the number of grants an 
institution can receive in a year. We 
have eliminated seasonal support and 
eliminated subgranting—areas of great 
problem and concern in the past—mak-

ing an exception only for States and re-
gional groups. We have increased turn-
over in the panel system and increased 
lay person participation to ensure 
greater community involvement. In ad-
dition, panels will be prohibited from 
recommending specific amounts for 
grants and required to recommend 
more grants than funding available. 

We have made substantial structural 
changes as well as the Humanities En-
dowment. We have mandated that 25 
percent of program funds be used for 
Federal/State partnership. Included in 
this block is the basic State grant to 
State humanities councils which rep-
resents an increase in their funding. 
NEH funds must be matched dollar for 
dollar. 

We have mandated that 37.5 percent 
of all program funds at the NEH be 
used for national grants to support 
groups and individuals for programs in 
education and the public humanities 
that have a national audience and are 
of national significance. Projects with-
in the block used for endowment build-
ing or capital projects must be 
matched 3:1 by private funds. 

Finally, research and scholarship 
grants will constitute the final 37.5 per-
cent of program funds at the Human-
ities Endowment. These funds will be 
awarded to groups and individuals to 
encourage the development and dis-
semination of significant scholarship 
in the humanities and will be matched 
1:1. 

The consolidation of the Institute of 
Museum Services and the Library Serv-
ices Act reflects efforts to unite pro-
grams that have a direct connection to 
one another. More than simply a con-
nection is the potential for invaluable 
collaboration and partnership espe-
cially in the areas of technology and 
access. 

Last but, in my opinion one of the 
most important changes to this bill is 
the broadening of the Arts and Artifact 
Indemnity Act. This change will enable 
domestic exhibitions to be eligible for 
insurance and allow for more Ameri-
cans to have access to the great treas-
ures of this Nation. 

I have laid out a great deal in this 
statement. It is my hope it provides a 
general sense of the direction we have 
moved the agencies and the efforts we 
have made in consolidating programs 
to better serve the American people. 
We have focused on what is done best 
at each level and made each respon-
sible for projects to serve the large 
constituency—the citizens of this Na-
tion. Access to the name of the game in 
my opinion and we have a responsi-
bility to provide direction and guid-
ance to ensure that the Endowments 
and the Institute of Museum Library 
Service reach every corner of the coun-
try. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 857. A bill to amend the Immigra-

tion and Nationality Act to provide 
waiver authority for the requirement 
to provide a written justification for 

the exact grounds for the denial of a 
visa, except in cases of intent to immi-
grate; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

THE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND INTELLIGENCE 
SOURCES PROTECTION ACT OF 1995 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Law Enforcement 
and Intelligence Sources Protection 
Act of 1995. This legislation would sig-
nificantly increase the ability of law 
enforcement and intelligence agencies 
to share information with the State 
Department for the purpose of denying 
visas to known terrorists, drug traf-
fickers, and individuals involved in 
international crime. 

This provision would permit denials 
of U.S. visas to be made without a de-
tailed written explanation for individ-
uals who are excludable for law en-
forcement reasons, which current law 
requires. These denials could be made 
citing U.S. law generically, without 
further clarification or amplification. 
Individuals denied visas due to the sus-
picion that they are intending to immi-
grate would still have to be informed 
that this is the basis, to allow such an 
individual to compile additional infor-
mation that may change that deter-
mination. 

Under a provision of the INA, a pre-
cise written justification, citing the 
specific provision of law, is required for 
every alien denied a U.S. visa. This re-
quirement was inserted into the INA 
out of the belief that every non-Amer-
ican denied a U.S. visa for any reason 
had the right to know the precise 
grounds under which the visa was de-
nied, even if it was for terrorist activ-
ity, narcotics trafficking, or other ille-
gal activity. This has impeded the will-
ingness of law enforcement and intel-
ligence agencies to share with the 
State Department the names of exclud-
able aliens. These agencies are logi-
cally concerned about impeding an in-
vestigation or revealing sources and 
methods if they submit a name of a 
person they know to be a terrorist or 
criminal—but who we do not want to 
know that we know about their activi-
ties—who then goes on the lookout 
list, is denied a visa, and then is in-
formed in writing that he or she was 
denied a visa because of known drug 
trafficking activity. That drug traf-
ficker then will know that the DEA 
knows about his or her illegal activity 
and may be developing a criminal case. 
This information is something the 
United States would want to protect, 
until the case against is completed 
and, hopefully, some law enforcement 
action is taken. At the same time, 
however, for the protection of the 
American people we should also make 
this information available to the De-
partment of State to keep the indi-
vidual out of our country. 

The key issue is that travel to the 
U.S. by noncitizens is a privilege, not a 
constitutional right. There is no funda-
mental right for extensive due process 
in visa decisions by our consular offi-
cers overseas. While I believe that our 
country should do what we can to be 
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fair in our treatment of would-be visi-
tors to the United States, in cases 
where providing information to an 
alien would harm our own national se-
curity, complicate potential criminal 
cases, or potentially reveal sources and 
methods of intelligence gathering, we 
should err on the side of protecting 
Americans, not the convenience of for-
eign nationals.∑ 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 862. A bill to authorize the Admin-

istrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration to make urban university 
business initiative grants, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Small Business. 

SMALL BUSINESS ENHANCEMENT ACT 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 

today, I am introducing a bill to help 
our vital small and emerging busi-
nesses grow successfully. This bill 
would utilize existing research facili-
ties, especially in our urban univer-
sities, to help enable businesses to dis-
cover what currently hinders their de-
velopment. This proposal previously 
passed the Senate as an amendment to 
S. 4, the National Competitiveness Act. 
While this act did not become law last 
year, it is my hope that this measure 
will see quick action in this Congress. 

This proposal will not create a new 
bureaucracy. In fact, it may help to 
point out where local and Federal bu-
reaucracies impede business develop-
ment. It is designed to promote busi-
ness research assistance by those 
uniquely qualified to take on these 
tasks: namely, our Nation’s business 
schools in conjunction with private or 
nonprofit organizations. 

The focus of this legislation is the 
overall health of businesses in lower in-
come urban communities. However, 
this bill does not preclude this assist-
ance from being applied in rural areas. 
In fact, if a State does not contain an 
urban area as defined in the legisla-
tion, the SBA Administrator may des-
ignate one area in that State for this 
purpose. 

We know some of the most basic 
problems that businesses face, such as 
intrusive government regulations. Ad-
ditionally, small and emerging busi-
nesses in low-income urban areas find 
development difficult because of the 
lack of access to investment capital 
and technical assistance. However, why 
do some of these businesses thrive and 
compete internationally while others 
fail? 

Last year’s committee report on the 
National Competitiveness Act noted 
that only 6 out of 10 of our smaller 
manufacturers employ advanced tech-
nology, compared to 9 out of 10 for 
plants with more than 500 employees. 
Reports offer little information on ex-
actly why businesses fail or cease to 
expand in certain areas. When I tried 
to find research on the specific prob-
lems that businesses face in Oregon, 
the only current source of information 
was a survey done by the National Fed-
eration of Independent Businesses. Sur-

veys and government statistics cannot 
take the place of primary research con-
ducted by our Nation’s business 
schools. 

Business schools play an important 
role in sustaining business develop-
ment. They currently perform vital re-
search and train our Nation’s future 
business leaders. However, this role 
could be greatly enhanced by providing 
them with additional Federal resources 
to expand their much needed research 
and apply their findings to businesses 
in their communities through assist-
ance programs. 

This proposal would allow the Small 
Business Administration to make 
grants to urban universities for re-
search on, or for implementation of, 
technical assistance, technology trans-
fer, or delivery of services in business 
creation, expansion, and human re-
source management. As noted above, 
where there is not an urban university 
in a State, the SBA Administrator may 
designate another eligible area in the 
State. 

The authorization for these dem-
onstration grants is limited to $10 mil-
lion. The grants would be dispersed 
geographically, and not exceed $400,000 
per institution or consortium. This 
procedure makes use of existing talent 
and facilities to create the information 
and assistance that developing busi-
nesses need. 

For example, a comprehensive data 
base on business births, deaths, expan-
sions, or contractions is no longer 
maintained. A potential benefit of this 
proposal could be the creation of such 
a data base in conjunction with assist-
ance efforts based upon the resulting 
information. In this case, we would see 
nonprofit entities taking over func-
tions that were previously under the 
direction of the SBA in order to en-
hance American competitiveness. 

Other programs such as the Small 
Business Development Centers 
[SBDC’s] do an admirable job of spe-
cializing in assisting small entrepre-
neurial enterprises. However, the 
Small Business Enhancement Act is de-
signed to offer applied research and in- 
depth technical assistance to small and 
emerging businesses that SBDCs do not 
have the facilities to undertake. 

I urge my colleagues to join me by 
cosponsoring this important business 
initiative. I ask unanimous consent 
that supporting letters from the Amer-
ican Association of State Colleges and 
Universities, the National Association 
of State Universities and Land-Grant 
Colleges, the American Electronics As-
sociation of Oregon, and Portland 
State University be placed into the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

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

MAY 25, 1995. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of the 
American Association of State Colleges and 
Universities and Land Grant Colleges 

(NASULGC), we commend your efforts to 
match the resources of our urban colleges 
and universities to the needs of the urban 
business community through the proposed 
Urban University Business Initiative legisla-
tion. 

The community resource and economic de-
velopment mission of our urban colleges and 
universities inextricably links our institu-
tions to the communities in which they re-
side. Moreover, the business community’s 
need for technical assistance and solutions 
to problems, especially those in lower in-
come urban areas, and the urban university’s 
ability and interest in applying their ener-
gies and talents to human and community 
concerns, creates a climate for urban univer-
sities and urban businesses to collaborate. 

As we approach the 21st century, the tech-
nological challenges threatening America’s 
economy and international competitiveness 
will have to be addressed by the American 
people. Too often the potential of our col-
leges and universities, as participants in the 
problem solving process, is overlooked. Your 
legislation helps create the link between 
urban institutions of higher education and 
the communities in which they reside. 

Once again, we appreciate your foresight 
and leadership on this issue and your out-
standing and longstanding advocacy on be-
half of urban and metropolitan colleges and 
universities. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES B. APPLEBERRY, 

President, American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities. 

C. PETER MAGRATH, 
President, National Association of State 

Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. 

PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY, 
Portland, OR, May 22, 1995. 

Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I’m writing to let 
you know I enthusiastically endorse your 
proposed legislation related to urban univer-
sities and technical assistance for small and 
emerging businesses. This legislation will 
make a difference not only to businesses in 
Oregon, but throughout the nation. Estab-
lishing direct linkages between urban uni-
versities and business assistance will help 
enhance the success rate of small and emerg-
ing businesses. 

At a time when our nation’s economic base 
is changing dramatically from industrial to 
small and mid-size businesses, legislative so-
lutions like the Urban University Business 
Initiative Grants are especially crucial to 
long-term sustainability. In addition to pro-
viding technical assistance, your legislation 
specifically establishes a priority for a re-
search agenda. Clearly, too little is now 
known about what works to support business 
development, strategies for promoting busi-
ness expansion, and successful efforts to 
maintain profitability and sustainability. 

The urban university is well positioned to 
provide business assistance. It is the mission 
of the urban university to work with the 
community to address community problems. 
A key problem for urban areas, especially 
lower-income neighborhoods, is business 
competitiveness. Jobs, particularly family- 
wage jobs, are essential to self-sufficiency, 
family stability, and community develop-
ment. Your legislation creates a mechanism 
for urban university business schools to be 
an integral part of the solution. 

Senator Hatfield, your leadership on this 
issue is greatly appreciated. I especially 
want to recognize the good work and com-
mitment of your staff in making this legisla-
tive concept a reality. It is obvious that your 
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passion for the urban university mission is 
shared by the people you employ. 

Thank you again for embracing this impor-
tant issue. Please call upon me if I can pro-
vide you with any information or assistance. 

Best regards, 
JUDITH A. RAMALEY, 

President. 

AMERICAN ELECTRONICS ASSOCIATION, 
Salem, OR, May 25, 1995. 

Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I am writing to 
express support for your proposed small busi-
ness initiative grant program. 

As you know, Oregon is a hotbed of small 
businesses, many of which are faced with the 
daunting task of trying to compete in a glob-
al marketplace. Although such programs as 
the SBDCs attempt to help small enterprises 
get started, your proposal addresses a dif-
ferent need: the applied research and long- 
term technical assistance that could be pro-
vided by our urban universities. 

Your proposal addresses another gap in our 
current system—a much needed data base to 
track small business development and chart 
the reasons for success and failure. 

A recent discussion we had with economic 
development leaders in the Portland area 
highlighted for us the urgent need for busi-
ness development strategies designed specifi-
cally for lower income urban communities. 
We hope that your proposal, if successful, 
will help address those needs. 

As always, we applaud your leadership in 
these issues. Good luck. 

Sincerely, 
JIM CRAVEN, 

Government Affairs Manager. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 863. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
increased Medicare reimbursement for 
physician assistants, to increase the 
delivery of health services in health 
professional shortage areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

S. 864. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
increased Medicare reimbursement for 
nurse practitioners and clinical nurse 
specialists to increase the delivery of 
health services in health professional 
shortage areas, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

MEDICARE LEGISLATION 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 

today, on behalf of myself and Senator 
CONRAD, I am introducing two bills. If 
enacted, these bills would increase ac-
cess to primary care for Medicare bene-
ficiaries in rural and inner city com-
munities. The Primary Care Health 
Practitioner Incentive Act of 1995 
would reform Medicare reimbursement 
to nurse practitioners [NP’s] and clin-
ical nurse specialists [CNS’s]. The Phy-
sician Assistant Incentive Act of 1995 
would reform Medicare reimbursement 
for physician assistants. 

We introduced these bills in the last 
Congress. We are reintroducing them 
today in the conviction that access to 
primary care services for Medicare 
beneficiaries would be improved if we 
reformed Medicare policies that re-
strict the circumstances under which 

the services of these providers can be 
reimbursed. 

THE PROBLEM 
The Medicare program currently cov-

ers the services of these practitioners. 
However, payment levels vary depend-
ing on treatment settings and geo-
graphic area. In most cases, reimburse-
ment may not be made directly to the 
nonphysician provider. Rather, it must 
be made to the employer of the pro-
vider, often a physician. The legisla-
tion authorizing these different reim-
bursement arrangements was passed in 
an incremental fashion over the years. 

The Medicare law which authorizes 
reimbursement of these providers is 
also inconsistent with State law in 
many cases. For instance, in Iowa, 
State law requires nonphysicians to 
practice with either a supervising phy-
sician or a collaborating physician. But 
under Iowa law, the supervising physi-
cian need not be physically present in 
the same facility as the nonphysician 
practitioner and, in many instances, 
can be located in a site physically dis-
tant from that of the nonphysician 
practitioner he or she is supervising. 

Unfortunately, Medicare policy will 
not recognize such relationships and 
instead requires that the physician be 
present in the same building as the 
nonphysician practitioner in order for 
the services of these nonphysician pro-
viders to be reimbursed. This is known 
as the incident to provision, referring 
to services that are provided incident 
to a physician’s services. 

This has created a problem in Iowa, 
Mr. President. In many parts of my 
State, clinics have been established 
using nonphysician practitioners, par-
ticularly physician assistants, in order 
to provide primary health care services 
in communities that are unable to re-
cruit a physician. The presence of these 
practitioners insures that primary 
health care services will be available to 
the community. 

Iowa’s Medicare carrier has strictly 
interpreted the incident to require-
ment of Medicare law as requiring the 
physician presence of a supervising 
physician in places where physician as-
sistants practice. This has caused 
many of the clinics using physician as-
sistants to close, and thus has deprived 
the community of primary health care 
services. 

Mr. President, recently the Iowa Hos-
pital Association suggested a number 
of ways access and cost effectiveness 
could be improved in the Medicare Pro-
gram. One of their suggestions was 
that this incident to restriction be re-
laxed. They said: 

In rural Iowa, most physicians are orga-
nized in solo or small group practices. Physi-
cian assistants are used to augment these 
practices. With emergency room coverage re-
quirements, absences due to vacation, con-
tinuing education or illness and office hours 
in satellite clinics, there are instances on a 
monthly basis where the physician assistant 
is providing care to patients without a physi-
cian in the clinic. Medicare patients in the 
physician clinic where the physician assist-
ant is located have to either wait for the 

physician to return from the emergency 
room or care is provided without charge. The 
patient and the providers are clearly harmed 
by this provision. 

THIS LEGISLATION 
If enacted, this legislation would es-

tablish a more uniform payment policy 
for these providers. It would authorize 
reimbursement of their services as long 
as they were practicing within State 
law and their professional scope of 
practice. It calls for reimbursement of 
these provider groups at 85 percent of 
the physician fee schedule for services 
they provide in all treatment settings 
and in all geographic areas. Where it is 
permitted under State law, reimburse-
ment would be authorized even if these 
nonphysician providers are not under 
the direct, physical supervision of a 
physician. Currently, the services of 
these nonphysician practitioners are 
paid at 100 percent of the physician’s 
rate when provided incident to a physi-
cian’s services. If enacted, this legisla-
tion would discontinue this incident to 
policy. The reimbursement would be 
provided directly to the nurse practi-
tioners and clinical nurse specialists. It 
would be provided to the employer of 
the physician assistant. 

These bills also call for a 10-percent 
bonus payment for those of these prac-
titioners who work in health profes-
sional shortage areas [HPSA’s]. We 
hope that this provision will encourage 
nonphysician practitioner to relocate 
in areas in need of health care services. 

Mr. President, legislation closely 
paralleling the legislation we are intro-
ducing today was twice accepted by the 
Committee on Finance, and once by 
the Senate. Comparable legislation was 
included in the Senate’s version of H.R. 
11 in 1992. Also included in that legisla-
tion were certified nurse midwives. 
Comparable legislation was also ac-
cepted by the committee in its health 
care reform legislation last year. That 
legislation included only the services 
of nurse practitioners and physician as-
sistants. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator 
GRASSLEY and I are again introducing 
legislation to improve Medicare reim-
bursement policy related to nurse prac-
titioners, clinical nurse specialists, and 
physician’s assistants. The bills we are 
introducing today—the Primary Care 
Health Practitioner Incentive Act and 
the Physician Assistant Incentive 
Act—are slightly modified versions of 
S. 833 and S. 834, which we introduced 
during the last Congress. 

Our legislation helps maximize the 
effective utilization of these primary 
health care providers, who play a vital 
role in our health care delivery infra-
structure, particularly in rural areas. 

Each of the specialties affected by 
our legislation has its own training re-
quirements. For example, nurse practi-
tioners are registered nurses who have 
advanced education and clinical train-
ing in a health care specialty area that 
is either age- or setting-specific. A few 
examples include pediatrics, adult 
health, geriatrics, women’s health, 
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school health, and occupational health. 
Nurse practitioners generally perform 
services like assessment and diagnosis, 
and provide basic primary care treat-
ment. 

Almost half of the 25,000 nurse practi-
tioners across the Nation have mas-
ter’s degrees. Clinical nurse specialists, 
on the other hand, are required to have 
master’s degrees and are found more 
frequently in tertiary care settings in 
specialties like cardiac care. However, 
many also practice in primary care set-
tings. 

Physician assistants on average re-
ceive 2 years of physician-supervised 
clinical training and classroom in-
struction. Unlike nurse practitioners, 
they are educated using the medical 
model of care, rather than the nursing 
process. Physician assistants work in 
all settings providing diagnostic, 
therapeutic, and preventive care serv-
ices. 

Members of each of these provider 
groups work with physicians to vary-
ing degrees. They generally work in 
consultation with physicians, and are 
being relied upon more and more. In 
States like North Dakota, nurse practi-
tioners or physician assistants often 
staff clinics where no physician is 
present or available. Without their 
presence, many communities would 
have no ready access to the health care 
system. 

Within their areas of competence, 
nurse practitioners, clinical nurse spe-
cialists, and physician’s assistants fur-
nish care of exceptional quality. Nu-
merous studies have demonstrated that 
they do a particularly effective job of 
providing preventive care, supportive 
care, and health promotion services. 
They also emphasize communication 
with patients and provide effective fol-
lowup with patients. These qualities 
will continue to grow in importance as 
primary care receives increasing em-
phasis throughout our health care sys-
tem. 

Medicare currently provides for reim-
bursement of nurse practitioners, phy-
sicians’ assistants, and clinical nurse 
specialists working with physicians. 
But the ad hoc fashion in which the 
various payment mechanisms have 
been established results in wide reim-
bursement variations in different set-
tings and among different providers. 

Our national budget situation re-
quires that we approach Medicare re-
imbursement policies in a sensible 
way. This legislation is one example of 
how Medicare can and should promote 
the use of cost-effective providers to a 
much higher degree, without compro-
mising the quality of care that older 
Americans receive. 

Today’s Medicare requirements can 
hinder the ability of practices to set up 
satellite clinics that are staffed by pro-
viders other than physicians. For ex-
ample, although the State of North Da-
kota allows for broad use of such pro-
viders, the reimbursement levels pro-
vided by Medicare can create difficulty 
both for the providers and the practices 
themselves. 

In rural North Dakota, and in rural 
communities throughout the Nation, 
one or two doctors might rotate be-
tween a series of clinics. The clinics 
might also be staffed by physician’s as-
sistants, nurse practitioners, or other 
providers. If a Medicare patient re-
quires care when a doctor is conducting 
business away from the clinic, and the 
only provider present is a physician as-
sistant, the clinic can not be reim-
bursed by Medicare for care he or she 
provides to that individual—the same 
care that would be reimbursed if the 
physician were in the next room. The 
State of North Dakota allows that 
same physician’s assistant to provide 
the care without a physician present, 
but Medicare provides no reimburse-
ment. 

The Office of Technology Assess-
ment, the Physician Payment Review 
Commission and these providers them-
selves have all expressed the need for 
consistency, and for a reimbursement 
scheme that acknowledges reality of 
today’s medial marketplace. 

Greater use of nurse practitioners, 
physician assistants, and clinical nurse 
specialists can improve our ability to 
provide health care services in areas 
where access to providers can be dif-
ficult. These providers have histori-
cally been willing to move to both 
rural and inner-city areas that are un-
derserved by health care providers. In 
fact, they are located in about 50 com-
munities throughout North Dakota. 

Many communities that cannot sup-
port a physician can support a full- 
time nurse practitioner or physician 
assistant. As I have already discussed, 
some towns already utilize these pro-
viders to some extent. North Dakotans 
and residents of many other States rec-
ognize the value of each of these health 
care professionals, and appreciate the 
access to quality care they provide. 

Although North Dakota maximizes 
access to health care for our rural resi-
dents by allowing for relatively broad 
utilization of these providers, our ef-
forts are impeded by an irrational Fed-
eral reimbursement scheme. But no 
matter what the State of North Dakota 
does, unless changes are made in Fed-
eral reimbursement, we will never en-
courage use of this group of health care 
professionals to the extent that rural 
Americans need. 

The bills Senator GRASSLEY and I are 
introducing would help eliminate the 
existing barriers to using these impor-
tant primary care providers. The bills 
provide each of these provider groups 
with reimbursement at 85 percent of 
the physician fee schedule for the serv-
ices they provide. The 85 percent level 
represents a compromise relative to 
the legislation we introduced in the 
103d Congress. It is consistent with a 
provision that was included in all of 
the major health reform legislation be-
fore the Senate last year—the Main-
stream coalition proposal as well as 
the health reform proposals made by 
Senators Mitchell and DOLE. 

Our proposals also allow for a bonus 
payment to these providers if they 

elect the practice in Health Profes-
sional Shortage Areas [HPSAs]. All but 
six counties in North Dakota are com-
pletely or partially designated as 
HPSAs. The health care access prob-
lems residents of those counties experi-
ence could be substantially alleviated 
by the presence of this special class of 
primary care providers. Finally, our 
legislation ensure that a nurse practi-
tioner from a rural area who follows a 
patient into an inpatient setting will 
get paid for doing so. 

The improvements that Senator 
GRASSLEY and I advocate will pay divi-
dends in improved access to health care 
for Americans living in rural and urban 
areas alike. They were items about 
which Democrats and Republicans had 
a great deal of agreement during 
health care reform last year. I urge my 
colleagues to support this bipartisan 
effort to improve health care access for 
rural Americans. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
KYL, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 866. A bill to reform prison litiga-
tion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PRISON LITIGATION REFORM ACT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join today with my distin-
guished colleague from Arizona, Sen-
ator KYL, in introducing the Prison 
Litigation Reform Act of 1995. 

Over the past two decades, we have 
witnessed an alarming explosion in the 
number of lawsuits filed by State and 
Federal prisoners. According to enter-
prise institute scholar Walter Berns, 
the number of ‘‘due-process and cruel 
and unusual punishment’’ complaints 
filed by prisoners has grown astronomi-
cally—from 6,600 in 1975 to more than 
39,000 in 1994. As Chief Justice William 
Rehnquist has pointed out, prisoners 
will now ‘‘litigate at the drop of a 
hat,’’ simply because they have little 
to lose and everything to gain. Pris-
oners have filed lawsuits claiming such 
grievances as insufficient storage lock-
er space, being prohibited from attend-
ing a wedding anniversary party, and 
yes, being served creamy peanut butter 
instead of the chunky variety they had 
ordered. 

Unfortunately, prisoner litigation 
does not operate in a vacuum. Frivo-
lous lawsuits filed by prisoners tie up 
the courts, waste valuable judicial and 
legal resources, and affect the quality 
of justice enjoyed by the law-abiding 
population. 

According to Arizona Attorney Gen-
eral Grant Woods, 45 percent of the 
civil cases filed in Arizona’s Federal 
courts last year were filed by State 
prisoners. That means that 20,000 pris-
oners in Arizona filed almost as many 
cases as Arizona’s 3.5 million law-abid-
ing citizens. The time and money spent 
defending most of these cases are clear-
ly time and money that could be better 
spent prosecuting criminals, fighting 
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illegal drugs, or cracking down on con-
sumer fraud. 

GARNISHMENT 
The bottom line is that prisons 

should be prisons, not law firms. That’s 
why the Prison Litigation Reform Act 
would require prisoners who file law-
suits to pay the full amount of their 
court fees and other costs. 

Many prisoners filing lawsuits today 
in Federal court claim indigent status. 
As indigents, prisoners are generally 
not required to pay the fees that nor-
mally accompany the filing of a law-
suit. In other words, there is no eco-
nomic disincentive to going to court. 

The Prison Litigation Reform Act 
would change this by establishing a 
garnishment procedure: If a prisoner is 
unable to fully pay court fees and other 
costs at the time of filing a lawsuit, 20 
percent of the funds in his account 
would be garnished for this purpose. 
Every month thereafter, an additional 
20 percent of the income credited to the 
prisoner’s account would be garnished, 
until the full amount of the court fees 
and costs are paid-off. 

When average law-abiding citizens 
file a lawsuit, they recognize that 
there could be an economic downside to 
going to court. Convicted criminals 
shouldn’t get preferential treatment: If 
a law-abiding citizen has to pay the 
costs associated with a lawsuit, so too 
should a convicted criminal. 

In addition, when prisoners know 
that they will have to pay these costs— 
perhaps not at the time of filing, but 
eventually—they will be less inclined 
to file a lawsuit in the first place. 

JUDICIAL SCREENING 
Another provision of the Prison Liti-

gation Reform Act would require judi-
cial screening, before docketing, of any 
civil complaint filed by a prisoner 
seeking relief from the Government 
under section 1983 of title 42, a recon-
struction-era statute that permits ac-
tions against State officials who de-
prive ‘‘any citizen of the United States 
* * * of the rights, privileges, or immu-
nities guaranteed by the constitution.’’ 
This provision would allow a Federal 
judge to immediately dismiss a com-
plaint under section 1983 if either of 
two conditions is met: First, the com-
plaint does not state a claim upon 
which relief may be granted, or second, 
the defendant is immune from suit. 

OTHER REFORMS 
The Prison Litigation Reform Act 

would also punish Federal prisoners 
who file frivolous lawsuits by requiring 
them to forfeit any good-time credits 
they may have accumulated. Why 
should we provide ‘‘good-time’’ credits 
to Federal prisoners who waste tax-
payer dollars and valuable judicial re-
sources with unnecessary lawsuits? 

The act also requires State prisoners 
to exhaust all administrative remedies 
before filing a lawsuit in Federal court. 

In addition, the act amends both the 
Civil Rights of Institutionalized Per-
sons Act and the Federal Tort Claims 
Act to prohibit prisoners from suing 

for mental or emotional injury while in 
custody, absent a showing of physical 
injury. 

If enacted, all of these provisions 
would go a long way to curtail frivo-
lous prisoner litigation. 

CONCLUSION 
Finally, Mr. President, I want to ex-

press my thanks to Arizona Attorney 
General Grant Woods. In many re-
spects, the Prison Litigation Reform 
Act is modeled after the attorney gen-
eral’s own State initiative in Arizona. 
Without the invaluable input of Attor-
ney General Woods and his staff, Sen-
ator Kyl and I would not be here today 
introducing this important piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the Prison 
Litigation Reform Act be reprinted in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 865 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Prison Liti-
gation Reform Act of 1995’’. 
SEC. 2. PROCEEDINGS IN FORMA PAUPERIS. 

(a) FILING FEES.—Section 1915 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(a) Any’’ and inserting 

‘‘(a)(1) Subject to subsection (b), any’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘fees and’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘makes affidavit’’ and in-

serting ‘‘submits an affidavit’’; 
(D) by striking ‘‘such costs’’ and inserting 

‘‘such fees’’; 
(E) by striking ‘‘he’’ each place it appears 

and inserting ‘‘the person’’; 
(F) by adding immediately after paragraph 

(1), the following new paragraph: 
‘‘(2) A prisoner of a Federal, State, or local 

institution seeking to bring a civil action or 
appeal a judgment in a civil action or pro-
ceeding, without prepayment of fees or secu-
rity therefor, in addition to filing the affi-
davit filed under paragraph (1), shall submit 
a certified copy of the trust fund account 
statement (or institutional equivalent) for 
the prisoner for the 6-month period imme-
diately preceding the filing of the complaint 
or notice of appeal, obtained from the appro-
priate official of each institution at which 
the prisoner is or was confined.’’; and 

(E) by striking ‘‘An appeal’’ and inserting 
‘‘(3) An appeal’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
(d), and (e) as subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f), 
respectively; 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(b)(1) Notwithstanding subsection (a), if a 
prisoner brings a civil action or files an ap-
peal in forma pauperis, the prisoner shall be 
required to pay the full amount of a filing 
fee. The court shall assess, and when funds 
exist, collect, as a partial payment of any 
court fees required by law, an initial partial 
filing fee of 20 percent of the greater of— 

‘‘(A) the average monthly deposits to the 
prisoner’s account; or 

‘‘(B) the average monthly balance in the 
prisoner’s account for the 6-month period 
immediately preceding the filing of the com-
plaint or notice of appeal. 

‘‘(2) After payment of the initial partial 
filing fee, the prisoner shall be required to 

make monthly payments of 20 percent of the 
preceding month’s income credited to the 
prisoner’s account. The agency having cus-
tody of the prisoner shall forward payments 
from the prisoner’s account to the clerk of 
the court each time the amount in the ac-
count exceeds $10 until the filing fees are 
paid. 

‘‘(3) In no event shall the filing fee col-
lected exceed the amount of fees permitted 
by statute for the commencement of a civil 
action or a appeal of a civil action or crimi-
nal judgment. 

‘‘(4) In no event shall a prisoner be prohib-
ited from bringing a civil action or appealing 
a civil or criminal judgment for the reason 
that the prisoner is unable to pay the initial 
partial filing fee.’’; 

(4) in subsection (c), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subsection (a) of 
this section’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (a) 
and (b) and the prepayment of any partial 
filing fee as may be required under sub-
section (b)’’; and 

(5) by amending subsection (e), as redesig-
nated by paragraph (2), to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) The court may request an attorney to 
represent any person unable to employ coun-
sel, and shall dismiss the case at any time if 
the allegation of poverty is untrue, or if the 
court determines that the action or appeal is 
frivolous or malicious, or fails to state a 
claim on which relief may be granted.’’. 

(b) COSTS.—Section 1915(e) of title 28, 
United States Code (as redesignated by sub-
section (a)(2)), is amended)— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(f) Judgment’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(f)(1) Judgment’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘such cases’’ and inserting 
‘‘proceedings under this section’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘cases’’ and inserting ‘‘pro-
ceedings’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2)(A) If the judgment against a prisoner 
includes the payment of costs under this sub-
section, the prisoner shall be required to pay 
the full amount of the costs ordered. 

‘‘(B) The prisoner shall be required to 
make payments for costs under this sub-
section in the same manner as is provided for 
filing fees under subsection (a)(2). 

‘‘(C) In no event shall the costs collected 
exceed the amount of the costs ordered by 
the court.’’. 
SEC. 3. JUDICIAL SCREENING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 123 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1915 the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1915A. Screening 

‘‘(a) SCREENING.—The court shall review, 
before docketing if feasible or, in any event, 
as soon as practicable after docketing, a 
complaint in a civil action in which a pris-
oner seeks redress from a governmental enti-
ty or officer or employee of a governmental 
entity. 

‘‘(b) GROUNDS FOR DISMISSAL.—On review, 
the court shall dismiss the complaint, or any 
portion of the complaint, if the complaint— 

‘‘(1) fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted; or 

‘‘(2) seeks monetary relief from a defend-
ant that is immune from such relief. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘prisoner’ means a person that is 
serving a sentence following conviction of a 
crime or is being held in custody pending 
trial or sentencing.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 123 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1915 the following new 
item: 
‘‘1915A. Screening.’’. 
SEC. 4. FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS. 

Section 1346(b) of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended— 
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(1) by striking ‘‘(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘(b)(1)’’; 

and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) No person convicted of a felony who is 

incarcerated while awaiting sentencing or 
while serving a sentence may bring a civil 
action against the United States or an agen-
cy, officer, or employee of the Government, 
for mental or emotional injury suffered 
while in custody without a prior showing of 
physical injury.’’. 
SEC. 5. CIVIL RIGHTS CLAIMS. 

The Civil Rights of Institutionalized Per-
sons Act (42 U.S.C. 1997 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 7 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 7A. LIMITATION ON RECOVERY. 

‘‘No civil action may be brought against 
the United States by an adult convicted of a 
crime confined in a jail, prison, or other cor-
rectional facility, for mental or emotional 
injury suffered while in custody without a 
prior showing of physical injury.’’. 
SEC. 6. EARNED RELEASE CREDIT OR GOOD TIME 

CREDIT REVOCATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 123 of title 28, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1932. Revocation of earned release credit 

‘‘In a civil action brought by an adult con-
victed of a crime and confined in a Federal 
correctional facility, the court may order 
the revocation of earned good time credit (or 
the institutional equivalent) if— 

‘‘(1) the court finds that— 
‘‘(A) the claim was filed for a malicious 

purpose; 
‘‘(B) the claim was filed solely to harass 

the party against which it was filed; or 
‘‘(C) the claimant testifies falsely or other-

wise knowingly presents false evidence or in-
formation to the court; or 

‘‘(2) if the Attorney General determines 
that subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of para-
graph (1) has been met and recommends rev-
ocation of earned good time credit to the 
court.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 123 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1931 the following: 
‘‘1931. Revocation of earned release credit.’’. 
SEC. 7. EXHAUSTION REQUIREMENT. 

Section 7(a)(1) of the Civil Rights of Insti-
tutionalized Persons Act (42 U.S.C. 
1997e(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘in any action brought’’ and 
inserting ‘‘no action shall be brought’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘the court shall’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘require exhaustion of’’ 
and insert ‘‘until’’; and 

(3) by inserting ‘‘and exhausted’’ after 
‘‘available’’. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I join Sen-
ator DOLE in introducing the Prison 
Litigation Reform Act of 1995. This bill 
will deter frivolous inmate lawsuits. 
Statistics complied by the Administra-
tive Office of the U.S. Courts show that 
inmate suits are clogging the courts 
and draining precious judicial re-
sources. Nationally, in 1994, a total of 
238,590 civil cases were brought in U.S. 
district court. More than one-fourth of 
these cases—60,086—were brought by 
prisoners. 

Most inmate lawsuits are meritless. 
Courts have complained about the 
abundance of such cases. Filing frivo-
lous civil rights lawsuits has become a 
recreational activity for long-term 
residents of our prisons. James v. Quin-
lan, 886 F.2d 37, 40 n. 5 (3rd Cir. 1989) 
quoting Gabel v. Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 124, 

125 n. 1 (5th Cir. 1988) (per curiam). In-
deed, in Gabel, the fifth circuit ex-
pressed frustration with the glut of 
‘‘frivolous or malicious appeals by dis-
gruntled state prisoners.’’ Gabel v. 
Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 124, 125 (per curiam). 
The court wrote: 

About one appeal in every six which came 
to our docket (17.3%) the last four months 
was a state prisoner’s pro se civil rights case. 
A high percentage of these are meritless, and 
many are transparently frivolous. So far in 
the current year (July 1–October 31, 1987), for 
example, the percentage of such appeals in 
which reversal occurred was 5.08. Partial re-
versal occurred in another 2.54%, for a total 
of 7.62% in which any relief was granted. . . . 
Over 92% were either dismissed or affirmed 
in full. 

For the same period section 1983 prisoner 
appeals prosecuted without counsel were our 
largest single category of cases which sur-
vived long enough to be briefed and enter our 
screening process so as to require full panel 
consideration. The number of these stands at 
almost 22%, with the next largest category— 
diversity cases—coming in at 16%, federal 
question appeals at 14.5%, and both general 
civil rights cases and criminal appeals com-
ing in at something over 11% each. Such fig-
ures suggest that pro se civil rights litiga-
tion has become a recreational activity for 
state prisoners in our Circuit . . . Id. 

As Walter Berns recently wrote in 
the Wall Street Journal, ‘‘Nowhere is 
[the] problem [of frivolous lawsuits] 
more pressing than in our prison sys-
tem.’’ (April 24, 1995) Legislation is 
needed because of the large and grow-
ing number of prisoner civil rights 
complaints, the burden that disposing 
of meritless complaints imposes on ef-
ficient judicial administration, and the 
need to discourage prisoners from fil-
ing frivolous complaints as a means of 
gaining a ‘‘short sabbatical in the near-
est Federal courthouse.’’ Cruz v. Beto, 
405 U.S. 319, 327 (1972) (Rehnquist, J., 
dissenting). 

The Dole-Kyl ‘‘Prisoner Litigation 
Reform Act’’ will: 

Remove the ability of prisoners to 
file free lawsuits, instead making them 
pay full filing fees and court costs. 

Require judges to dismiss frivolous 
cases before they bog down the court 
system. 

Prohibit inmate lawsuits for mental 
and emotional distress. 

Retract good-time credit earned by 
inmates if they file lawsuits deemed 
frivolous. 

Require the exhaustion of adminis-
trative remedies. 

The Dole-Kyl bill is based on similar 
provisions that were enacted in Ari-
zona. Arizona’s recent reforms have al-
ready reduced State prisoner cases by 
50 percent. Now is the time to repro-
duce these commonsense reforms in 
Federal law. If we achieve a 50-percent 
reduction in bogus Federal prisoner 
claims, we will free up judicial re-
sources for claims with merit by both 
prisoners and nonprisoners. 

Section 2 of the bill covers pro-
ceedings in forma pauperis. It adds a 
new subsection to 28 U.S.C. section 
1915. The subsection provides that 
whenever a Federal, State, or local 

prisoner seeks to commence an action 
or proceeding in Federal court as a 
poor person, the prisoner must pay a 
partial filing fee of 20 percent of the 
larger of the average monthly balance 
in, or the average monthly deposits to, 
his inmate account. The fee may not 
exceed the full statutory fee. If the in-
mate can show that circumstances 
render him unable to make payment of 
even the partial fee, the court has the 
power to waive the entire filing fee. 

Section 2 will require prisoners to 
pay a very small share of the large bur-
den they place on the Federal judicial 
system by paying a small filing fee 
upon commencement of lawsuits. In 
doing so, the provision will deter frivo-
lous inmate lawsuits. The modest mon-
etary outlay will force prisoners to 
think twice about the case and not just 
file reflexively. Lumbert v. Illinois De-
partment of Correction, 837 F.2d 257, 259 
(7th Cir. 1987) (Posner, J.). Prisoners 
will have to make the same decision 
that law-abiding Americans must 
make: Is the lawsuit worth the price? 
Criminals should not be given a special 
privilege that other Americans do not 
have. The only thing different about a 
criminal is that he has raped, robbed, 
or killed. A criminal should not be re-
warded for these actions. 

The volume of prisoner litigation 
represents a large burden on the judi-
cial system, which is already overbur-
dened by increases in nonprisoner liti-
gation. Yet prisoners have very little 
incentive not to file nonmeritorious 
lawsuits. Unlike other prospective liti-
gants who seek poor person status, 
prisoners have all the necessities of life 
supplied, including the materials re-
quired to bring their lawsuits. For a 
prisoner who qualifies for poor person 
status, there is no cost to bring a suit 
and, therefore, no incentive to limit 
suits to cases that have some chance of 
success. 

The filing fee is small enough not to 
deter a prisoner with a meritorious 
claim, yet large enough to deter frivo-
lous claims and multiple filings. As 
noted above, the bill contains a provi-
sion to waive even the partial filing 
fee. This provision assures that pris-
oners with meritorious claims will not 
be shut out from court for lack of suffi-
cient money to pay even the partial 
fee. 

Finally, section 2 of the Dole-Kyl bill 
also imposes the same payment system 
for court costs as it does for filing fees. 
This provision, like the filing fee provi-
sion, will ensure that inmates evaluate 
the merits of their claims. 

Section 3 of this bill creates a new 
statute that requires judicial screening 
of a complaint, or any portion of the 
complaint, in a civil action in which a 
prisoner seeks redress from a govern-
mental entity or officer or employee of 
a governmental entity. The bill estab-
lishes two standards a prisoner must 
meet. Under the first standard, the 
court must dismiss the complaint if 
satisfied that the complaint fails to 
state a claim on which relief may be 
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granted. Under the second standard, 
the court must dismiss claims for mon-
etary relief from a defendant who is 
immune from such relief. 

Sections 4 and 5 of the bill will bar 
inmate lawsuits for mental or emo-
tional injury suffered while in custody 
unless they can show physical injury. 
Of the 60,086 prisoner petitions in 1994 
about two-thirds were prisoner civil 
rights petitions, according to the Ad-
ministrative Office of the U.S. courts. 
Prisoner civil rights petitions are 
brought under 42 U.S.C. 1983. Section 
1983 petitions are claims brought in 
Federal court by State inmates seeking 
redress for a violation of their civil 
rights. ‘‘The volume of section 1983 liti-
gation is substantial by any standard,’’ 
according to the Justice Department’s 
report on section 1983 litigation, ‘‘Chal-
lenging the Conditions of Prisons and 
Jails.’’ Indeed, the Administrative Of-
fice [AO] of the U.S. courts counted 
only 218 cases in 1966, the first year 
that State prisoners’ rights cases were 
recorded as a specific category of liti-
gation. The number climbed to 26,824 
by 1992. When compared to the total 
number of all civil cases filed in the 
Nation’s U.S. district courts, more 
than 1 in every 10 civil filings is now a 
section 1983 lawsuit, according to the 
AO. 

Section 6 of the bill will deter frivo-
lous suits by adding to the U.S.C. a 
sanction to revoke good-time credits 
when a frivolous suit is filed. Specifi-
cally, the bill would require that in a 
civil action brought by an adult con-
victed of a crime and confined in a Fed-
eral correctional facility, the court 
may order the revocation of earned 
good-time credit if the court finds that: 
First, the claim was filed for a mali-
cious purpose, second, the claim was 
filed solely to harass the party against 
which it was filed, or third, the claim-
ant testifies falsely or otherwise know-
ingly presents false evidence or infor-
mation to the court. Additionally, if 
the Attorney General determines that 
any of these criteria have been met, 
the Attorney General may recommend 
the revocation of earned good-time 
credit to the court. 

Section 7 will make the exhaustion of 
administrative remedies mandatory. 
Many prisoner cases seek relief for 
matters that are relatively minor and 
for which the prison grievance system 
would provide an adequate remedy. 
Section 7 of this bill would require an 
inmate, prior to filing a complaint 
under 42 U.S.C. section 1983, to exhaust 
all available administrative remedies 
certified as adequate by the U.S. attor-
ney general. An exhaustion require-
ment is appropriate for prisoners given 
the burden that their cases place on 
the Federal court system, the avail-
ability of administrative remedies, and 
the lack of merit of many of the claims 
filed under 42 U.S.C. section 1983. 

Mr. President, in a dissenting opinion 
in Cleavinger v. Saxner, 474 U.S. 193, 211 
(1985), then-Justice Rehnquist wrote, 
‘‘With less to profitably occupy their 

time than potential litigants on the 
outside, and with a justified feeling 
that they have much to gain and vir-
tually nothing to lose, prisoners appear 
to be far more prolific litigants than 
other groups in the population.’’ The 
Dole-Kyl bill will stem the tide of 
meritless prisoner cases. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 24, 1995] 

SUE THE WARDEN, SUE THE CHEF, SUE THE 
GARDENER . . . 

(By Walter Berns) 
The Senate’s debate this week on tort re-

form will focus the public spotlight on frivo-
lous lawsuits. Nowhere is this problem more 
pressing than in our prison system. As one 
federal appeals court judge said recently, fil-
ing civil rights suits has become a ‘‘rec-
reational activity’’ for long-term inmates. 
Among his examples of ‘‘excessive filings’’: 
more than 100 by Harry Franklin (who, in 
one of them, sued a prison official for ‘‘over-
watering the lawn’’), 184 in three years by 
John Robert Demos, and—so far the winning 
score—more than 700 by the ‘‘Reverend’’ Clo-
vis Carl Green Jr. 

Disenting in a case that reached the Su-
preme Court in 1985, Chief Justice William 
Rehnquist noted that prisoners are not sub-
ject to many of the constraints that deter li-
tigiousness among the population at large. 
Most prisoners qualify for in forma pauperis 
status, which entitles them to commence an 
action ‘‘without prepayment of fees and 
costs or security therefor,’’ and all of them 
are entitled to free access to law books or 
some other legal assistance. As the chief jus-
tice said, with time on their hands, and with 
much to gain and virtually nothing to lose, 
prisoners ‘‘litigate at the drop of a hat.’’ 

Chief Justice Rehnquist was not referring 
to appeals by defendants protesting their in-
nocence, but to the suits initiated by people 
claiming a deprivation of their rights while 
in prison. Since almost any disciplinary or 
administrative action taken by prison offi-
cials now can give rise to a due process or 
cruel-and-unusual-punishment complaint, 
the number of these suits is growing at a 
rate that goes far to explain the ‘‘litigation 
explosion’’: from 6,606 in 1975 to 39,065 in 1994 
(of which ‘‘only’’ 1,100 reached the Supreme 
Court). 

Of the 1994 total, 37,925 were filed by state 
prisoners under a section of the so-called Ku 
Klux Klan Act of 1871, which permits actions 
for damages against state officials who de-
prive ‘‘any citizen of the United States or 
other person under the jurisdiction thereof, 
[of] any rights, privileges, or immunities se-
cured by the Constitution and laws.’’ This 
statute came into its own in 1961 when the 
Supreme Court permitted a damage action 
filed by members of a black family who (with 
good reason) claimed that Chicago police of-
ficers had deprived them of the Fourth 
Amendment right ‘‘to be secure in their per-
sons, houses, papers and effects, against un-
reasonable searches and seizures.’’ Today, 
the statute is used mostly by prisoners who, 
invoking one or another constitutional 
right, complain of just about anything and 
everything. 

They invoke the cruel-and-unusual-punish-
ment provision of the Eighth Amendment 
not only when beaten or raped by prison 
guards, but when shot during a prison riot, 
or when required to share a cell with a heavy 
smoker, or when given insufficient storage 

locker space, or when given creamy peanut 
butter instead of the chunky variety they or-
dered. 

They involve the First Amendment when 
forbidden to enter into marriage, or to cor-
respond with inmates in other state prisons. 
John Robert Demos sued one prison official 
for not addressing him by his Islamic name. 

And there is probably not a prison regula-
tion whose enforcement does not, or at least 
may not, give rise to a 14th Amendment (or, 
in the case of federal prisoners, a Fifth 
amendment) due process complaint. Requir-
ing elaborate trials or evidentiary pro-
ceedings, these especially, are the cases that 
try the patience of the judges. Still, review-
ing these complaints imposes a particular 
burden on administrative officials who, un-
like the judges, can be sued for damages. 

Consider a recent due process case involv-
ing a New York state inmate. 

In five separate hearings, prison officers 
found inmate Jerry Young guilty of vio-
lating various prison rules and sentenced 
him to punitive segregation and deprived 
him of inmate privileges. Appeals from the 
disciplinary decisions in the 66 state prisons 
are directed to Donald Selsky, a Department 
of Correctional Services official who, in a 
typical year, hears more than 5,000 such ap-
peals. Young sued the prison hearing offi-
cers, claiming that they had denied his re-
quest to call 31 inmates and two staff officers 
as witnesses, and that they failed to provide 
him with adequate legal assistance; he also 
sued Mr. Selsky, claiming he had violated 
his due process rights by affirming the deci-
sions made by the hearing officers. From Mr. 
Selsky he demanded $200 in punitive dam-
ages, $200, in compensatory damages, and 
$200 in exemplary damages for each day of 
his segregated confinement. 

Mr. Selsky is currently the defendant in 
156 such suits, but the state provides him 
with legal representation, and, if he is found 
liable, will indemnity him unless the dam-
ages ‘‘resulted from [his] intentional wrong-
doing,’’ Since he bears the burden of pro-
viding that it was ‘‘objectively reasonable to 
conclude that the prisoners’ constitutional 
rights were not violated.’’ he may or may 
not find this reassuring. 

The Republican crime bill passed by the 
House in the first 100 days aims to reduce the 
number of such suits—first, by prohibiting 
the filing of an action in Federal court by 
adult state prisoners until they have ex-
hausted all the remedies available to them 
in the states, and, second, by permitting fed-
eral judges to dismiss an in forma pauperis 
case ‘‘if the allegation of poverty is untrue, 
or if satisfied that the action fails to state a 
claim upon which relief may be granted or is 
frivolous or malicious, even if the partial fil-
ing fees have been imposed by the court.’’ 

These provisions seem reasonable, but it 
remains to be seen whether the Senate and 
the president will find them so. And only 
time will tell whether they are adequate. 

[From the Tucson Citizen, Feb. 2, 1995] 
COST OF INMATES’ FRIVOLOUS SUITS IS HIGH 
Almost 400 times last year, inmates in Ari-

zona prison sued the state. Some of their 
claims: 

An inmate wasn’t allowed to go to his par-
ents’ wedding anniversary party; another 
said he was subject to cruel and unusual pun-
ishment because he wasn’t allowed to attend 
his father’s funeral. 

An inmate claimed that he lost his Reebok 
tennis shoes because of gross negligence by 
the state. Another said the state lost his 
sunglasses. 

A woman inmate said the jeans she was 
issued didn’t fit properly. 

An inmate sued because he wasn’t allowed 
to hang a tapestry in his cell. 
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When the state decided that inmates would 

not be allowed to see movies with exposed 
breasts and genitals, an inmate claimed that 
violated his Constitutional rights. 

Inmates claimed the state stole money 
from their prison accounts. But another in-
mate claimed the state illegally deposited 
money in his account, disqualifying him as 
an indigent. 

An inmate claimed he was wrongly dis-
ciplined for refusing to change the television 
from a Spanish-language channel. 

An inmate said he was not provided the 
proper books for a black studies class he was 
taking. 

Several inmates said they weren’t allowed 
to go to the bathroom while using the law li-
brary. 

One inmate was denied access to the law li-
brary after he kicked and tampered with a 
security device in the library. 

An inmate said he wasn’t allowed to get 
married. 

An inmate said he was forced to work and 
not paid minimum wage. 

Lawsuits filed by inmates are expensive for 
Arizona taxpayers. The Attorney General’s 
Office budgets $1.5 million per year to fight 
the suits, not including court costs. Other 
state departments also pay some costs. 

To cut down on the number of frivolous 
suits filed, the state Legislature last year 
passed a law that requires inmates to pay 
part or all of the filing costs from money 
earned in prison jobs. In addition, inmates 
who filed unsubstantiated or harassing law-
suits can be forced to forfeit five days of 
good-behavior credit. 

The new law didn’t slow down Mitchell H. 
Jackson, a convicted drug dealer incarcer-
ated at the state prison in Tucson. Jackson 
has filed 22 suits against the state in recent 
years. He got off to a good start in 1995, fil-
ing two in the first week. 

In one of his suits, he targets the new law 
requiring inmates to pay filing fees. He 
claims that has caused him ‘‘mental anguish 
and emotional distress.’’ He wants $10 mil-
lion from each of the 90 legislators—a total 
of almost $1 billion. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 240 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D’AMATO] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 240, a bill to amend the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to establish 
a filing deadline and to provide certain 
safeguards to ensure that the interests 
of investors are well protected under 
the implied private action provisions of 
the act. 

S. 245 
At the request of Mr. COHEN, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
NUNN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
245, a bill to provide for enhanced pen-
alties for health care fraud, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 256 
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 

of the Senator from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 256, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to establish procedures for deter-
mining the status of certain missing 
members of the Armed Forces and cer-
tain civilians, and for other purposes. 

S. 327 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-

vania [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 327, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide clarification for the deductibility 
of expenses incurred by a taxpayer in 
connection with the business use of the 
home. 

S. 490 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 490, a bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to exempt agriculture-related fa-
cilities from certain permitting re-
quirements, and for other purposes. 

S. 515 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 515, a bill to amend the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act and the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act to 
provide for improved public health and 
food safety through the reduction of 
harmful substances in meat and poul-
try that present a threat to public 
health, and for other purposes. 

S. 714 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 714, a bill to require the 
Attorney General to study and report 
to Congress on means of controlling 
the flow of violent, sexually explicit, 
harassing, offensive, or otherwise un-
wanted material in interactive tele-
communications systems. 

S. 758 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
758, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for S cor-
poration reform, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 770 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACK-
WOOD] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
770, a bill to provide for the relocation 
of the United States Embassy in Israel 
to Jerusalem, and for other purposes. 

S. 816 

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 816, a bill to provide 
equal protection for victims of crime, 
to facilitate the exchange of informa-
tion between Federal and State law en-
forcement and investigation entities, 
to reform criminal procedure, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 3 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 3, a 
concurrent resolution relative to Tai-
wan and the United Nations. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 15—RELATIVE TO THE 
COSTS OF INTERNATIONAL 
PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES 

Ms. SNOWE submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. CON. RES. 15 

Whereas in fiscal year 1989 the United 
States provided $29,000,000 to the United Na-
tions for assessed United States contribu-
tions for international peacekeeping activi-
ties, compared to $485,000,000 paid for com-
bined assessed contributions for all other 
international organizations, including the 
United Nations, all United Nations special-
ized agencies and the Organization for Amer-
ican States and all other Pan American 
international organizations; 

Whereas in fiscal year 1994 United States 
assessed contributions to the United Nations 
for international peacekeeping activities had 
grown to $1,072,000,000, compared to 
$860,000,000 for combined assessed contribu-
tions for all other international organiza-
tions; 

Whereas for fiscal year 1995 the President 
requested a $672,000,000 United Nations 
peacekeeping supplemental appropriation 
which, if approved, would have been a direct 
increase in the Federal budget deficit and 
would have brought fiscal year 1995 total ap-
propriations for assessed contributions for 
United Nations peacekeeping activities to 
$1,025,000,000; 

Whereas for fiscal year 1995 the President 
also requested supplemental appropriations 
of $1,900,000,000 to cover the Department of 
Defense’s unbudgeted costs for humanitarian 
and peacekeeping missions in Haiti, Kuwait 
and Bosnia, which are in addition to regular 
United States assessed contributions to the 
United Nations for peacekeeping activities; 
and 

Whereas for fiscal year 1996 the President 
requested $445,000,000 for assessed contribu-
tions to the United Nations for international 
peacekeeping activities, a funding level most 
observers believe to be a significant under-
statement of actual peacekeeping obliga-
tions the Administration has committed the 
United States to support and which, if accu-
rate, would lead to the third year in a row in 
which the Administration requests supple-
mental appropriations for assessed contribu-
tions to international peacekeeping in excess 
of $600 million outside of the regular budget 
process: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Executive 
Branch should cease obligating the United 
States to pay for international peacekeeping 
operations in excess of funds specifically au-
thorized and appropriated for this purpose. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 16—RELATIVE TO THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION 

Ms. SNOWE submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 16 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) Iran is aggressively pursuing a program 

to acquire and/or develop nuclear weapons; 
(2) the Director of Central Intelligence, in 

September of 1994, confirmed that Iran is 
manufacturing and stockpiling chemical 
weapons; 
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(3) Iran has opposed the Middle East peace 

process and continues to support the ter-
rorist group Hezballah in Lebanon and rad-
ical Palestinian groups; 

(4) Iran has asserted control over the Per-
sian Gulf island of Abu Musa, which it had 
been previously sharing with the United 
Arab Emirates; 

(5) during the last few years Iran has re-
portedly acquired several hundred improved 
Scud missiles from North Korea; 

(6) Iran has moved modern air defense mis-
sile systems, tanks, additional troops, artil-
lery, and surface-to-surface missiles onto is-
lands in the Persian Gulf, some of which are 
disputed between Iran and the United Arab 
Emirates; 

(7) Iran has already taken delivery of as 
many as 30 modern MiG–29 fighter aircraft 
from the Russian Federation; 

(8) the Russian Federation has sold modern 
conventionally powered submarines to Iran, 
which increases Iran’s capability to blockade 
the Straits of Hormuz and the Persian Gulf; 
and 

(9) the Russian Federation has continued 
to pursue a commercial agreement intended 
to provide Iran with nuclear technology de-
spite being provided with a detailed descrip-
tion by the President of the United States of 
Iran’s nuclear weapons program. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Russian Federation should 
be strongly condemned if it continues with a 
commercial agreement to provide Iran with 
nuclear technology which would assist that 
country in its development of nuclear weap-
ons, and, if such transfer occurs, that Rus-
sian would be ineligible for assistance under 
the terms of the Freedom Support Act. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting a resolution expressing 
the sense of Congress that the Russian 
Federation should be strongly con-
demned for continuing with a commer-
cial agreement to provide Iran with nu-
clear technology which would assist 
that country in its development of nu-
clear weapons, and that such an agree-
ment would make Russia ineligible for 
United States assistance under the 
terms of the Freedom Support Act. 

This past January, Russia signed a 
billion-dollar deal to sell nuclear power 
reactors to Iran. In the United States, 
this news was greeted with very strong 
concern that this Russian nuclear tech-
nology would be used to support Iran’s 
nuclear weapons development program. 

At the recent summit in Moscow, 
Russian President Yeltsin was asked 
by President Clinton to cancel the re-
actor sale to Iran. Yeltsin would not. 
Instead, he offered us a fig leaf when he 
cancelled the Russian sale of a gas cen-
trifuge to Iran and halted the training 
of 10 to 20 Iran scientists a year in Mos-
cow. 

Iran is aggressively pursuing a nu-
clear-weapons acquisition program. 
The CIA said last September that Iran 
probably could, with some foreign help, 
acquire a nuclear weapons capability 
within 8 to 10 years. And Iran is receiv-
ing that foreign help, and it is not just 
from the Russians. China is helping 
Iran build a nuclear research reactor, 
and in April it concluded a deal to sell 
Iran two light-water reactors. Paki-
stan, a country with its own signifi-
cant nuclear weapons program, has re-
portedly provided key technical assist-
ance to Iran. 

Iran’s nuclear weapons program is 
not the only cause for concern. The De-
fense Department is increasingly con-
cerned about—and is closely watch-
ing—the Iranian military buildup in 
the Persian Gulf. 

Let me just review some of the dis-
turbing facts about this Iranian build-
up. Iran has acquired as many as 30 
Mig–29’s out of a reported deal with 
Russia for 50 of these modern combat 
jets, and Russia has also sold Iran so-
phisticated air-to-air missiles to arm 
these aircraft. Iran has received nu-
merous surface-to-air missile systems 
from both Russia and China. Iran’s sub-
marine force consists of two modern 
Russian-made Kilo-class submarines, 
and a third is expected to be delivered. 
Russia also provided Iran with sophis-
ticated torpedoes for these subs. 

In addition, despite U.S. pressure, 
Poland is going ahead with the planned 
sale to Iran of over 100 T–72 tanks, and 
Iran has also taken delivery of several 
hundred other T–72’s from Russia. And 
over the last few years Iran has report-
edly acquired several hundred im-
proved Scud missiles from North 
Korea. 

Iran has asserted control over the 
Persian Gulf island of Abu Musa, which 
it had been previously sharing with the 
United Arab Emirates. And Iran has 
moved air defense missile systems, 
tanks, additional troops, artillery, and 
surface-to-surface missiles onto islands 
in the Persian Gulf, some of which are 
disputed between Iran and the United 
Arab Emirates. 

Mr. President, Iran’s military build-
up in the Persian Gulf and its aggres-
sive nuclear program should be of seri-
ous concern to us all. Iran has opposed 
the Middle East peace process and con-
tinues to support the terrorist group 
Hezballah in Lebanon and radical Pal-
estinian groups. And whether Russia 
realizes it or not, Iran also poses a 
long-term threat to them as well. A nu-
clear-armed Iran poses just as great a 
threat to Russia as it does to United 
States interests in the Persian Gulf 
and the Middle East. President Clinton 
tried to reason with the Russians ear-
lier this month, but they refused to lis-
ten. Russia’s misguided commercial 
agreement to sell nuclear technology 
to Iran should be condemned. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 125—HON-
ORING THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
FATHER JOSEPH DAMIEN DE 
VEUSTER 

Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SIMON, 
and Mr. MURKOWSKI) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 125 

Whereas Father Joseph Damien de Veuster 
was born in Tremeloo, Belgium, on January 
3, 1840; 

Whereas Father Damien entered the Sa-
cred Hearts Order at Louvain, Belgium, as a 
postulant in January 1859 and took his final 
vows in Paris on October 7, 1860; 

Whereas, after arriving in Honolulu on 
March 19, 1864, to join the Sacred Hearts Mis-
sion in Hawaii, Father Damien was ordained 
to the priesthood in the Cathedral of Our 
Lady of Peace on May 21, 1864; 

Whereas Father Damien was sent to the 
Puna, Kohala, and Hamakua districts on the 
island of Hawaii, where Father Damien 
served people in isolated communities for 9 
years; 

Whereas the alarming spread of Hansen’s 
disease, also known as leprosy, for which 
there was no known cure, prompted the Ha-
waiian Legislature to pass an Act to Prevent 
the Spread of Leprosy in 1865; 

Whereas the Act required segregating 
those afflicted with leprosy to the isolated 
peninsula of Kalaupapa, Molokai, where 
those afflicted by leprosy were virtually im-
prisoned by steep cliffs and open seas; 

Whereas those afflicted by leprosy were 
forced to separate from their families, had 
meager medical care and supplies, and had 
poor living and social conditions; 

Whereas in July 1872, Father Damien wrote 
to the Father General that many of his pa-
rishioners had been sent to the settlement 
on Molokai and lamented that he should join 
them; 

Whereas on May 12, 1873, Father Damien 
petitioned Bishop Maigret, having received a 
request earlier for a resident priest at 
Kalaupapa, to allow Father Damien to stay 
on Molokai and devote his life to leprosy pa-
tients; 

Whereas for 16 years, from 1873 to 1889, Fa-
ther Damien labored to bring material and 
spiritual comfort to the leprosy patients of 
Kalaupapa, building chapels, water cisterns, 
and boys and girls homes; 

Whereas on April 15, 1889, at the age of 49, 
Father Damien died of leprosy contracted a 
few years earlier; 

Whereas the Roman Catholic Church began 
the consideration of beatification of Father 
Damien in February 1955, and Father Damien 
will be beatified on June 4, 1995, by Pope 
John Paul II in Brussels, Belgium; 

Whereas Father Damien was selected by 
the State of Hawaii in 1965 as 1 of the distin-
guished citizens of the State whose statue 
would be installed in Statuary Hall in the 
United States Capitol; 

Whereas the life of Father Damien con-
tinues to be a profound example of selfless 
devotion to others and remains an inspira-
tion for all mankind; 

Whereas common use of sulfone drugs in 
the 1940’s removed the dreaded sentence of 
disfigurement and death imposed by leprosy, 
and the 1969 repeal of the isolation law al-
lowed greater mobility for former Hansen’s 
disease patients; 

Whereas in the mid-1970’s, the community 
of former leprosy patients at Molokai rec-
ommended the establishment of a United 
States National Park at Kalaupapa, out of a 
strong sense of stewardship of the legacy left 
by Father Damien and the rich history of 
Kalaupapa; 

Whereas the Kalaupapa National Historical 
Park was established in 1980 with a provision 
that former Hansen’s disease patients may 
remain in the park as long as they wish; and 

Whereas the remaining patients at 
Kalaupapa, many of whom were exiled as 
children or young adults and who have en-
dured immeasurable hardships and untold 
sorrows, are a special legacy for America, ex-
emplifying the dignity and strength of the 
human spirit: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States recognizes Father Damien for his 
service to humanity and takes this occasion 
to— 

(1) celebrate achievements of modern medi-
cine in combating the once-dreaded leprosy 
disease; 
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(2) remember that victims of leprosy still 

suffer social banishment in many parts of 
the world; and 

(3) honor the people of Kalaupapa as a liv-
ing American legacy of human spirit and dig-
nity. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 126—TO 
AMEND THE SENATE GIFT RULE 

Mr. MCCONNELL submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration: 

S. RES. 126 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Sen-
ate Gift Rule Reform Resolution’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE SENATE GIFT RULE. 

Rule XXXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘RULE XXXV 
‘‘GIFTS 

‘‘1. (a) No Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate, or the spouse or dependent there-
of, shall knowingly accept, directly or indi-
rectly, any gift in any calendar year of more 
than the minimal value as established by 
section 7342(a)(5) of title 5, United States 
Code, or $100, whichever is less from any per-
son, organization, or corporation unless, in 
limited and appropriate circumstances, a 
waiver is granted by the Select Committee 
on Ethics. 

‘‘(b) The prohibitions of subparagraph (a) 
do not apply to gifts— 

‘‘(1) from relatives; or 
‘‘(2) of personal hospitality of an indi-

vidual. 
‘‘2. For purposes of this rule— 
‘‘(a) The term ‘gift’ means a payment, sub-

scription, advance, forbearance, rendering, 
or deposit of money, services, or anything of 
value, including food, lodging, mementos, 
transportation, or entertainment, and reim-
bursement for expenses, unless consideration 
of equal or greater value is received, but does 
not include (1) a political contribution other-
wise reported as required by law, (2) a loan 
made in a commercially reasonable manner 
(including requirements that the loan be re-
paid and that a reasonable rate of interest be 
paid), (3) a bequest, inheritance, or other 
transfer at death, (4) a bona fide award pre-
sented in recognition of public service and 
available to the general public, (5) anything 
of value given to a spouse or dependent of a 
reporting individual by the employer of such 
spouse or dependent in recognition of the 
service provided by such spouse or depend-
ent, (6) free attendance at a widely attended 
event (as such term is defined by the Select 
Committee on Ethics) connected with the of-
ficial duties of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee, (7) permissible travel, lodging, and 
meals at an event connected with the official 
duties of the Member, officer, or employee, 
or (8) permissible travel, lodging, and meals 
at an event to raise funds for a bona fide 
charity, subject to a determination by the 
Select Committee on Ethics that participa-
tion in the charity event is in the interest of 
the Senate and the United States. 

‘‘(b) The term ‘relative’ has the same 
meaning given to such term in section 107(2) 
of title I of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978 (Public Law 95–521). 

‘‘(c) The term ‘permissible travel’ means 
reasonable expenses for transportation which 
are incurred by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of the Senate in connection with serv-
ices provided to or participation in an event 
sponsored by the organization which pro-
vided reimbursement for such expenses or 
which provides transportation directly, how-

ever expenses do not include the provision of 
transportation, or the payment for such ex-
penses, for a continuous period in excess of 3 
days exclusive of travel time within the 
United States of 7 days exclusive of travel 
time outside of the United States unless 
such travel is approved by the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics as necessary for participa-
tion in the event. 

‘‘(d) The terms ‘lodging’ and ‘meals’ do not 
include expenditures for recreational activi-
ties or entertainment, other than that pro-
vided to all attendees as an integral part of 
the event. 

‘‘3. (a) For purposes of the exceptions pro-
vided by paragraphs 2(a)(6), 2(a)(7), and 
2(a)(8), a sponsor’s unsolicited offer of free 
attendance at an event for an accompanying 
spouse shall not be considered to be a gift if 
others in attendance will generally be ac-
companied by spouses or if such attendance 
is appropriate to assist in the representation 
of the Senate. 

‘‘(b) The Select Committee on Ethics shall 
publish notice in the Congressional Record of 
the attendance by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee at an event permitted by paragraphs 
2(a)(7) and 2(a)(8) not later than 30 days after 
such attendance. Attendance by an employee 
at an event permitted by paragraphs 2(a)(7) 
and 2(a)(8) shall be subject to approval of the 
employee’s supervisor. 

‘‘4. If a Member, officer, or employee, after 
exercising reasonable diligence to obtain the 
information necessary to comply with this 
rule, unknowingly accepts a gift described in 
paragraph 1, such Member, officer, or em-
ployee shall, upon learning of the nature of 
the gift and its source, return the gift or, if 
it is not possible to return the gift, reim-
burse the donor for the value of the gift. 

‘‘5. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this rule, a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate may participate in a program, 
the principal objective of which is edu-
cational, sponsored by a foreign government 
or a foreign educational or charitable orga-
nization involving travel to a foreign coun-
try paid for by that foreign government or 
organization if such participation is not in 
violation of any law and if the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics has determined that par-
ticipation in such program by Members, offi-
cers, or employees of the Senate is in the in-
terests of the Senate and the United States. 

‘‘(b) Any Member who accepts an invita-
tion to participate in any such program shall 
notify the Select Committee in writing of 
his acceptance. A Member shall also notify 
the Select Committee in writing whenever 
he has permitted any officer or employee 
whom he supervises (within the meaning of 
paragraph 11 of rule XXXVII) to participate 
in any such program. The chairman of the 
Select Committee shall place in the Congres-
sional Record a list of all individuals partici-
pating; the supervisors of such individuals, 
where applicable; and the nature and 
itinerary of such program. 

‘‘(c) No Member, officer, or employee may 
accept funds in connection with participa-
tion in a program permitted under subpara-
graph (a) if such funds are not used for nec-
essary food, lodging, transportation, and re-
lated expenses of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee.’’. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendment made by section 2 shall 
take effect on October 1, 1995. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 127—REL-
ATIVE TO BORDER CROSSING 
FEES 

Ms. SNOWE submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 127 

Whereas in the budget of the United States 
for fiscal year 1996 that was submitted to 
Congress, the President proposed to impose 
and collect a boarder crossing fee for individ-
uals and vehicles entering the United States; 

Whereas both the Canadian and Mexican 
governments have expressed opposition to 
the imposition and collection of such a fee 
and have raised the possibility of imposing 
retaliatory border crossing fees of their own; 

Whereas the imposition and collection of 
such a fee would have adverse effects on 
tourism and commerce that depend on travel 
across the borders of the United States; 

Whereas the imposition and collection of 
such a fee would have such effects without 
addressing illegal immigration in a meaning-
ful way; 

Whereas on February 22, 1995, the Presi-
dent modified his proposal making the impo-
sition of the new fees voluntary on United 
States border States (but tied the avail-
ability of Federal funds to improve border 
crossing infrastructure on their willingness 
to impose such fees); and 

Whereas on May 4, 1995, the President fur-
ther modified the border crossing fee pro-
posal in immigration control legislation he 
submitted to Congress setting a $1.50 per car 
and $.75 per pedestrian fee structure: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that the United States Government should 
not impose or collect a border crossing fee 
along its borders with Canada and Mexico. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 
1168 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LAUTENBERG) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 13) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002; 
as follows: 

On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-
lowing: ‘‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this 
section shall not apply to legislation that 
proposes to eliminate up to $1,000,000,000 
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and 
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use 
in strengthening enforcement of immigra-
tion laws.’’. 

LAUTENBERG (AND WELLSTONE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1169 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LAUTENBERG for 
himself and Mr. WELLSTONE) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

On page 68, add at the end of line 12 the fol-
lowing: ‘‘In addition, paragraph (1)(B) of this 
section shall not apply to legislation that 
proposes to eliminate up to $2,000,000,000 
from wasteful bureaucratic overhead and 
wasteful procurement in the military budg-
et, and to apply the resulting savings for use 
in addressing the problem of domestic vio-
lence.’’. 
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LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1170 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEAHY, for him-
self, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. WELLSTONE) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

NUTRITIONAL HEALTH OF CHIL-
DREN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Federal nutrition programs, such as the 

school lunch program, the school breakfast 
program, the special supplemental nutrition 
program for women, infants, and children 
(referred to in this section as ‘‘WIC’’), the 
child and adult care food program, and oth-
ers, are important to the health and well- 
being of children; 

(2) participation in Federal nutrition pro-
grams is voluntary on the part of States, and 
the programs are administered and operated 
by every State; 

(3) a major factor that led to the creation 
of the school lunch program was that a num-
ber of the recruits for the United States 
armed forces in World War II failed physical 
examinations due to problems related to in-
adequate nutrition; 

(4)(A) WIC has proven to be extremely val-
uable in promoting the health of newborn ba-
bies and children; and 

(B) each dollar invested in the prenatal 
component of WIC has been shown to save up 
to $3.50 in medicaid costs related to medical 
problems that arise in the first 90 days after 
the birth of an infant; 

(5) the requirement that infant formula be 
purchased under a competitive bidding sys-
tem under section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) saved $1,000,000,000 
in fiscal year 1994 and enabled States to 
allow 1,600,000 women, infants, and children 
to participate in WIC at no additional cost to 
taxpayers; and 

(6) a balanced Federal budget will provide 
economic benefits to children alive today 
and to future generations of Americans. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
include the assumptions that— 

(1) schools should continue to serve 
lunches that meet minimum nutritional re-
quirements based on tested nutritional re-
search; 

(2) the content of WIC food packages for in-
fants, children, and pregnant and 
postpartum women should continue to be 
based on scientific evidence; 

(3) the competitive bidding system for in-
fant formula under section 17 of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) should 
be maintained; 

(4) foods of minimum nutritional value 
should not be sold in competition with 
school lunches in the school cafeterias dur-
ing lunch hours; 

(5) some reductions in nutrition program 
spending can be made without compromising 
the nutritional well-being of program recipi-
ents; 

(6) in complying with the reconciliation in-
structions in section 6 of this resolution, the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry of the Senate should take this sec-
tion into account; and 

(7) Congress should continue to move to-
ward fully funding the WIC program. 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1171 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEAHY) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III of the resolution, add 
the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MAINTAINING 

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) Federal, State, and local law enforce-

ment officers provide essential services that 
preserve and protect our freedoms and secu-
rity; 

(2) law enforcement officers deserve our ap-
preciation and support; 

(3) law enforcement officers and agencies 
are under increasing attacks, both to their 
physical safety and to their reputations; 

(4) on April 7, 1995, the Senate passed S.J. 
Res. 32 in which the Senate recognizes the 
debt of gratitude the Nation owes to the men 
and women who daily serve the American 
people as law enforcement officers and the 
integrity, honesty, dedication, and sacrifice 
of our Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment officers; 

(5) the Nation’s sense of domestic tran-
quility has been shaken by explosions at the 
World Trade Center in New York and the 
Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City 
and by the fear of violent crime in our cities, 
towns, and rural areas across the nation; 

(6) Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment efforts need increased financial com-
mitment from the Federal Government and 
not the reduction of such commitment to 
law enforcement if law enforcement officers 
are to carry out their efforts to combat vio-
lent crime; and 

(7) on April 5, 1995, and May 18, 1995, the 
House of Representatives has nonetheless 
voted to reduce $5,000,000,000 from the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund in order to 
provide for tax cuts in both H.R. 1215 and H. 
Con. Res. 67. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the assumptions underlying 
the functional totals in this resolution as-
sume that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to fund Federal law enforcement 
programs and programs to assist State and 
local efforts should be maintained and fund-
ing for the Violent Crime Reduction Trust 
Fund should not be reduced by $5,000,000,000 
as the bill and resolution passed by the 
House of Representatives would require. 

HARKIN (AND GRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1172 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. HARKIN, for him-
self and Mr. GRAHAM) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 77, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . MEDICARE SAFEGUARDS COMPLIANCE 

INITIATIVE. 
(a) ADJUSTMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of points of 

order under the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and con-
current resolutions on the budget— 

(A) the discretionary spending limits under 
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits 
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year; 

(B) the allocations to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of that Act; 

(C) the levels for the major functional cat-
egories that are appropriate and the appro-
priate budgetary aggregates in the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on 
the budget; and 

(D) the maximum deficit amount under 
section 601(a)(1) of that Act (and that 
amount as cumulatively adjusted) for the 
current fiscal year, 

shall be adjusted to reflect the amount of ad-
ditional new budget authority or additional 
outlays (as defined in paragraph (2)) reported 
by the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives in 
appropriation Acts (or by the committee of 
conference on such legislation) for the 
Health Care Financing Administration medi-
care payment safeguards programs (as com-
pared to the base level of $396,300,000 for new 
budget authority) that the Congressional 
Budget Office has determined will result in a 
return on investment to the Government of 
at least 4 dollars for each dollar invested. 

(2) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—As used in this 
section, the term ‘‘additional new budget au-
thority’’ or ‘‘additional outlays’’ (as the case 
may be) means, for any fiscal year, budget 
authority in excess of $396,300,000 for pay-
ment safeguards, but shall not exceed— 

(A) for fiscal year 1996, $50,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $50,000,000 in outlays; 

(B) for fiscal year 1997, $55,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $55,000,000 in outlays; 

(C) for fiscal year 1998, $60,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $60,000,000 in outlays; 

(D) for fiscal year 1999, $65,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $65,000,000 in outlays; 

(E) for fiscal year 2000, $70,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $70,000,000 in outlays; 

(F) for fiscal year 2001, $75,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays; 
and 

(G) for fiscal year 2002, $75,000,000 in new 
budget authority and $75,000,000 in outlays. 

(b) REVISED LIMITS, ALLOCATIONS, LEVELS, 
AND AGGREGATES.—Upon reporting of legisla-
tion pursuant to paragraph (1), and again 
upon the submission of the conference report 
on such legislation in either House (if a con-
ference report is submitted), the chairman of 
the Committees on the Budget of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives shall file 
with their respective Houses appropriately 
revised— 

(1) the discretionary spending limits under 
section 601(a)(2) of that Act (and those limits 
as cumulatively adjusted) for the current fis-
cal year and each out-year; 

(2) the allocations to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of that Act; and 

(3) the levels for the appropriate major 
functional categories that are appropriate 
and the appropriate budgetary aggregates in 
the most recently agreed to concurrent reso-
lution on the budget; 

to carry out this subsection. These revised 
discretionary spending limits, allocations, 
functional levels, and aggregates shall be 
considered for purposes of congressional en-
forcement under that Act as the discre-
tionary spending limits, allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates. 

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives may report 
appropriately revised allocations pursuant to 
sections 302(b) and 602(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this 
section. 

(d) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section 
shall not apply to any additional budget au-
thority or additional outlays unless— 

(1) in the Senate, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee certifies, based on the in-
formation from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the General Accounting Office, the 
Health Care Financing Administration (as 
well as any other sources deemed relevant), 
that such budget authority or outlays will 
not increase the total of the Federal budget 
deficits over the next 5 years; and 

(2) any funds made available pursuant to 
such budget authority or outlays are avail-
able only for the purpose of carrying out 
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Health Care Financing Administration pay-
ment safeguards. 

FEINGOLD (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1173 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. FEINGOLD, for 
himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
and Mr. SIMON) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . NEED TO ENACT LONG TERM HEALTH 

CARE REFORM. 
It is the Sense of the Senate that the 104th 

Congress should enact fundamental long- 
term health care reform that emphasizes 
cost-effective, consumer oriented, and con-
sumer-directed home and community-based 
care that builds upon existing family sup-
ports and achieves deficit reduction by help-
ing elderly and disabled individuals remain 
in their own homes and communities. 

HARKIN (AND LAUTENBERG) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1174 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. HARKIN, for him-
self and Mr. LAUTENBERG) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution, 13, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

LOSSES CAUSED BY USE OF TO-
BACCO PRODUCTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-

vention estimates that tobacco products im-
pose a $20,000,000,000 cost per year on Federal 
health programs like medicare and medicaid 
through tobacco-related illnesses; 

(2) tobacco products are unlike any other 
product legally offered for sale because even 
when used as intended they cause death and 
disease; and 

(3) States such as Florida, Mississippi, 
Minnesota, and West Virginia are currently 
taking action to recover State costs associ-
ated with tobacco-related illnesses. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE—It is the sense of 
the Senate that any proposal by the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate to reduce 
Federal spending on medicare and medicaid 
as required by Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13 should include a proposal to recover from 
tobacco companies a portion of the costs 
their products impose on American tax-
payers and Federal health programs includ-
ing medicare and medicaid. 

JOHNSTON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1175 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. JOHNSTON, for 
himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. REID, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. BREAUX) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 74, delete lines 12 through 24 and 
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation 
that reduces revenues and/or increases fund-
ing for the Medicare trust fund not to exceed 
the following amounts: 

‘‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$12,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$22,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$24,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$28,000,000,000 in outlays provided that, if 
CBO scores this surplus differently, then the 
numbers provided above shall be increased or 
decreased proportionally. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATION AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate appropriately re-
vised allocations under sections 302(a) and 
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974; budgetary aggregates; and levels under 
this resolution, revised by an amount that 
does not exceed the additional deficit reduc-
tion specified under subsection (d).’’ 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1176 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. REID) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the appro-
priate budgetary allocations, aggregates, and 
levels shall be revised to reflect $1,000,000,000 
in budget authority and outlays of the addi-
tional deficit reduction achieved as cal-
culated under subsection (c) for legislation 
that reduces the adverse effects on discre-
tionary spending on our national parks sys-
tem by restoring funding for rehabilitation, 
restoration, and park maintenance. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under section 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, budgetary ag-
gregates, and levels under this resolution, re-
vised by an amount that does not exceed the 
additional deficit reduction specified under 
subsection (a).’’. 

SARBANES (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1177 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. SARBANES, for 
himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
and Mr. KERRY) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 13, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 74, strike lines 12 through 24 and 
insert the following: ‘‘budget, the revenue 
and spending aggregates may be revised and 
other appropriate budgetary allocations, ag-
gregates, and levels may be revised to reflect 
the additional deficit reduction achieved as 
calculated under subsection (c) for legisla-
tion that reduces revenues, and legislation 
that will provide $10,805,000,000 to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to administer 
federal grants for water infrastructure pro-
grams in the following manner: 

‘‘(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$962,000,000 in budget authority and 42,000,000 
in outlays; 

‘‘(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$1,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$346,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$2,462,000,000 in budget authority and 
$920,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$1,679,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,291,000,000 in outlays; 

‘‘(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,679,000,000 in outlays; and 

‘‘(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$2,962,000,000 in budget authority and 
$2,798,000,000 in outlays. 

‘‘(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chair of the Committee on 
the Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; discretionary 
spending under section 201(a) of this resolu-
tion; and budgetary aggregates and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction calculated under subsection (d).’’. 

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1178 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS, for him-
self, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. WARNER, Mr. FORD, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING MAN-

DATORY MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS 
UNDER FUNCTION 270: ENERGY. 

It is the sense of the Senate that within 
the mandatory major assumptions under 
budget function 270, none of the power mar-
keting administrations within the 48 contig-
uous States will be sold, and any savings 
that were assumed would be realized from 
the sale of those power marketing adminis-
trations will be realized through cost reduc-
tions in other programs within the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . DEFENSE OVERHEAD. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the major discretionary assumptions in 

this concurrent budget resolution include 15 
percent reduction in overhead for programs 
of nondefense agencies that remain funded in 
the budget and whose funding is not inter-
connected with receipts dedicated to a pro-
gram; 

(2) the Committee Report (104–82) on this 
concurrent budget resolution states that 
‘‘this assumption would not reduce funding 
for the programmatic activities of agencies.’’ 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Committees on Armed 
Services and Appropriations should make a 
reduction of at least three percent in over-
head for fiscal year 1996 programs of defense 
agencies, and should do so in a manner so as 
not to reduce funding for the programmatic 
activities of these agencies. 

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1179 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. LEVIN, for himself, 
Mr. SIMON, and Mr. STEVENS) proposed 
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an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1180 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS, for him-
self, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. EXON) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR NATIONAL RAILROAD 
PASSENGER CORPORATION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals 
in this resolution include the following: that 
Congress should redirect revenues resulting 
from the 1⁄2 cent of the excise tax rate di-
rected by the amendments made by the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 for 
fiscal years 1996 through 1999 to the account 
under subsection (e) of section 9503 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to a new account 
under such section for grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation for oper-
ating expenses and capital improvements in-
curred by the Corporation. 

BAUCUS AMENDMENT NO. 1181 
Mr. EXON (for Mr. BAUCUS) proposed 

an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following. 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the essential air service program of the 

Department of Transportation under sub-
chapter II of chapter 417 of title 49, United 
States Code— 

(A) provides essential airline access to iso-
lated rural communities across the United 
States; 

(B) is necessary for the economic growth 
and development of rural communities; 

(C) connects small rural communities to 
the national air transportation system of the 
United States; 

(D) is a critical component of the national 
transportation system of the United States; 
and 

(E) provides air service to 108 communities 
in 30 States; and 

(2) the National Commission to Ensure a 
Strong Competitive Airline Industry estab-
lished under section 204 of the Airport and 
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve-
ment, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 
1992 recommended maintaining the essential 
air service program with a sufficient level of 
funding to continue to provide air service to 
small communities. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the essential air service 
program of the Department of Transpor-
tation under subchapter II of chapter 417 of 
title 49, United States Code, should receive 
to the maximum extent possible a sufficient 
level of funding to continue to provide air 
service to small rural communities that 
qualify for assistance under the program. 

GRAMS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1182 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GRAMS for 
himself, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. 

LIEBERMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, Senate Con-
current Resolution 13, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 73, line 2, strike ‘‘may be reduced’’ 
and insert ‘‘shall be reduced’’. 

On page 73, line 2, strike ‘‘may be revised’’ 
and insert ‘‘shall be revised’’. 

On page 74, line 12, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 
‘‘shall’’. 

On page 74, line 13, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 
‘‘shall’’. 

On page 74, line 21, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 
‘‘shall’’. 

On page 74, line 16, insert the following be-
fore the period, ‘‘by providing family tax re-
lief and incentives to stimulate savings, in-
vestment, job creation, and economic 
growth.’’. 

CONRAD (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1183 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. CONRAD for him-
self, Mr. REID, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. ROBB, 
and Mr. BYRD) proposed an amendment 
to the concurrent resolution, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 13, supra; as fol-
lows: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996. 
(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-

mines and declares that this resolution is 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1996, including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, as required by sec-
tion 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 1996. 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 3. Debt increase. 
Sec. 4. Social Security. 
Sec. 5. Major functional categories. 
Sec. 6. Reconciliation. 

TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 
RULEMAKING 

Sec. 201. Discretionary spending limits. 
Sec. 202. Extension of pay-as-you-go point of 

order. 
Sec. 203. Budget surplus allowance. 
Sec. 204. Scoring of emergency legislation. 
Sec. 205. Sale of Government assets. 
Sec. 206. Extension of Budget Act 60-vote en-

forcement through 2002. 
Sec. 207. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 

TITLE III—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS 
AND THE SENATE 

Sec. 301. Restructuring Government and 
program terminations. 

Sec. 302. Sense of the Senate regarding re-
turning programs to the States. 

Sec. 303. Commercialization of Federal ac-
tivities. 

Sec. 304. Nonpartisan Advisory Commission 
on the CPI. 

Sec. 305. Sense of the Congress on a uniform 
accounting system in the Fed-
eral Government. 

Sec. 306. Sense of the Congress that 90 per-
cent of the benefits of any tax 
cuts must go to the middle 
class. 

Sec. 307. Bipartisan Commission on the Sol-
vency of Medicare. 

Sec. 308. Sense of the Senate on the distribu-
tion of agriculture savings. 

Sec. 309. Sense of the Congress regarding 
protection of children’s health. 

Sec. 310. Sense of the Senate that lobbying 
expenses should remain non-
deductible. 

Sec. 311. Expatriate taxes. 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 
The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—(A) For purposes 
of the enforcement of this resolution— 

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,049,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,098,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,156,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,218,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,287,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,364,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,446,800,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $6,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $15,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $21,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $31,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $41,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $50,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $61,800,000,000. 
(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance 

Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of 
Federal revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $114,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $140,400,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund)— 

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $946,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $989,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,041,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,098,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,160,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,231,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,306,400,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $6,905,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $15,299,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $21,007,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $31,302,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $41,201,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $50,511,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $61,794,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—(A) For pur-

poses of comparison with the maximum def-
icit amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and 
for purposes of the enforcement of this reso-
lution, the appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,291,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,330,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,384,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,432,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,493,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,524,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,572,700,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
new budget authority are as follows: 
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Fiscal year 1996: $1,194,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,230,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,278,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,318,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,373,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,394,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,432,500,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—(A) For purposes of 

comparison with the maximum deficit 
amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for 
purposes of the enforcement of this resolu-
tion, the appropriate levels of total budget 
outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,287,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,323,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,359,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,413,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,472,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,504,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,554,500,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
budget outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,191,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,223,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,253,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,301,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,376,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,415,500,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.—(A) For purposes of compari-

son with the maximum deficit amount under 
sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the en-
forcement of this resolution, the amounts of 
the deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $237,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $224,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $203,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $194,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $185,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $139,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $107,700,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the amounts of the deficits are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $245,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $234,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $212,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $203,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $192,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $144,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $109,100,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,206,328,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,500,272,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,771,718,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $6,032,491,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $6,281,682,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $6,487,560,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $6,659,567,000,000. 
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro-

priate levels of total new direct loan obliga-
tions are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $37,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $40,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $46,100,000,000. 
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT-

MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $193,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $187,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $183,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $184,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $186,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $187,600,000,000. 

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE. 
The amounts of the increase in the public 

debt subject to limitation are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $303,328,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $293,943,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $271,446,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $260,774,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $249,191,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $205,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $172,007,000,000. 

SEC. 4. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $347,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $430,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $452,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $498,600,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $299,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $310,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $342,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $338,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $368,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $383,800,000,000. 

SEC. 5. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 1996 through 2000 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $257,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $261,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $259,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $154,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $259,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $276,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $269,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,700,000,000. 

(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥6,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥3,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $¥4,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥1,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥1,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $56,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $56,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,000,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $15,800,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $58,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $122,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $129,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $129,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $135,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $135,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $140,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $140,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $144,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $144,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $149,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $148,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $153,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $153,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $174,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $171,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $184,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $182,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $198,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $196,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $213,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $210,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $228,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $226,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $246,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $244,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund: 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $63,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $62,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $70,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $69,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $88,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $87,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $97,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $96,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $108,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $107,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $120,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $119,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $227,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $226,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $235,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $237,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $259,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $275,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $280,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $280,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $294,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $294,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
(15) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $26,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 

(A) New budget authority, $40,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $26,600,000,000. 
(17) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 

(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $298,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $298,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $309,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $309,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $318,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $318,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $330,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $330,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $342,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $342,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $349,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $349,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $357,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $357,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $309,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $309,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $320,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $320,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $328,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $328,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $339,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $339,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $349,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $349,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $355,100,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $355,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $360,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $360,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(21) The corresponding levels of gross inter-

est on the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $369,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $380,949,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $389,893,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $402,921,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $414,948,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $425,550,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $434,548,00,000. 
(22) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥8,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥33,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥33,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥33,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥33,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥36,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥37,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 

(A) New budget authority, $¥39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥41,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥41,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥42,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥42,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(24) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Undistributed Offsetting 
Receipts (950): 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥30,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥30,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥31,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥33,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥33,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥34,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥34,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥36,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥36,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥37,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥37,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $¥39,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥39,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
SEC. 6. RECONCILIATION. 

(a) SENATE COMMITTEES.—Not later than 
July 14, 1995, the committees named in this 
subsection shall submit their recommenda-
tions to the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate. After receiving those recommenda-
tions, the Committee on the Budget shall re-
port to the Senate a reconciliation bill car-
rying out all such recommendations without 
any substantive revision. 

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending (as defined in 
section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $990,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$12,473,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $21,804,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Senate Committee on Armed Services shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out-

lays $21,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $338,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $649,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS.—The Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
to reduce the deficit $373,000,000 in fiscal year 
1996, $5,742,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and $6,690,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(4) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.—The Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction to reduce the deficit $2,464,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $21,937,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$33,685,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$1,771,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $4,775,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $5,001,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.—The Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays $106,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $1,290,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$2,236,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Senate 
Committee on Finance shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$19,517,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$254,240,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $478,842,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(B) The Senate Committee on Finance 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction sufficient to increase revenue 
$7,500,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$115,700,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $228,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(8) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS.—The 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $0 in fiscal year 1996, $0 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$0 for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2002. 

(9) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF-
FAIRS.—The Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $118,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1996, $3,023,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$6,871,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(10) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out-
lays $119,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$923,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, and $1,483,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(11) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays $0 in fiscal 
year 1996, $0 for the period of fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, and $0 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(12) COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRA-
TION.—The Senate Committee on Rules and 
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Administration shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $2,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1996, $280,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and $319,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(13) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.— 
The Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $181,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$3,050,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $5,112,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 
TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 

RULEMAKING 
SEC. 201. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—As used in this section and 
for the purposes of allocations made pursu-
ant to section 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, for the discretionary cat-
egory, the term ‘‘discretionary spending 
limit’’ means— 

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$495,904,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$534,045,000,000 in outlays; 

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$491,483,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$527,591,000,000 in outlays; 

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$508,225,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$526,688,000,000 in outlays; 

(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$508,519,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$533,516,000,000 in outlays; 

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$523,237,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$543,948,000,000 in outlays; 

(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$529,549,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$551,939,000,000 in outlays; and 

(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$530,368,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$554,469,000,000 in outlays; 
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi-
nitions and emergency appropriations. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider— 

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on such a resolution) that pro-
vides discretionary spending in excess of the 
discretionary spending limits for such fiscal 
year; or 

(B) any appropriations bill or resolution 
(or amendment, motion, or conference report 
on such appropriations bill or resolution) for 
fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 that would exceed any of the dis-
cretionary spending limits in this section or 
suballocations of those limits made pursuant 
to section 602(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply if a declaration of war by the Congress 
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant 
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has 
been enacted. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate. 
SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT 

OF ORDER. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it 

is essential to— 
(1) ensure continued compliance with the 

balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and 

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement 
system. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any direct-spending 
or receipts legislation (as defined in para-
graph (3)) that would increase the deficit for 
any one of the three applicable time periods 
(as defined in paragraph (2)) as measured 
pursuant to paragraph (4). 

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘‘applica-
ble time period’’ means any one of the three 
following periods— 

(A) the first fiscal year covered by the 
most recently adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget; 

(B) the period of the first 5 fiscal years cov-
ered by the most recently adopted concur-
rent resolution on the budget; or 

(C) the period of the 5 fiscal years fol-
lowing the first 5 years covered by the most 
recently adopted concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING OR RECEIPTS LEGISLA-
TION.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘‘direct-spending or receipts legisla-
tion’’ shall— 

(A) except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, include all direct-spending legis-
lation as that term is interpreted for pur-
poses of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985; 

(B) include— 
(i) any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 

motion, or conference report to which this 
subsection otherwise applies; and 

(ii) the estimated amount of savings in di-
rect-spending programs applicable to that 
fiscal year resulting from the prior year’s se-
questration under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if any 
(except for any amounts sequestered as a re-
sult of a net deficit increase in the fiscal 
year immediately preceding the prior fiscal 
year); and 

(C) exclude— 
(i) any concurrent resolution on the budg-

et; and 
(ii) full funding of, and continuation of, the 

deposit insurance guarantee commitment in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990. 

(4) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall— 

(A) use the baseline used for the most re-
cent concurrent resolution on the budget, 
and for years beyond those covered by that 
concurrent resolution; and 

(B) abide by the requirements of sub-
sections (a) through (d) of section 257 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, except that references to 
‘‘outyears’’ in that section shall be deemed 
to apply to any year (other than the budget 
year) covered by any one of the time periods 
defined in paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 

hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the bill or joint resolution, as the case may 
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on 
a point of order raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, and receipts 
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the 
basis of estimates made by the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 23 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 218 (103d Con-
gress) is repealed. 

(g) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of 
this section shall expire September 30, 2002. 
SEC. 203. BUDGET SURPLUS ALLOWANCE. 

(a) ADJUSTMENTS.—For the purposes of 
points of order under the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
and this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et, the appropriate allocations and budg-
etary aggregates and levels shall be revised 
to reflect the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef-
fects on medicare, medicaid, and welfare re-
form in the following manner: 

(1) $60,000,000,000 shall be used for medicare 
legislation which will reduce the adverse ef-
fects of— 

(A) increased premiums; 
(B) increased deductibles; 
(C) increased copayments; 
(D) limits on the freedom to select the doc-

tor of one’s choice; and 
(E) reduced or eliminated benefits caused 

by restrictions on eligibility or services. 
These additional medicare appropriations 
shall be allocated among the various compo-
nents of the medicare program in a manner 
that maintains the solvency of the Federal 
Hospital Insurance (FHI) Trust Fund for the 
same time period established through pro-
gram revisions enacted in the 1995 budget 
reconciliation bill. 

(2) $50,000,000,000 shall be used for legisla-
tion that reduces the adverse affects upon 
the elderly, disabled, and children who have 
nowhere else to turn but medicaid for health 
care. 

(3) $60,000,000,000 shall be used for legisla-
tion that reduces the drastic cuts to welfare 
programs. 

(4) If the Congressional Budget Office 
scores this surplus differently, than the 
amounts provided in paragraphs (1) through 
(3) shall be increased or decreased propor-
tionally. 

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chairman of the Committee 
on Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction calculated under subsection (d). 

(c) CBO REVISED DEFICIT ESTIMATE.—After 
the enactment of legislation that complies 
with the reconciliation directives of section 
6, the Congressional Budget Office shall pro-
vide the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate a revised estimate of 
the deficit for fiscal years 1996 through 2005. 

(d) ADDITIONAL DEFICIT REDUCTION.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘addi-
tional deficit reduction’’ means the amount 
by which the total deficit levels assumed in 
this resolution for a fiscal year exceed the 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7540 May 25, 1995 
revised deficit estimate provided pursuant to 
subsection (c) for such fiscal year for fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005. 

(e) CBO CERTIFICATION AND CONTIN-
GENCIES.—This section shall not apply un-
less— 

(1) legislation has been enacted complying 
with the reconciliation directives of section 
6; 

(2) the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office has provided the estimate required 
by subsection (c); and 

(3) the revisions made pursuant to this sub-
section do not cause a budget deficit for fis-
cal year 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2005. 
SEC. 204. SCORING OF EMERGENCY LEGISLA-

TION. 
Notwithstanding section 606(d)(2) of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and begin-
ning with fiscal year 1996, the determina-
tions under sections 302, 303, and 311 of such 
Act shall take into account any new budget 
authority, new entitlement authority, out-
lays, receipts, or deficit effects as a con-
sequence of the provisions of section 
251(b)(2)(D) and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 205. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) the prohibition on scoring asset sales 
has discouraged the sale of assets that can be 
better managed by the private sector and 
generate receipts to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit; 

(2) the President’s fiscal year 1996 budget 
included $8,000,000,000 in receipts from asset 
sales and proposed a change in the asset sale 
scoring rule to allow the proceeds from these 
sales to be scored; 

(3) assets should not be sold if such sale 
would increase the budget deficit over the 
long run; and 

(4) the asset sale scoring prohibition 
should be repealed and consideration should 
be given to replacing it with a methodology 
that takes into account the long-term budg-
etary impact of asset sales. 

(b) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes 
of any concurrent resolution on the budget 
and the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, the amounts real-
ized from sales of assets shall be scored with 
respect to the level of budget authority, out-
lays, or revenues. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘sale of an asset’’ shall have 
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

(d) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the 
purposes of this section, the sale of loan as-
sets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990. 
SEC. 206. EXTENSION OF BUDGET ACT 60-VOTE 

ENFORCEMENT THROUGH 2002. 
Notwithstanding section 275(b) of the Bal-

anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 (as amended by sections 13112(b) 
and 13208(b)(3) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990), the second sentence of section 
904(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
(except insofar as it relates to section 313 of 
that Act) and the final sentence of section 
904(d) of that Act (except insofar as it relates 
to section 313 of that Act) shall continue to 
have effect as rules of the Senate through 
(but no later than) September 30, 2002. 
SEC. 207. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The Senate adopts the provisions of this 
title— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate, and as such they shall be con-
sidered as part of the rules of the Senate, 
and such rules shall supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the Senate to change those 
rules (so far as they relate to the Senate) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of the Senate. 
TITLE III—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS AND 

THE SENATE 
SEC. 301. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON REVENUE 

INSTRUCTION TO FINANCE COM-
MITTEE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) to balance the Federal budget in a ra-

tional and reasonable manner, there must be 
a fair and equitable distribution of the def-
icit reduction burden; 

(2) the plan under consideration in the Sen-
ate does not ask the wealthy to contribute 
to deficit reduction; 

(3) the deficit reduction package approved 
by the Senate Budget Committee would dis-
proportionately affect those at lower-income 
levels; 

(4) over the next 7 years, at current growth 
rates, tax loopholes and preferences will re-
sult in a revenue loss to the Federal Govern-
ment of more than $4,000,000,000,000; and 

(5) the House Budget Committee had under 
consideration, but did not include in its def-
icit reduction package, a list of 
$335,000,000,000 in corporate tax loopholes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Senate Finance Committee, as part 
of this year’s reconciliation package, should 
limit or eliminate tax loopholes that dis-
proportionately benefit the wealthiest indi-
viduals and the largest corporations in order 
to more equitably distribute the burden of 
deficit reduction; 

(2) the Senate Finance Committee should 
give first priority to closing corporate loop-
holes; 

(3) the Senate Finance Committee should 
also give priority to closing loopholes that 
disproportionately benefit Americans with 
incomes of $140,000 or more; 

(4) in no event should taxes go up on those 
making less than $140,000; and 

(5) in no event should the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance reduce deductions for 
home mortgage interest, charitable con-
tributions, or State and local taxes; and 

(6) in no event should the Senate Finance 
Committee raise income tax rates for indi-
viduals. 
SEC. 302. RESTRUCTURING GOVERNMENT AND 

PROGRAM TERMINATIONS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that to 

balance the Federal budget in a rational and 
reasonable manner requires an assessment of 
national priorities and the appropriate role 
of the Federal Government in meeting the 
challenges facing the United States in the 
21st century. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that to balance the budget the 
Congress should— 

(1) restructure Federal programs to meet 
identified national priorities in the most ef-
fective and efficient manner so that program 
dollars get to the intended purpose or recipi-
ent; 

(2) terminate programs that have largely 
met their goals, that have outlived their 
original purpose, or that have been super-
seded by other programs; 

(3) seek to end significant duplication 
among Federal programs, which results in 
excessive administrative costs and ill serve 
the American people; and 

(4) eliminate lower priority programs. 
SEC. 303. NONPARTISAN ADVISORY COMMISSION 

ON THE CPI. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) Congress intended to insulate certain 

government beneficiaries and taxpayers from 

the effects of inflation by indexing payments 
and tax brackets to the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI); 

(2) approximately 30 percent of total Fed-
eral outlays and 45 percent of Federal reve-
nues are indexed to reflect changes in the 
CPI; and 

(3) the overwhelming consensus among ex-
perts is that the method used to construct 
the CPI and the current calculation of the 
CPI both overstate the estimate of the true 
cost of living. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) a temporary advisory commission 
should be established to make objective and 
nonpartisan recommendations concerning 
the appropriateness and accuracy of the 
methodology and calculations that deter-
mine the CPI; 

(2) the Commission should be appointed on 
a nonpartisan basis, and should be composed 
of experts in the fields of economics, statis-
tics, or other related professions; and 

(3) the Commission should report its rec-
ommendations to the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics and to Congress at the earliest pos-
sible date. 
SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON A UNI-

FORM ACCOUNTING SYSTEM IN THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Much effort has been devoted to 
strengthening Federal internal accounting 
controls in the past. Although progress has 
been made in recent years, there still exists 
no uniform Federal accounting system for 
Federal Government entities and institu-
tions. 

(2) As a result, Federal financial manage-
ment continues to be seriously deficient, and 
Federal financial management and fiscal 
practices have failed to identify costs, failed 
to reflect the total liabilities of congres-
sional actions, and failed to accurately re-
port the financial condition of the Federal 
Government. 

(3) Current Federal accounting practices do 
not adequately report financial problems of 
the Federal Government or the full cost of 
programs and activities. The continued use 
of these practices undermines the Govern-
ment’s ability to provide credible and reli-
able financial data, encourages already wide-
spread waste and inefficiency, and will not 
assist in achieving a balanced budget. 

(4) Waste and inefficiency in Federal Gov-
ernment undermine the confidence of the 
American people in the Government and re-
duces the Federal Government’s ability to 
address adequately vital public needs. 

(5) To rebuild the accountability and credi-
bility of the Federal Government, and re-
store public confidence in the Federal Gov-
ernment, a uniform Federal accounting sys-
tem, that fully meets the accounting stand-
ards and reporting objectives for the Federal 
Government, must be immediately estab-
lished so that all assets and liabilities, reve-
nues and expenditures or expenses, and the 
full cost of programs and activities of the 
Federal Government can be consistently and 
accurately recorded, monitored, and uni-
formly reported throughout all government 
entities for control and management evalua-
tion purposes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) a uniform Federal accounting system 
should be established to consistently com-
pile financial data across the Federal Gov-
ernment, and to make full disclosure of Fed-
eral financial data, including the full cost of 
Federal programs and activities, to the citi-
zens, the Congress, the President, and agen-
cy management; and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7541 May 25, 1995 
(2) beginning with fiscal year 1997, the 

President should require the heads of agen-
cies to— 

(A) implement and maintain a uniform 
Federal accounting system; and 

(B) provide financial statements; 

in accordance with generally accepted ac-
counting principles applied on a consistent 
basis and established in accordance with pro-
posed Federal accounting standards and in-
terpretations recommended by the Federal 
Accounting Standards Advisory Board and 
other applicable law. 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT 90 PER-

CENT OF THE BENEFITS OF ANY TAX 
CUTS MUST GO TO THE MIDDLE 
CLASS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) the incomes of middle-class families 

have stagnated since the early 1980’s, with 
family incomes growing more slowly be-
tween 1979 and 1989 than in any other busi-
ness cycle since World War II; and 

(2) according to the Department of the 
Treasury, in 1996, approximately 90 percent 
of American families will have incomes less 
than $100,000. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that if the 1996 Concurrent 
Budget Resolution includes any cut in taxes, 
approximately 90 percent of the benefits of 
these tax cuts must go to working families 
with incomes less than $100,000. 
SEC. 306. BIPARTISAN COMMISSION ON HEALTH 

CARE REFORM, MEDICARE AND 
MEDICAID COSTS, ACCESS AND SOL-
VENCY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Health Insurance for the Aged Act, 

which created the medicare program, was en-
acted on July 30, 1965, and, therefore, the 
medicare program will celebrate its 30-year 
anniversary on July 30, 1995; 

(2) on April 3, 1995, the Trustees of medi-
care submitted their 1995 Annual Report on 
the Status of the medicare program to the 
Congress; 

(3) the Trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that ‘‘the medicare program is clearly 
unsustainable in its present form’’; 

(4) the Trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that ‘‘the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund, which pays inpatient hospital ex-
penses, will be able to pay benefits for only 
about 7 years and is severely out of financial 
balance in the long range’’; 

(5) the Public Trustees of medicare have 
concluded that ‘‘the Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Trust Fund shows a rate of growth 
of costs which is clearly unsustainable’’; 

(6) the Trustees of medicare have rec-
ommended ‘‘legislation to reestablish the 
Quadrennial Advisory Council that will help 
lead to effective solutions to the problems of 
the program’’; 

(7) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform concluded that, absent 
long-term changes in medicare, projected 
medicare outlays will increase from about 4 
percent of the payroll tax base today to over 
15 percent of the payroll tax base by the year 
2030; 

(8) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform recommended, by a 
vote of 30 to 1, that spending and revenues 
available for medicare must be brought into 
long-term balance; 

(9) the Public Trustees of medicare have 
concluded that ‘‘We had hoped for several 
years that comprehensive health reform 
would include meaningful medicare reforms. 
However, with the results of the last Con-
gress, it is now clear that medicare reform 
needs to be addressed urgently as a distinct 
legislative initiative’’; and 

(10) the Public Trustees of medicare 
‘‘strongly recommend that the crisis pre-
sented by the financial condition of the 

medicare trust funds be urgently addressed 
on a comprehensive basis, including a review 
of the programs’s financing methods, benefit 
provisions, and delivery mechanisms.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) a special bipartisan commission should 
be established immediately to make rec-
ommendations concerning the most appro-
priate response to the current health care 
crisis, and the recommendations should in-
clude ways to address medicare and medicaid 
costs, access and solvency issues and to re-
form our current health care system; 

(2) the commission should report to Con-
gress its recommendations on the appro-
priate response to the short-term solvency of 
medicare by July 10, 1995, in order that the 
committees of jurisdiction may consider 
those recommendations in fashioning an ap-
propriate congressional response; and 

(3) the commission should report its rec-
ommendations to respond to the Public 
Trustees’ call to make medicare’s financial 
condition sustainable over the long term to 
Congress by February 1, 1996. 

SIMON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1184 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. SIMON, for him-
self, Mr. PELL, and Mr. KENNEDY) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, supra; as follows: 

Strike section 207 in its entirety. 

HARKIN AMENDMENT NO. 1185 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. HARKIN) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 7, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 7, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 8, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 8, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 9, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 66, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$100. 

CRAIG AMENDMENT NO. 1186 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. CRAIG) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment 
No. 1185, proposed by Mr. HARKIN to the 
concurrent resolution, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 5, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 7, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 7, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 8, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 9, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 66, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

On page 66, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$0. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
functional levels assume that the swine re-
search be reduced by $100.00. 

SIMON (AND BUMPERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1187 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. SIMON, for himself 
and Mr. BUMPERS) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 65, strike lines 13 through 18 and 
insert ‘‘$477,820,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $526,943,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 65, strike lines 20 through 25 and 
insert ‘‘$466,192,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $506,943,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 2 through 7 and in-
sert ‘‘$479,568,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $499,961,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 9 through 14 and in-
sert ‘‘$477,485,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $502,571,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike lines 16 through 21 and 
insert ‘‘$492,177,000,000 in new budget author-
ity and $511,761,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 66, strike beginning with line 23 
through line 3, page 67, and insert 
‘‘$496,098,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$517,258,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 67, strike lines 5 through 10 and in-
sert ‘‘$495,498,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $518,160,000,000 in outlays;’’. 

On page 67, line 22, strike ‘‘sum of the de-
fense and nondefense’’. 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 1188 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. KENNEDY) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-

DUCTIONS IN MEDICARE SPENDING. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Medicare protection is as important as 

Social Security protection in guaranteeing 
retirement security and is truly a part of So-
cial Security; 

(2) senior citizens have contributed 
throughout their working lives to Medicare 
in the expectation of health insurance pro-
tection when they retire; 

(3) because of gaps in Medicare coverage, 
senior citizens already spend more than one 
dollar in five of their limited incomes to pur-
chase the health care that they need; 

(4) low and moderate-income senior citi-
zens will suffer most from Medicare cuts, 
since 83 percent of all Medicare spending is 
for older Americans with annual incomes 
below $25,000 and two-thirds is for those with 
annual incomes below $15,000; 

(5) at the present time, Medicare only pays 
68 percent of what the private sector pays for 
comparable physicians’ services and 69 per-
cent of what the private sector pays for com-
parable hospital care; 

(6) piecemeal, budget-driven cuts in Medi-
care will only shift costs from the Federal 
budget to the family budgets of senior citi-
zens and working Americans; 
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(7) deep cuts in Medicare could damage the 

quality of American medicine, by endan-
gering hospitals and other health care insti-
tutions that depend on Medicare, including 
rural hospitals, inner-city hospitals, and aca-
demic health centers; 

(8) deep cuts in Medicare will make essen-
tial health care less available to millions of 
uninsured Americans, by endangering the fi-
nancial stability of hospitals providing such 
care; and 

(9) cuts in Medicare benefits should not be 
used to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this con-
current resolution assume that reductions in 
projected medicare spending included in the 
reconciliation bill for fiscal year 1996 should 
not increase medical costs such as pre-
miums, deductibles, and coinsurance or di-
minish access to health care for senior citi-
zens, and further, that major reductions in 
projected Medicare spending should not be 
enacted by the Congress except in the con-
text of a broad, bipartisan health reform 
plan that will not— 

(1) increase costs or reduce access to care 
for senior citizens; 

(2) shift costs to working Americans; or 
(3) damage the quality of American medi-

cine. 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1189 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. KENNEDY for him-
self, Mr. DODD, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. 
PELL) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$28,300,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 
$28,300,000,000. 

On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 
$5,100,000,000. 

On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 
$3,600,000,000. 

On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000,000. 

On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 
$4,100,000,000. 

On page 64, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 64, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$4,600,000,000. 

On page 64, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$6,000,000,000. 

On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 
$26,700,000,000. 

On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 
$4,00,000,000. 

On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 
$3,400,000,000. 

On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$3,000,000,000. 

KENNEDY (AND PELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1190 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. KENNEDY for him-
self and Mr. PELL) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$13,049,296. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$137,045,490. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$503,890,941. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$902,889,932. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$13,049,296. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$137,045,490. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$503,890,941. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$902,889,932. 

On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$13,049,296. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$137,045,490. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$503,890,941. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$902,889,932. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 
$13,049,296. 

On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 
$137,045,490. 

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 
$503,890,941. 

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 
$902,889,932. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$1,300,174,427. 

On page 5 line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,729,683,671. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$2,183,925,995. 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$65,246,479. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$430,766,179. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$832,941,958. 

On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 
$1,222,899,409. 

On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,648,270,247. 

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 
$2,097,874,450. 
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On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 

$65,246,479. 
On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 

$430,766,179. 
On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$832,941,958. 
On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,222,899,409. 
On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 

$920,889,932. 
On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,648,270,247. 
On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,097,874,450. 
On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 33, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 
On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 

$65,246,479. 
On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 

$13,049,296. 
On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 

$430,766,179. 
On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 

$137,045,490. 
On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 

$832,941,958. 
On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 

$503,890,941. 
On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 

$1,222,899,409. 
On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 

$902,889,932. 
On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,648,270,247. 
On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,300,174,427. 
On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,097,874,450. 
On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,729,683,671. 
On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 

$2,573,092,594. 
On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,183,925,995. 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1191 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BINGAMAN for 
himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. MURRAY, 
and Mr. HARKIN) proposed an amend-
ment to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
13, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

PRIORITY THAT SHOULD BE GIVEN 
TO RENEWABLE ENERGY AND EN-
ERGY EFFICIENCY RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, AND DEMONSTRATION 
ACTIVITIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

(1) section 1202 of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992 (106 Stat. 2956), which passed the Senate 
93 to 3 and was signed into law by President 
Bush in 1992, amended section 6 of the Re-
newable Energy and Energy Efficiency Tech-
nology Competitiveness Act of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 
12005) to direct the Secretary of Energy to 
conduct a 5-year program to commercialize 
renewable energy and energy efficiency tech-
nologies; 

(2) poll after poll shows that the American 
people overwhelmingly believe that renew-
able energy and energy efficiency tech-
nologies should be the highest priority of 
Federal research, development, and dem-
onstration activities; 

(3) renewable technologies (such as wind, 
photovoltaic, solar thermal, geothermal, and 
biomass technology) have made significant 
progress toward increased reliability and de-
creased cost; 

(4) energy efficient technologies in the 
building, industrial, transportation, and util-
ity sectors have saved more than 3 trillion 
dollars for industries, consumers, and the 
Federal Government over the past 20 years 
while creating jobs, improving the competi-
tiveness of the economy, making housing 
more affordable, and reducing the emissions 
of environmentally damaging pollutants; 

(5) the renewable energy and energy effi-
ciency technology programs feature private 
sector cost shares that are among the high-
est of Federal energy research and develop-
ment programs; 

(6) according to the Energy Information 
Administration, the United States currently 
imports more than 50 percent of its oil, rep-
resenting $46,000,000,000, or approximately 40 
percent, of the $116,000,000,000 total United 
States merchandise deficit in 1993; and 

(7) renewable energy and energy efficiency 
technologies represent potential inroads for 
American companies into export markets for 
energy products and services estimated at 
least $225,000,000,000 over the next 25 years. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the assumptions underlying the 
functional totals in this resolution include 
the assumption that renewable energy and 
energy efficiency technology research, devel-
opment, and demonstration activities should 
be given priority among the Federal energy 
research programs. 

BRADLEY (AND DASCHLE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1192 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BRADLEY, for him-
self and Mr. DASCHLE) proposed an 
amendment to Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 79, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . IDENTIFICATION AND CONTROL OF TAX 

EXPENDITURES. 
(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in 

order in the Senate to consider any concur-
rent resolution on the budget (or amend-
ment, motion, or conference report on such a 
resolution) that does not include— 

(1) appropriate levels for the budget year 
and planning levels for each of the 6 fiscal 
years following the budget year for the total 
amount, if any, tax expenditures should be 
increased or decreased by bills and resolu-
tions to be reported by the appropriate com-
mittees; and 

(2) tax expenditures for each major func-
tional category, based on the allocations of 
the total levels set forth in the resolution. 

(b) CBO.—The Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office shall include alter-
natives for allocating tax expenditures in ac-
cordance with national priorities as required 
by section 202(f)(1) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate. 

BRADLEY AMENDMENTS NOS. 1193– 
1194 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BRADLEY) pro-
posed two amendments to the concur-
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 13, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1193 
At the end of title III, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING OFF-

SETTING NIH AND MEDICARE CUTS 
WITH TOBACCO TAX REVENUES. 

(a) TOBACCO TAX.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, in meeting the committee’s revenue 
instruction under section 6, will increase the 
Federal tax on cigarettes by $1.00 a pack, tax 
smokeless tobacco products at the same rate 
as cigarettes, and increase the tax on all 
other tobacco products by a factor of 5.1667 
and that the resulting revenues will be allo-
cated as provided in subsection (b). 

(b) USE OF REVENUES.—The revenues re-
sulting from the taxes provided in subsection 
(a) shall be allocated as follows: 

(1) 90 percent of the revenues 
($75,900,000,000) to offset medicare cuts, re-
ducing the total amounts of cuts by 30 per-
cent. 

(2) 9.4 percent of the revenues 
($7,900,000,000) to offset the entire reduction 
to the NIH budget. 

(3) 0.6 percent of the revenues, $530,000,000 
to assist tobacco farmers and communities 
in converting to new crops. 

On page 63, line 7, strike the period and in-
sert the following: ‘‘. The Senate Committee 
on Finance shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to increase revenues 
$12.5 billion in fiscal year 1996, $61.8 billion 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $84.3 billion for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002.’’. 

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$12.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$12.2 billion. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$11.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$11.4 billion. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$11.1 billion. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$12.8 billion. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$12.5 billion. 
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On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 3, line 26, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 6, line 3, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 6, line 7, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$11.4 billion. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$11.1 billion. 
On page 7, line 3, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 7, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12.8 billion. 
On page 7, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12.5 billion. 
On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12.2 billion. 
On page 7, line 7, increase the amount by 

$11.8 billion. 

On page 7, line 8, increase the amount by 
$11.4 billion. 

On page 7, line 9, increase the amount by 
$11.1 billion. 

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 7, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 24, line 7, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by 
$0.08 billion. 

On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 33, line 20, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 16, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 23, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 34, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 5, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1.13 billion. 

On page 35, line 20, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 35, line 21, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 2, increase the amount by 
$11.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 3, increase the amount by 
$11.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 9, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 10, increase the amount by 
$11.3 billion. 

On page 36, line 16, increase the amount by 
$11.0 billion. 

On page 36, line 17, increase the amount by 
$11.0 billion. 

On page 36, line 23, increase the amount by 
$10.6 billion. 

On page 36, line 24, increase the amount by 
$10.6 billion. 

On page 37, line 5, increase the amount by 
$10.2 billion. 

On page 37, line 6, increase the amount by 
$10.2 billion. 

On page 37, line 12, increase the amount by 
$9.9 billion. 

On page 37, line 13, increase the amount by 
$9.9 billion. 

On page 65, line 17, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 65, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 7, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 20, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 66, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

On page 67, line 10, increase the amount by 
$1.2 billion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1194 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 

RATES AND TAX LOOPHOLES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) lower tax rates lead to increased eco-

nomic activity and increased economic op-
portunity; 

(2) lower tax rates lead to a more efficient 
economy, with less tax avoidance and invest-
ment patterns that rely on competitive mar-
ket returns and not advantages produced by 
tax law; 

(3) the tax code still retains billions of dol-
lars worth of special tax breaks which are 
available to only limited groups of taxpayers 
and investors; 

(4) federal policy should encourage the de-
velopment of fully competitive markets and 
not create unique advantages for individual 
investors, companies or industries. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Congress should, to the maximum 
extent practible, remove tax loopholes; 

(2) the Congress should use the savings 
from the closing of special interest tax loop-
holes to reduce tax rates broadly for all 
classes of taxpayers. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 1195 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. WELLSTONE) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 13, supra; as follows: 

On page 64, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$74,000,000. 

On page 63, line 7, strike the period and in-
sert the following: ‘‘. The Senate Committee 
on Finance shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction to increase revenues 
by $74,000,000 in fiscal year 1996.’’ 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 

EXPENDITURES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Com-

mittee on Finance, in meeting its reconcili-
ation instructions for revenue, will limit or 
eliminate excessive and unnecessary tax ex-
penditures, including those tax expenditures 
which provide special tax treatment to a sin-
gle taxpayer or to a group of taxpayers. 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE 

DELIVERY OF VETERANS’ SERVICES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the as-

sumptions underlying the functional totals 
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in this resolution relating to Veterans’ pro-
grams include the assumption that the deliv-
ery of Veterans’ Services will continue to be 
improved, including further progress in the 
timely delivery of such services. 

BRADLEY (AND BIDEN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1196 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. BRADLEY for him-
self and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13, 
supra; as follows: 
Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996. 
(a) DECLARATION.—The Congress deter-

mines and declares that this resolution is 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 1996, including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, as required by sec-
tion 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 1996. 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

Sec. 2. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 3. Debt increase. 
Sec. 4. Social Security. 
Sec. 5. Major functional categories. 
Sec. 6. Reconciliation. 
TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 

RULEMAKING 
Sec. 201. Discretionary spending limits. 
Sec. 202. Extension of pay-as-you-go point of 

order. 
Sec. 203. Budget surplus allowance. 
Sec. 204. Scoring of emergency legislation. 
Sec. 205. Sale of Government assets. 
Sec. 206. Extension of Budget Act 60-vote en-

forcement through 2002. 
Sec. 207. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 

TITLE III—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS 
AND THE SENATE 

Sec. 301. Restructuring Government and 
program terminations. 

Sec. 302. Sense of the Senate regarding re-
turning programs to the States. 

Sec. 303. Commercialization of Federal ac-
tivities. 

Sec. 304. Nonpartisan Advisory Commission 
on the CPI. 

Sec. 305. Sense of the Congress on a uniform 
accounting system in the Fed-
eral Government. 

Sec. 306. Sense of the Congress that 90 per-
cent of the benefits of any tax 
cuts must go to the middle 
class. 

Sec. 307. Bipartisan Commission on the Sol-
vency of Medicare. 

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—(A) For purposes 
of the enforcement of this resolution— 

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,058,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,107,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,164,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,226,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,294,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,371,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,453,400,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $23,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $29,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $39,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $48,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $57,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $68,400,000,000. 
(iii) The amounts for Federal Insurance 

Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of 
Federal revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $103,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $109,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $114,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $120,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $126,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $133,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $140,400,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund)— 

(i) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $961,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,013,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,070,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,137,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,209,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,288,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,374,800,000,000. 
(ii) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $15,005,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $23,699,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $29,107,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $39,102,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $48,601,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $57,411,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $68,394,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—(A) For pur-

poses of comparison with the maximum def-
icit amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and 
for purposes of the enforcement of this reso-
lution, the appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,287,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,324,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,378,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,425,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,487,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,517,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,565,300,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
new budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,190,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,223,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,272,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,312,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,366,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,387,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,425,100,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—(A) For purposes of 

comparison with the maximum deficit 
amount under sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and for 
purposes of the enforcement of this resolu-
tion, the appropriate levels of total budget 
outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,282,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,317,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,352,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,406,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,465,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,499,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,547,100,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the appropriate levels of total 
budget outlays are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $1,187,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,217,700,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: $1,247,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,295,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $1,346,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,369,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,408,100,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.—(A) For purposes of compari-

son with the maximum deficit amount under 
sections 601(a)(1) and 606 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and for purposes of the en-
forcement of this resolution, the amounts of 
the deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $237,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $224,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $203,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $194,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $185,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $139,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $107,700,000,000. 
(B) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act (excluding the receipts and 
disbursements of the Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund), the amounts of the deficits are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $245,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $234,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $212,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $203,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $192,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $144,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $109,100,000,000. 
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of 

the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,206,328,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,500,272,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,771,718,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $6,032,491,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $6,281,682,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $6,487,560,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $6,659,567,000,000. 
(6) DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS.—The appro-

priate levels of total new direct loan obliga-
tions are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $37,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $40,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $42,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $45,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $45,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $46,100,000,000. 
(7) PRIMARY LOAN GUARANTEE COMMIT-

MENTS.—The appropriate levels of new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $193,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $187,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $185,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $183,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $184,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $186,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $187,600,000,000. 

SEC. 3. DEBT INCREASE. 
The amounts of the increase in the public 

debt subject to limitation are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $303,328,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $293,943,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $271,446,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $260,774,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $249,191,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $205,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $172,007,000,000. 

SEC. 4. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $347,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $392,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $411,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $430,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $452,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $475,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $498,600,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
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302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1996: $299,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $310,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $324,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $338,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $353,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $368,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $383,800,000,000. 

SEC. 5. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga-
tions, and new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments for fiscal years 1996 through 2000 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $249,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $252,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $250,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $261,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $255,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $271,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $263,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $271,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $263,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $271,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$5,700,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $18,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,300,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$1,200,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,700,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥7,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥4,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥5,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥3,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥2,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $123,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $¥1,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $123,100,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,200,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $55,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $54,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $56,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $56,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$21,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $57,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $58,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$22,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $123,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $130,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $130,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
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(A) New budget authority, $136,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $137,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $143,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $143,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $149,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $155,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $154,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $161,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $161,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $177,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $174,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $190,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $188,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $205,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $204,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $222,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $239,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $237,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $278,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $276,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund: 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $66,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $76,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $75,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 

(A) New budget authority, $86,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $85,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $97,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $96,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $108,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $107,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $119,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $118,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $132,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $131,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $229,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $228,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $239,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $241,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $260,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $253,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,00,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $266,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $282,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $282,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $287,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $287,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $302,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $301,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,000,000,000. 
(15) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $26,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,600,000,000. 
(17) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $298,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $298,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $309,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $309,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $318,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $318,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $330,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $330,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $342,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $342,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $349,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $349,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $357,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $357,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $309,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $309,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $320,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $320,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $328,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $328,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $339,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $339,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $349,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $349,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $355,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $355,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $360,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $360,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(21) The corresponding levels of gross inter-

est on the public debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1996: $369,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $380,949,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $389,893,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $402,921,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2000: $414,948,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $425,550,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $434,548,000,000. 
(22) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$8,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$8,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$7,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$7,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(23) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$33,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$33,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$33,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$33,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$36,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$36,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$41,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$41,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$42,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$42,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(24) For purposes of section 710 of the So-

cial Security Act, Undistributed Offsetting 
Receipts (950): 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$30,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$30,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$31,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$33,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$33,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$34,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$34,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$36,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$36,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$39,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$39,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
SEC. 6. RECONCILIATION. 

(a) SENATE COMMITTEES.—Not later than 
July 14, 1995, the committees named in this 
subsection shall submit their recommenda-
tions to the Committee on the Budget of the 
Senate. After receiving those recommenda-
tions, the Committee on the Budget shall re-
port to the Senate a reconciliation bill car-
rying out all such recommendations without 
any substantive revision. 

(1) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY.—The Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending (as defined in 
section 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) to re-
duce outlays $2,490,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$27,973,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $45,804,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—The 
Senate Committee on Armed Services shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out-
lays $4,221,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$21,738,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $30,649,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(3) COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS.—The Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs shall 
report changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
to reduce the deficit $373,000,000 in fiscal year 
1996, $5,742,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and $6,690,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(4) COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION.—The Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction to reduce the deficit $2,664,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1996, $22,937,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$35,085,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(5) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources shall report changes 

in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$1,771,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, $4,775,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2000, and $5,001,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(6) COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS.—The Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays $106,000,000 
in fiscal year 1996, $1,290,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$2,236,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(7) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Senate 
Committee on Finance shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays 
$16,117,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$206,340,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $393,242,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(B) The Senate Committee on Finance 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction sufficient to increase revenue 
$15,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$155,500,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $282,000,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(8) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS.—The 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $0 in fiscal year 1996, $0 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$0 for the period of fiscal years 1996 through 
2002. 

(9) COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF-
FAIRS.—The Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $118,000,000 in fis-
cal year 1996, $3,023,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$6,871,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2002. 

(10) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—The 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary shall re-
port changes in laws within its jurisdiction 
that provide direct spending to reduce out-
lays $119,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$923,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, and $1,483,000,000 for the period 
of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(11) COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.—The Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources shall report changes 
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide 
direct spending to reduce outlays $0 in fiscal 
year 1996, $0 for the period of fiscal years 1996 
through 2000, and $0 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2002. 

(12) COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRA-
TION.—The Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration shall report changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction that provide direct 
spending to reduce outlays $2,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1996, $280,000,000 for the period of fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000, and $319,000,000 for 
the period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 

(13) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.— 
The Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide direct spending to re-
duce outlays $181,000,000 in fiscal year 1996, 
$3,050,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 through 2000, and $5,112,000,000 for the 
period of fiscal years 1996 through 2002. 
TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND 

RULEMAKING 
SEC. 201. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—As used in this section and 
for the purposes of allocations made pursu-
ant to section 602(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, for the discretionary cat-
egory, the term ‘‘discretionary spending 
limit’’ means— 

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996, 
$489,604,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$527,745,000,000 in outlays; 

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997, 
$485,083,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$521,191,000,000 in outlays; 

(3) with respect to fiscal year 1998, 
$501,825,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$520,288,000,000 in outlays; 

(4) with respect to fiscal year 1999, 
$502,119,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$527,116,000,000 in outlays; 

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2000, 
$516,737,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$537,448,000,000 in outlays; 

(6) with respect to fiscal year 2001, 
$523,049,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$545,439,000,000 in outlays; and 

(7) with respect to fiscal year 2002, 
$523,868,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$547,969,000,000 in outlays; 
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi-
nitions and emergency appropriations. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider— 

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on such a resolution) that pro-
vides discretionary spending in excess of the 
discretionary spending limits for such fiscal 
year; or 

(B) any appropriations bill or resolution 
(or amendment, motion, or conference report 
on such appropriations bill or resolution) for 
fiscal year 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, or 2002 that would exceed any of the dis-
cretionary spending limits in this section or 
suballocations of those limits made pursuant 
to section 602(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply if a declaration of war by the Congress 
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant 
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has 
been enacted. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal 
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget 
of the Senate. 

SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT 
OF ORDER. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it 
is essential to— 

(1) ensure continued compliance with the 
balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and 

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement 
system. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any direct-spending 
or receipts legislation (as defined in para-
graph (3)) that would increase the deficit for 
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any one of the three applicable time periods 
(as defined in paragraph (2)) as measured 
pursuant to paragraph (4). 

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘‘applica-
ble time period’’ means any one of the three 
following periods— 

(A) the first fiscal year covered by the 
most recently adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget; 

(B) the period of the first 5 fiscal years cov-
ered by the most recently adopted concur-
rent resolution on the budget; or 

(C) the period of the 5 fiscal years fol-
lowing the first 5 years covered by the most 
recently adopted concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING OR RECEIPTS LEGISLA-
TION.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘‘direct-spending or receipts legisla-
tion’’ shall— 

(A) except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, include all direct-spending legis-
lation as that term is interpreted for pur-
poses of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985; 

(B) include— 
(i) any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 

motion, or conference report to which this 
subsection otherwise applies; and 

(ii) the estimated amount of savings in di-
rect-spending programs applicable to that 
fiscal year resulting from the prior year’s se-
questration under the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if any 
(except for any amounts sequestered as a re-
sult of a net deficit increase in the fiscal 
year immediately preceding the prior fiscal 
year); and 

(C) exclude— 
(i) any concurrent resolution on the budg-

et; and 
(ii) full funding of, and continuation of, the 

deposit insurance guarantee commitment in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990. 

(4) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall— 

(A) use the baseline used for the most re-
cent concurrent resolution on the budget, 
and for years beyond those covered by that 
concurrent resolution; and 

(B) abide by the requirements of sub-
sections (a) through (d) of section 257 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, except that references to 
‘‘outyears’’ in that section shall be deemed 
to apply to any year (other than the budget 
year) covered by any one of the time periods 
defined in paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the bill or joint resolution, as the case may 
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on 
a point of order raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, and receipts 
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the 
basis of estimates made by the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 23 of 
House Concurrent Resolution 218 (103d Con-
gress) is repealed. 

(g) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of 
this section shall expire September 30, 2002. 

SEC. 203. BUDGET SURPLUS ALLOWANCE. 
(a) ADJUSTMENTS.—For the purposes of 

points of order under the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
and this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et, the revenue aggregates may be reduced 
and other appropriate allocations and budg-
etary aggregates and levels shall be revised 
to reflect the additional deficit reduction 
achieved as calculated under subsection (c) 
for legislation that reduces the adverse ef-
fects on medicare, medicaid, and welfare re-
form in the following manner: 

(1) $50,000,000,000 shall be used for legisla-
tion that reduces the adverse affects upon 
the elderly, disabled, and children who have 
nowhere else to turn but medicaid for health 
care. 

(2) $20,000,000,000 shall be used for legisla-
tion that reduces the drastic cuts to welfare 
programs. 

(3) If the Congressional Budget Office 
scores this surplus differently, than the 
amounts provided in paragraphs (1) or (2) 
shall be increased or decreased proportion-
ally. 

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of legislation 
pursuant to subsection (a), and again upon 
the submission of a conference report on 
such legislation (if a conference report is 
submitted), the Chairman of the Committee 
on Budget of the Senate may submit to the 
Senate appropriately revised allocations 
under sections 302(a) and 602(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and levels 
under this resolution, revised by an amount 
that does not exceed the additional deficit 
reduction calculated under subsection (d). 

(c) CBO REVISED DEFICIT ESTIMATE.—After 
the enactment of legislation that complies 
with the reconciliation directives of section 
6, the Congressional Budget Office shall pro-
vide the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate a revised estimate of 
the deficit for fiscal years 1996 through 2005. 

(d) ADDITIONAL DEFICIT REDUCTION.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘addi-
tional deficit reduction’’ means the amount 
by which the total deficit levels assumed in 
this resolution for a fiscal year exceed the 
revised deficit estimate provided pursuant to 
subsection (c) for such fiscal year for fiscal 
years 1996 through 2005. 

(e) CBO CERTIFICATION AND CONTIN-
GENCIES.—This section shall not apply un-
less— 

(1) legislation has been enacted complying 
with the reconciliation directives of section 
6; 

(2) the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office has provided the estimate required 
by subsection (c); and 

(3) the revisions made pursuant to this sub-
section do not cause a budget deficit for fis-
cal year 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2005. 
SEC. 204. SCORING OF EMERGENCY LEGISLA-

TION. 
Notwithstanding section 606(d)(2) of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and begin-
ning with fiscal year 1996, the determina-
tions under sections 302, 303, and 311 of such 
Act shall take into account any new budget 
authority, new entitlement authority, out-
lays, receipts, or deficit effects as a con-
sequence of the provisions of section 
251(b)(2)(D) and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 205. SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 
SEC. 206 EXTENSION OF BUDGET ACT 60-VOTE 

ENFORCEMENT THROUGH 2002. 
Notwithstanding section 275(b) of the Bal-

anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 (as amended by sections 13112(b) 
and 13208(b)(3) of the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990), the second sentence of section 
904(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
(except insofar as it relates to section 313 of 

that Act) and the final sentence of section 
904(d) of that Act (except insofar as it relates 
to section 313 of that Act) shall continue to 
have effect as rules of the Senate through 
(but no later than) September 30, 2002. 
SEC. 207. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

The Senate adopts the provisions of this 
title— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate, and as such they shall be con-
sidered as part of the rules of the Senate, 
and such rules shall supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the Senate to change those 
rules (so far as they relate to the Senate) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of the Senate. 
TITLE III—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS AND 

THE SENATE 
SEC. 301. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON REVENUE 

INSTRUCTION TO FINANCE COM-
MITTEE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) to balance the Federal budget in a ra-

tional and reasonable manner, there must be 
a fair and equitable distribution of the def-
icit reduction burden; 

(2) the plan under consideration in the Sen-
ate does not ask the wealthy to contribute 
to deficit reduction; 

(3) the deficit reduction package approved 
by the Senate Budget Committee would dis-
proportionately affect those at lower-income 
levels; 

(4) over the next 7 years, at current growth 
rates, tax loopholes and preferences will re-
sult in a revenue loss to the Federal Govern-
ment of more than $4,000,000,000,000; and 

(5) the House Budget Committee had under 
consideration, but did not include in its def-
icit reduction package, a list of 
$335,000,000,000 in corporate tax loopholes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Senate Finance Committee, as part 
of this year’s reconciliation package, should 
limit or eliminate tax loopholes that dis-
proportionately benefit the wealthiest indi-
viduals and the largest corporations in order 
to more equitably distribute the burden of 
deficit reduction; 

(2) the Senate Finance Committee should 
give first priority to closing corporate loop-
holes; 

(3) the Senate Finance Committee should 
also give priority to closing loopholes that 
disproportionately benefit Americans with 
incomes of $140,000 or more; 

(4) in no event should taxes go up on those 
making less than $140,000; and 

(5) in no event should the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance raise income tax rates on 
individuals or reduce deductions for home 
mortgage interest, charitable contributions, 
or State and local taxes. 
SEC. 302. RESTRUCTURING GOVERNMENT AND 

PROGRAM TERMINATIONS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that to 

balance the Federal budget in a rational and 
reasonable manner requires an assessment of 
national priorities and the appropriate role 
of the Federal Government in meeting the 
challenges facing the United States in the 
21st century. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that to balance the budget the 
Congress should— 

(1) restructure Federal programs to meet 
identified national priorities in the most ef-
fective and efficient manner so that program 
dollars get to the intended purpose or recipi-
ent; 

(2) terminate programs that have largely 
met their goals, that have outlived their 
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original purpose, or that have been super-
seded by other programs; 

(3) seek to end significant duplication 
among Federal programs, which results in 
excessive administrative costs and ill serve 
the American people; and 

(4) eliminate lower priority programs. 
SEC. 303. NONPARTISAN ADVISORY COMMISSION 

ON THE CPI. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) Congress intended to insulate certain 

government beneficiaries and taxpayers from 
the effects of inflation by indexing payments 
and tax brackets to the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI); 

(2) approximately 30 percent of total Fed-
eral outlays and 45 percent of Federal reve-
nues are indexed to reflect changes in the 
CPI; and 

(3) the overwhelming consensus among ex-
perts is that the method used to construct 
the CPI and the current calculation of the 
CPI both overstate the estimate of the true 
cost of living. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) a temporary advisory commission 
should be established to make objective and 
nonpartisan recommendations concerning 
the appropriateness and accuracy of the 
methodology and calculations that deter-
mine the CPI; 

(2) the Commission should be appointed on 
a nonpartisan basis, and should be composed 
of experts in the fields of economics, statis-
tics, or other related professions; and 

(3) the Commission should report its rec-
ommendations to the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics and to Congress at the earliest pos-
sible date. 
SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON A UNI-

FORM ACCOUNTING SYSTEM IN THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Much effort has been devoted to 
strengthening Federal internal accounting 
controls in the past. Although progress has 
been made in recent years, there still exists 
no uniform Federal accounting system for 
Federal Government entities and institu-
tions. 

(2) As a result, Federal financial manage-
ment continues to be seriously deficient, and 
Federal financial management and fiscal 
practices have failed to identify costs, failed 
to reflect the total liabilities of congres-
sional actions, and failed to accurately re-
port the financial condition of the Federal 
Government. 

(3) Current Federal accounting practices do 
not adequately report financial problems of 
the Federal Government or the full cost of 
programs and activities. The continued use 
of these practices undermines the Govern-
ment’s ability to provide credible and reli-
able financial data, encourages already wide-
spread waste and inefficiency, and will not 
assist in achieving a balanced budget. 

(4) Waste and inefficiency in Federal Gov-
ernment undermine the confidence of the 
American people in the Government and re-
duces the Federal Government’s ability to 
address adequately vital public needs. 

(5) To rebuild the accountability and credi-
bility of the Federal Government, and re-
store public confidence in the Federal Gov-
ernment, a uniform Federal accounting sys-
tem, that fully meets the accounting stand-
ards and reporting objectives for the Federal 
Government, must be immediately estab-
lished so that all assets and liabilities, reve-
nues and expenditures or expenses, and the 
full cost of programs and activities of the 
Federal Government can be consistently and 
accurately recorded, monitored, and uni-
formly reported throughout all government 

entities for control and management evalua-
tion purposes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) a uniform Federal accounting system 
should be established to consistently com-
pile financial data across the Federal Gov-
ernment, and to make full disclosure of Fed-
eral financial data, including the full cost of 
Federal programs and activities, to the citi-
zens, the Congress, the President, and agen-
cy management; and 

(2) beginning with fiscal year 1997, the 
President should require the heads of agen-
cies to— 

(A) implement and maintain a uniform 
Federal accounting system; and 

(B) provide financial statements; 
in accordance with generally accepted ac-
counting principles applied on a consistent 
basis and established in accordance with pro-
posed Federal accounting standards and in-
terpretations recommended by the Federal 
Accounting Standards Advisory Board and 
other applicable law. 
SEC. 305. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT 90 PER-

CENT OF THE BENEFITS OF ANY TAX 
CUTS MUST GO TO THE MIDDLE 
CLASS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) the incomes of middle-class families 

have stagnated since the early 1980’s, with 
family incomes growing more slowly be-
tween 1979 and 1989 than in any other busi-
ness cycle since World War II; and 

(2) according to the Department of the 
Treasury, in 1996, approximately 90 percent 
of American families will have incomes less 
than $100,000. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that if the 1996 Concurrent 
Budget Resolution includes any cut in taxes, 
approximately 90 percent of the benefits of 
these tax cuts must go to working families 
with incomes less than $100,000. 
SEC. 306. BIPARTISAN COMMISSION ON HEALTH 

CARE REFORM, MEDICARE AND 
MEDICAID COSTS, ACCESS AND SOL-
VENCY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Health Insurance for the Aged Act, 

which created the medicare program, was en-
acted on July 30, 1965, and, therefore, the 
medicare program will celebrate its 30-year 
anniversary on July 30, 1995; 

(2) on April 3, 1995, the Trustees of medi-
care submitted their 1995 Annual Report on 
the Status of the medicare program to the 
Congress; 

(3) the Trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that ‘‘the medicare program is clearly 
unsustainable in its present form’’; 

(4) the Trustees of medicare have con-
cluded that ‘‘the Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund, which pays inpatient hospital ex-
penses, will be able to pay benefits for only 
about 7 years and is severely out of financial 
balance in the long range’’; 

(5) the Public Trustees of medicare have 
concluded that ‘‘the Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Trust Fund shows a rate of growth 
of costs which is clearly unsustainable’’; 

(6) the Trustees of medicare have rec-
ommended ‘‘legislation to reestablish the 
Quadrennial Advisory Council that will help 
lead to effective solutions to the problems of 
the program’’; 

(7) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform concluded that, absent 
long-term changes in medicare, projected 
medicare outlays will increase from about 4 
percent of the payroll tax base today to over 
15 percent of the payroll tax base by the year 
2030; 

(8) the Bipartisan Commission on Entitle-
ment and Tax Reform recommended, by a 
vote of 30 to 1, that spending and revenues 
available for medicare must be brought into 
long-term balance; 

(9) the Public Trustees of medicare have 
concluded that ‘‘We had hoped for several 
years that comprehensive health reform 
would include meaningful medicare reforms. 
However, with the results of the last Con-
gress, it is now clear that medicare reform 
needs to be addressed urgently as a distinct 
legislative initiative’’; and 

(10) the Public Trustees of medicare 
‘‘strongly recommend that the crisis pre-
sented by the financial condition of the 
medicare trust funds be urgently addressed 
on a comprehensive basis, including a review 
of the programs’s financing methods, benefit 
provisions, and delivery mechanisms.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) a special bipartisan commission should 
be established immediately to make rec-
ommendations concerning the most appro-
priate response to the current health care 
crisis, and the recommendations should in-
clude ways to address medicare and medicaid 
costs, access and solvency issues and to re-
form our current health care system; 

(2) the commission should report to Con-
gress its recommendations on the appro-
priate response to the short-term solvency of 
medicare by July 10, 1995, in order that the 
committees of jurisdiction may consider 
those recommendations in fashioning an ap-
propriate congressional response; and 

(3) the commission should report its rec-
ommendations to respond to the Public 
Trustees’ call to make medicare’s financial 
condition sustainable over the long term to 
Congress by February 1, 1996. 

SNOWE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1197 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Ms. SNOWE, for 
herself, Mr. SIMON, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM, Mr. DODD, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. PELL) proposed an amendment 
to the concurrent resolution, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 13, supra; as fol-
lows: 

Close tax loopholes and corporate subsidies 
by the following amounts: 

On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 
$875,000,000. 

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 
$1,250,000,000. 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 
$1,675,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$875,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, increase the amount by 
$1,250,000,000. 

On page 3, line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 3, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,550,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$1,675,000,000. 

Restore cuts in student loans by the fol-
lowing amounts: 

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by 
$875,000,000. 

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00148 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7553 May 25, 1995 
On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 6, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 6, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 6, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 6, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 31, line 12, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 31, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 32, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33 line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 31, line 13, increase the amount by 

$875,000,000. 
On page 31, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,250,000,000. 
On page 32, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,550,000,000. 
On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,675,000,000. 
On page 64, strike beginning with line 7 

through page 64 line 12, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Human Resources shall report changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction that provide di-
rect spending to reduce outlays $266,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1966, $2,990,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000, and 
$4,395,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
1996 though 2002.’’ 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: The assumption underlying the func-
tional totals include that ‘‘It is the sense of 
the Senate that cuts in student loan benefits 
should be minimized, and that the current 
exclusion of income of Foreign Sales Cor-
poration should be eliminated.’’ 

f 

THE COMPREHENSIVE TERRORISM 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1995 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1198 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-

ment to the bill (S. 735) to prevent and 
punish acts of terrorism, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

At the end of title IX, add the following 
new title: 

TITLE X—VICTIMS OF TERRORISM ACT 
SEC. 1001. TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Victims of 
Terrorism Act of 1995’’. 

SEC. 1002. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE 
AND COMPENSATION TO VICTIMS OF 
TERRORISM. 

The Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
10601 et seq.) is amended by inserting after 
section 1404A the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 1404B COMPENSATION AND ASSISTANCE TO 

VICTIMS OF TERRORISM. 
‘‘(a) VICTIMS OF ACTS OF TERRORISM OUT-

SIDE THE UNITED STATES.—The Director may 
make supplemental grants to States and 
may provide compensation and assistance to 
any resident of the United States who, while 
outside the territorial boundaries of the 
United States, is a victim of a terrorist act 
and is not a person eligible for compensation 
under title VIII of the Omnibus Diplomatic 
Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986. 

‘‘(b) VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM.—The 
Director may make supplemental grants to 
States for eligible crime victim compensa-
tion and assistance programs to provide 
emergency relief, assistance, training, and 
technical assistance for the benefit of vic-
tims of terrorist acts occurring within the 
United States.’’. 
SEC. 1003. FUNDING OF COMPENSATION AND AS-

SISTANCE TO VICTIMS OF TER-
RORISM AND CRIME. 

(a) RESERVATION.—Section 1402 of the Vic-
tims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (d), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) After the reserve under paragraph (4) 
reaches $20,000,000 for any fiscal year, the Di-
rector may reserve any additional amount 
deposited in the Fund during that fiscal year 
as a reserve for victims of terrorist acts 
under section 1404B.’’; and 

(2) by amending subsection (e) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(e) AMOUNTS AWARDED AND UNSPENT.— 
Any amount awarded as part of a grant 
under this chapter that remains unspent at 
the end of a fiscal year in which the grant is 
made may be expended for the purpose for 
which the grant is made at any time during 
the 2 succeeding fiscal years, at the end of 
which period, any remaining unobligated 
sums shall be returned to the Fund.’’ 

(b) BASE AMOUNT.—Section 1404(a)(5)(B) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 10603(a)(5)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘$200,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$500,000’’. 
SEC. 1004. PAYMENTS INTO CRIME VICTIMS 

FUND. 
Section 3013 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 3013. Special assessment on convicted per-
sons 
‘‘(a) The court shall assess on any person 

convicted of an offense against the United 
States— 

‘‘(1) in the case of a misdemeanor— 
‘‘(A) not less than $50 if the defendant is an 

individual; and 
‘‘(B) not less than $250 if the defendant is a 

person other than an individual; or 
‘‘(2) in the case of a felony— 
‘‘(A) not less than $100 if the defendant is 

an individual; or 
‘‘(B) not less than $500 if the defendant is a 

person other than an individual. 
‘‘(b) Amounts assessed under this section 

shall be collected in the same manner as 
fines are collected in criminal cases.’’. 

f 

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1199 

Mr. HATCH (for Mr. DOLE for him-
self, Mr. HATCH, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. DEWINE 

and Mr. KYL) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 735, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Comprehen-
sive Terrorism Prevention Act of 1995’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
TITLE I—SUBSTANTIVE CRIMINAL LAW 

ENHANCEMENTS 
Sec. 101. Increased penalty for conspiracies 

involving explosives. 
Sec. 102. Acts of terrorism transcending na-

tional boundaries. 
Sec. 103. Conspiracy to harm people and 

property overseas. 
Sec. 104. Increased penalties for certain ter-

rorism crimes. 
Sec. 105. Mandatory penalty for transferring 

an explosive material knowing 
that it will be used to commit a 
crime of violence. 

Sec. 106. Penalty for possession of stolen ex-
plosives. 

Sec. 107. Enhanced penalties for use of ex-
plosives or arson crimes. 

TITLE II—COMBATING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM 

Sec. 201. Findings. 
Sec. 202. Prohibition on assistance to coun-

tries that aid terrorist states. 
Sec. 203. Prohibition on assistance to coun-

tries that provide military 
equipment to terrorist states. 

Sec. 204. Opposition to assistance by inter-
national financial institutions 
to terrorist states. 

Sec. 205. Antiterrorism assistance. 
Sec. 206. Jurisdiction for lawsuits against 

terrorist states. 
Sec. 207. Report on support for international 

terrorists. 
Sec. 208. Definition of assistance. 
Sec. 209. Waiver authority concerning notice 

of denial of application for 
visas. 

Sec. 210. Membership in a terrorist organiza-
tion as a basis for exclusion 
from the United States under 
the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act. 

TITLE III—ALIEN REMOVAL 
Sec. 301. Alien terrorist removal. 
Sec. 302. Extradition of aliens. 
Sec. 303. Changes to the Immigration and 

Nationality Act to facilitate re-
moval of alien terrorists. 

Sec. 304. Access to certain confidential im-
migration and naturalization 
files through court order. 

TITLE IV—CONTROL OF FUNDRAISING 
FOR TERRORISM ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 401. Prohibition on terrorist fund-
raising. 

Sec. 402. Correction to material support pro-
vision. 

TITLE V—ASSISTANCE TO FEDERAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

Subtitle A—Antiterrorism Assistance 
Sec. 501. Disclosure of certain consumer re-

ports to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for foreign coun-
terintelligence investigations. 

Sec. 502. Access to records of common car-
riers, public accommodation fa-
cilities, physical storage facili-
ties, and vehicle rental facili-
ties in foreign counterintel-
ligence and counterterrorism 
cases. 

Sec. 503. Increase in maximum rewards for 
information concerning inter-
national terrorism. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7554 May 25, 1995 
Subtitle B—Intelligence and Investigation 

Enhancements 
Sec. 511. Study and report on electronic sur-

veillance. 
Sec. 512. Authorization for interceptions of 

communications in certain ter-
rorism related offenses. 

Sec. 513. Requirement to preserve evidence. 
Subtitle C—Additional Funding for Law 

Enforcement 
Sec. 521. Federal Bureau of Investigation as-

sistance to combat terrorism. 
Sec. 522. Authorization of additional appro-

priations for the United States 
Customs Service. 

Sec. 523. Authorization of additional appro-
priations for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. 

Sec. 524. Drug Enforcement Administration. 
Sec. 525. Department of Justice. 
Sec. 526. Funding source. 
Sec. 527. Deterrent against terrorist activity 

damaging a Federal interest 
computer. 

TITLE VI—CRIMINAL PROCEDURAL 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Subtitle A—Habeas Corpus Reform 
Sec. 601. Filing deadlines. 
Sec. 602. Appeal. 
Sec. 603. Amendment of Federal Rules of Ap-

pellate Procedure. 
Sec. 604. Section 2254 amendments. 
Sec. 605. Section 2255 amendments. 
Sec. 606. Limits on second or successive ap-

plications. 
Sec. 607. Death penalty litigation proce-

dures. 
Sec. 608. Technical amendment. 

Subtitle B—Criminal Procedural 
Improvements 

Sec. 621. Clarification and extension of 
criminal jurisdiction over cer-
tain terrorism offenses over-
seas. 

Sec. 622. Expansion of territorial sea. 
Sec. 623. Expansion of weapons of mass de-

struction statute. 
Sec. 624. Addition of terrorism offenses to 

the RICO statute. 
Sec. 625. Addition of terrorism offenses to 

the money laundering statute. 
Sec. 626. Protection of current or former of-

ficials, officers, or employees of 
the United States. 

Sec. 627. Addition of conspiracy to terrorism 
offenses. 

Sec. 628. Clarification of Federal jurisdic-
tion over bomb threats. 

TITLE VII—MARKING OF PLASTIC 
EXPLOSIVES 

Sec. 701. Findings and purposes. 
Sec. 702. Definitions. 
Sec. 703. Requirement of detection agents 

for plastic explosives. 
Sec. 704. Criminal sanctions. 
Sec. 705. Exceptions. 
Sec. 706. Investigative authority. 
Sec. 707. Effective date. 
Sec. 708. Study on tagging of explosive ma-

terials. 
TITLE VIII—NUCLEAR MATERIALS 

Sec. 801. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 802. Expansion of scope and jurisdic-

tional bases of nuclear mate-
rials prohibitions. 

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 901. Severability. 

TITLE I—SUBSTANTIVE CRIMINAL LAW 
ENHANCEMENTS 

SEC. 101. INCREASED PENALTY FOR CONSPIR-
ACIES INVOLVING EXPLOSIVES. 

Section 844 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(n) Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, a person who conspires to commit 
any offense defined in this chapter shall be 
subject to the same penalties (other than the 
penalty of death) as those prescribed for the 
offense the commission of which was the ob-
ject of the conspiracy.’’. 
SEC. 102. ACTS OF TERRORISM TRANSCENDING 

NATIONAL BOUNDARIES. 
(a) REDESIGNATION.—(1) Chapter 113B of 

title 18, United States Code (relating to tor-
ture) is redesignated as chapter 113C. 

(2) The chapter analysis of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘113B’’ 
the second place it appears and inserting 
‘‘113C’’. 

(b) OFFENSE.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2332a the following new section: 
‘‘§ 2332b. Acts of terrorism transcending na-

tional boundaries 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITED ACTS.— 
‘‘(1) Whoever, in a circumstance described 

in subsection (b), commits an act within the 
United States that if committed within the 
special maritime and territorial jurisdiction 
of the United States would be in violation of 
section 113 (a), (b), (c), or (f), 114, 1111, 1112, 
1201, or 1363 shall be punished as prescribed 
in subsection (c). 

‘‘(2) Whoever threatens, attempts, or con-
spires to commit an offense under paragraph 
(1) shall be punished under subsection (c). 

‘‘(b) JURISDICTIONAL BASES.— 
‘‘(1) This section applies to conduct de-

scribed in subsection (a) if— 
‘‘(A) the mail, or any facility utilized in 

interstate commerce, is used in furtherance 
of the commission of the offense; 

‘‘(B) the offense destructs, delays, or af-
fects interstate or foreign commerce in any 
way or degree, or would have obstructed, de-
layed, or affected interstate or foreign com-
merce if the offense had been consummated; 

‘‘(C) the victim or intended victim is the 
United States Government or any official, 
officer, employee, or agent of the legislative, 
executive, or judicial branches, or of any de-
partment or agency, of the United States; 

‘‘(D) the structure, conveyance, or other 
real or personal property was in whole or in 
part owned, possessed, or used by, or leased 
to the United States, or any department or 
agency thereof; 

‘‘(E) the offense is committed in the terri-
torial sea (including the airspace above and 
the seabed and subsoil below, and artificial 
islands and fixed structures erected thereon) 
of the United States; or 

‘‘(F) the offense is committed in places 
within the United States that are in the spe-
cial maritime and territorial jurisdiction of 
the United States. 

‘‘(2) Jurisdiction shall exist over all prin-
cipals, coconspirators, and accessories after 
the fact, of an offense under subsection (a) if 
at least one of the circumstances described 
in paragraph (1) is applicable to at least one 
offender. 

‘‘(c) PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) Whoever violates this section shall, in 

addition to the punishment provided for any 
other crime charged in the indictment, be 
punished— 

‘‘(A) if death results to any person, by 
death, or by imprisonment for any term of 
years or for life; 

‘‘(B) for kidnapping, by imprisonment for 
any term of years or for life; 

‘‘(C) for maiming, by imprisonment for not 
more than 35 years; 

‘‘(D) for assault with a dangerous weapon 
or assault resulting in serious bodily injury, 
by imprisonment for not more than 30 years; 

‘‘(E) for destroying or damaging any struc-
ture, conveyance, or other real or personal 
property, by imprisonment for not more 
than 25 years; 

‘‘(F) for attempting or conspiring to com-
mit the offense, for any term of years up to 
the maximum punishment that would have 
applied had the offense been completed; and 

‘‘(G) for threatening to commit the offense, 
by imprisonment for not more than 10 years. 

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the court shall not place on probation 
any person convicted of a violation of this 
section. 

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON PROSECUTION.—No in-
dictment for any offense described in this 
section shall be sought by the United States 
except after the Attorney General, or the 
highest ranking subordinate of the Attorney 
General with responsibility for criminal 
prosecutions, has made a written certifi-
cation that, in the judgment of the certi-
fying official— 

‘‘(1) such offense, or any activity pre-
paratory to its commission, transcended na-
tional boundaries; and 

‘‘(2) the offense appears to have been in-
tended to coerce, intimidate, or retaliate 
against a government or a civilian popu-
lation, including any segment thereof. 

‘‘(e) INVESTIGATIVE RESPONSIBILITY.—Viola-
tions of this section shall be investigated by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Nothing 
in this section shall be construed to interfere 
with the authority of the United States Se-
cret Service under section 3056, or with its 
investigative authority with respect to sec-
tions 871 and 879. 

‘‘(f) EVIDENCE.—In a prosecution under this 
section, the United States shall not be re-
quired to prove knowledge by any defendant 
of a jurisdictional base alleged in the indict-
ment. 

‘‘(g) EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.— 
There is extraterritorial Federal jurisdiction 
over— 

‘‘(1) any offense under subsection (a); and 
‘‘(2) conduct that, under section 3, renders 

any person an accessory after the fact to an 
offense under subsection (a). 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘commerce’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 1951(b)(3); 

‘‘(2) the term ‘facility utilized in any man-
ner in commerce’ includes means of trans-
portation, communication, and trans-
mission; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘national of the United 
States’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)); 

‘‘(4) the term ‘serious bodily injury’ has 
the meaning given such term in section 
1365(g)(3); and 

‘‘(5) the term ‘territorial sea of the United 
States’ means all waters extending seaward 
to 12 nautical miles from the baselines of the 
United States determined in accordance with 
international law.’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for Chapter 113B of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 2332a, the fol-
lowing new item: 

‘‘2332b. Acts of terrorism transcending na-
tional boundaries.’’. 

(d) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AMENDMENT.— 
Section 3286 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘any offense’’ and inserting 
‘‘any noncapital offense’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘36’’ and inserting ‘‘37’’; 
(3) by striking ‘‘2331’’ and inserting ‘‘2332’’; 
(4) by striking ‘‘2339’’ and inserting 

‘‘2332a’’; and 
(5) by inserting ‘‘2332b (acts of terrorism 

transcending national boundaries),’’ after 
‘‘(use of weapons of mass destruction),’’. 

(e) PRESUMPTIVE DETENTION.—Section 
3142(e) of title 18, United States Code, is 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7555 May 25, 1995 
amended by inserting ‘‘or section 2332b’’ 
after ‘‘section 924(c)’’. 
SEC. 103. CONSPIRACY TO HARM PEOPLE AND 

PROPERTY OVERSEAS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 956 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘§ 956. Conspiracy to kill, kidnap, maim, or 

injure certain property in a foreign country 
‘‘(a)(1) Whoever, within the jurisdiction of 

the United States, conspires with one or 
more other persons, regardless of where such 
other person or persons is located, to commit 
at any place outside the United States an act 
that would constitute the offense of murder, 
kidnapping, or maiming if committed in the 
special maritime and territorial jurisdiction 
of the United States, shall, if he or any such 
other person commits an act within the ju-
risdiction of the United States to effect any 
object of the conspiracy, be punished as pro-
vided in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) The punishment for an offense under 
paragraph (1) is— 

‘‘(A) imprisonment for any term of years 
or for life if the offense is conspiracy to mur-
der or kidnap; and 

‘‘(B) imprisonment for not more than 35 
years if the offense is conspiracy to maim. 

‘‘(b) Whoever, within the jurisdiction of 
the United States, conspires with one or 
more persons, regardless of where such other 
person or persons is located, to injure or de-
stroy specific property situated within a for-
eign country and belonging to a foreign gov-
ernment or to any political subdivision 
thereof with which the United States is at 
peace, or any railroad, canal, bridge, airport, 
airfield, or other public utility, public con-
veyance, or public structure, or any reli-
gious, educational, or cultural property so 
situated, shall, if he or any such other per-
son commits an act within the jurisdiction 
of the United States to effect any object of 
the conspiracy, be imprisoned not more than 
25 years.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 45 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 956 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘956. Conspiracy to kill, kidnap, maim, or in-

jure certain property in a for-
eign country.’’. 

SEC. 104. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN 
TERRORISM CRIMES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 114, by striking ‘‘maim or dis-
figure’’ and inserting ‘‘torture (as defined in 
section 2340), maim, or disfigure’’; 

(2) in section 755, by striking ‘‘two years’’ 
and inserting ‘‘five years’’; 

(3) in section 756, by striking ‘‘one year’’ 
and inserting ‘‘five years’’; 

(4) in section 878(a), by striking ‘‘by kill-
ing, kidnapping, or assaulting a foreign offi-
cial, official guest, or internationally pro-
tected person’’; 

(5) in section 1113, by striking ‘‘three years 
or fined’’ and inserting ‘‘seven years’’; and 

(6) in section 2332(c), by striking ‘‘five’’ and 
inserting ‘‘ten’’. 

(b) PENALTY FOR CARRYING WEAPONS OR EX-
PLOSIVES ON AN AIRCRAFT.—Section 46505(b) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘one’’ and inserting ‘‘ten’’. 
SEC. 105. MANDATORY PENALTY FOR TRANSFER-

RING AN EXPLOSIVE MATERIAL 
KNOWING THAT IT WILL BE USED TO 
COMMIT A CRIME OF VIOLENCE. 

Section 844 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(n) Whoever knowingly transfers an ex-
plosive material, knowing or having reason-
able cause to believe that such explosive ma-

terial will be used to commit a crime of vio-
lence (as defined in section 924(c)(3)) or drug 
trafficking crime (as defined in section 
924(c)(2)) shall be imprisoned for not less 
than 10 years, fined under this title, or 
both.’’. 

SEC. 106. PENALTY FOR POSSESSION OF STOLEN 
EXPLOSIVES. 

Section 842(h) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(h) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
receive, possess, transport, ship, conceal, 
store, barter, sell, dispose of, pledge, or ac-
cept as security for a loan, any stolen explo-
sive material that is moving in, part of, con-
stitutes, or has been shipped or transported 
in, interstate or foreign commerce, either 
before or after such material was stolen, 
knowing or having reasonable cause to be-
lieve that the explosive material was sto-
len.’’. 

SEC. 107. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR USE OF EX-
PLOSIVES OR ARSON CRIMES. 

Section 844 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘five’’ and 
inserting ‘‘10’’; 

(2) by amending subsection (f) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(f)(1) Whoever maliciously damages or de-
stroys, or attempts to damage or destroy, by 
means of fire or an explosive, any building, 
vehicle, or other personal or real property in 
whole or in part owned or possessed by, or 
leased to, the United States, or any depart-
ment or agency thereof, shall be imprisoned 
for not less than 5 years and not more than 
20 years, fined the greater of $100,000 or the 
cost of repairing or replacing any property 
that is damaged or destroyed, or both. 

‘‘(2) Whoever engages in conduct prohibited 
by this subsection shall be imprisoned not 
less than 7 years and not more than 40 years, 
fined the greater of $200,000 or the cost of re-
pairing or replacing any property that is 
damaged or destroyed, or both, if the con-
duct results in personal injury to any person, 
including any public safety officer per-
forming duties, as a direct or proximate re-
sult of such conduct. 

‘‘(3) Whoever engages in conduct prohibited 
by this subsection shall be imprisoned for 
any term of years, for life, or sentenced to 
death, fined the greater of $200,000 or the cost 
of repairing or replacing any property that is 
damaged or destroyed, or both, if the con-
duct results in death to any person, includ-
ing any public safety officer performing du-
ties, as a direct or proximate result of such 
conduct.’’; 

(4) in subsection (h)— 
(A) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘5 

years but not more than 15 years’’ and in-
serting ‘‘10 years’’; and 

(B) in the second sentence by striking ‘‘10 
years but not more than 25 years’’ and in-
serting ‘‘20 years’’; and 

(5) in subsection (i)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘not more than 20 years, 

fined the greater of a fine under this title or 
the cost of repairing or replacing any prop-
erty that is damaged or destroyed,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘not less than 5 years and not more 
than 20 years, fined the greater of $100,000 or 
the cost of repairing or replacing any prop-
erty that is damaged or destroyed’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘not more than 40 years, 
fined the greater of a fine under this title or 
the cost of repairing or replacing any prop-
erty that is damaged or destroyed,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘not less than 7 years and not more 
than 40 years, fined the greater of $200,000 or 
the cost of repairing or replacing any prop-
erty that is damaged or destroyed’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘7 years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 
years’’. 

TITLE II—COMBATING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM 

SEC. 201. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds that— 
(1) international terrorism is among the 

most serious transnational threats faced by 
the United States and its allies, far eclipsing 
the dangers posed by population growth or 
pollution; 

(2) the President should continue to make 
efforts to counter international terrorism a 
national security priority; 

(3) because the United Nations has been an 
inadequate forum for the discussion of coop-
erative, multilateral responses to the threat 
of international terrorism, the President 
should undertake immediate efforts to de-
velop effective multilateral responses to 
international terrorism as a complement to 
national counterterrorist efforts; 

(4) the President should use all necessary 
means, including covert action and military 
force, to disrupt, dismantle, and destroy 
international infrastructure used by inter-
national terrorists, including overseas ter-
rorist training facilities and safe havens; 

(5) the Congress deplores decisions to ease, 
evade, or end international sanctions on 
state sponsors of terrorism, including the re-
cent decision by the United Nations Sanc-
tions Committee to allow airline flights to 
and from Libya despite Libya’s noncompli-
ance with United Nations resolutions; and 

(6) the President should continue to under-
take efforts to increase the international 
isolation of state sponsors of international 
terrorism, including efforts to strengthen 
international sanctions, and should oppose 
any future initiatives to ease sanctions on 
Libya or other state sponsors of terrorism. 
SEC. 202. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

COUNTRIES THAT AID TERRORIST 
STATES. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 151 et seq.) is amended by adding im-
mediately after section 620F the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 620G. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

COUNTRIES THAT AID TERRORIST 
STATES. 

‘‘No assistance under this Act shall be pro-
vided to the government of any country that 
provides assistance to the government of any 
other country for which the Secretary of 
State has made a determination under sec-
tion 620A.’’. 
SEC. 203. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

COUNTRIES THAT PROVIDE MILI-
TARY EQUIPMENT TO TERRORIST 
STATES. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 151 et seq.) is amended by adding im-
mediately after section 620G the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 620H. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

COUNTRIES THAT PROVIDE MILI-
TARY EQUIPMENT TO TERRORIST 
STATES. 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No assistance under this 

Act shall be provided to the government of 
any country that provides lethal military 
equipment to a country the government of 
which the Secretary of State has determined 
is a terrorist government for the purposes of 
6(j) of the Export Administration Act of 1979 
(50 U.S.C. App. 2405(j)), or 620A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371). 

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—The prohibition under 
this section with respect to a foreign govern-
ment shall terminate 1 year after that gov-
ernment ceases to provide lethal military 
equipment. This section applies with respect 
to lethal military equipment provided under 
a contract entered into after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

‘‘(b) WAIVER.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, assistance may be furnished 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7556 May 25, 1995 
to a foreign government described in sub-
section (a) if the President determines that 
furnishing such assistance is important to 
the national interests of the United States 
and, not later than 15 days before obligating 
such assistance, furnishes a report to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress includ-
ing— 

‘‘(1) a statement of the determination; 
‘‘(2) a detailed explanation of the assist-

ance to be provided; 
‘‘(3) the estimated dollar amount of the as-

sistance; and 
‘‘(4) an explanation of how the assistance 

furthers United States national interests.’’. 
SEC. 204. OPPOSITION TO ASSISTANCE BY INTER-

NATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS TO TERRORIST STATES. 

The International Financial Institutions 
Act (22 U.S.C. 262c et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 1620 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 1621. OPPOSITION TO ASSISTANCE BY 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS TO TERRORIST STATES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall instruct the United States ex-
ecutive director of each international finan-
cial institution to vote against any loan or 
other use of the funds of the respective insti-
tution to or for a country for which the Sec-
retary of State has made a determination 
under section 6(j) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2405(j)) or sec-
tion 620A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘international financial insti-
tution’ includes— 

‘‘(1) the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, and the 
International Monetary Fund; 

‘‘(2) wherever applicable, the Inter-Amer-
ican Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment, the African Development Bank, 
and the African Development Fund; and 

‘‘(3) any similar institution established 
after the date of enactment of this section.’’. 
SEC. 205. ANTITERRORISM ASSISTANCE. 

(a) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT.—Section 573 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2349aa–2) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘develop-
ment and implementation of the 
antiterrorism assistance program under this 
chapter, including’’; 

(2) by amending subsection (d) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(d)(1) Arms and ammunition may be pro-
vided under this chapter only if they are di-
rectly related to antiterrorism assistance. 

‘‘(2) The value (in terms of original acqui-
sition cost) of all equipment and commod-
ities provided under this chapter in any fis-
cal year shall not exceed 30 percent of the 
funds made available to carry out this chap-
ter for that fiscal year.’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (f). 
(b) ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN COUNTRIES.— 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
(except section 620A of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961) up to $1,000,000 in assistance 
may be provided to a foreign country for 
counterterrorism efforts in any fiscal year 
if— 

(1) such assistance is provided for the pur-
pose of protecting the property of the United 
States Government or the life and property 
of any United States citizen, or furthering 
the apprehension of any individual involved 
in any act of terrorism against such property 
or persons; and 

(2) the appropriate committees of Congress 
are notified not later than 15 days prior to 
the provision of such assistance. 

SEC. 206. JURISDICTION FOR LAWSUITS AGAINST 
TERRORIST STATES. 

(a) EXCEPTION TO FOREIGN SOVEREIGN IMMU-
NITY FOR CERTAIN CASES.—Section 1605 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (6) and inserting ‘‘; or’’ and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(7) not otherwise covered by paragraph (2) 

in which money damages are sought against 
a foreign government for personal injury or 
death that was caused by an act of torture, 
extrajudicial killing, aircraft sabotage, hos-
tage taking, or the provision of material sup-
port or resources (as defined in section 
2339A) for a person carrying out such an act, 
by a foreign state or by any official, em-
ployee, or agent of such foreign state while 
acting within the scope of his or her office, 
employment, or agency, except that— 

‘‘(A) the claimant must first afford the for-
eign state a reasonable opportunity to arbi-
trate the claim in accordance with accepted 
international rules of arbitration; and 

‘‘(B) an action under this paragraph shall 
not be maintained unless the act upon which 
the claim is based— 

‘‘(i) occurred while the individual bringing 
the claim was a national of the United 
States (as that term is defined in section 
101(a)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act); and 

‘‘(ii) occurred while the foreign state was 
designated as a state sponsor of terrorism 
under section 6(j) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1979 (50 App. U.S.C. 2405(j)) or sec-
tion 620A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371).’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) For purposes of paragraph (7)— 
‘‘(1) the terms ‘torture’ and ‘extrajudicial 

killing’ have the meaning given those terms 
in section 3 of the Torture Victim Protection 
Act of 1991 (28 U.S.C. 350 note); 

‘‘(2) the term ‘hostage taking’ has the 
meaning given such term in Article 1 of the 
International Convention Against the Tak-
ing of Hostages; and 

‘‘(3) the term ‘aircraft sabotage’ has the 
meaning given such term in Article 1 of the 
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful 
Acts Against the Safety of Civil Aviation.’’. 

(b) EXCEPTION TO IMMUNITY FROM ATTACH-
MENT.— 

(1) FOREIGN STATE.—Section 1610(a) of title 
28, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (6) and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(7) the judgment relates to a claim for 
which the foreign state is not immune under 
section 1605(a)(7), regardless of whether the 
property is or was involved with the act upon 
which the claim is based.’’. 

(2) AGENCY OR INSTRUMENTALITY.—Section 
1610(b)(2) of such title is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘(5), 
or (7)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘used for the activity’’ and 
inserting ‘‘involved in the act’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 
by this title shall apply to any cause of ac-
tion arising before, on, or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 207. REPORT ON SUPPORT FOR INTER-

NATIONAL TERRORISTS. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, and annually thereafter 
in the report required by section 140 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1988 and 1989 (22 U.S.C. 2656f), the Sec-
retary of State shall submit a report to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate that includes— 

(1) a detailed assessment of international 
terrorist groups including their— 

(A) size, leadership, and sources of finan-
cial and logistical support; 

(B) goals, doctrine, and strategy; 
(C) nature, scope, and location of human 

and technical infrastructure; 
(D) level of education and training; 
(E) bases of operation and recruitment; 
(F) operational capabilities; and 
(G) linkages with state and non-state ac-

tors such as ethnic groups, religious commu-
nities, or criminal organizations; 

(2) a detailed assessment of any country 
that provided support of any type for inter-
national terrorism, terrorist groups, or indi-
vidual terrorists, including countries that 
knowingly allowed terrorist groups or indi-
viduals to transit or reside in their territory, 
regardless of whether terrorist acts were 
committed on their territory by such indi-
viduals; 

(3) a detailed assessment of individual 
country efforts to take effective action 
against countries named in section 6(j) of the 
Export Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 2405(j)), including the status of compli-
ance with international sanctions and the 
status of bilateral economic relations; and 

(4) United States Government efforts to 
implement this title. 

SEC. 208. DEFINITION OF ASSISTANCE. 

For purposes of this title— 
(1) the term ‘‘assistance’’ means assistance 

to or for the benefit of a government of any 
country that is provided by grant, 
concessional sale, guaranty, insurance, or by 
any other means on terms more favorable 
than generally available in the applicable 
market, whether in the form of a loan, lease, 
credit, debt relief, or otherwise, including 
subsidies for exports to such country and fa-
vorable tariff treatment of articles that are 
the growth, product, or manufacture of such 
country; and 

(2) the term ‘‘assistance’’ does not include 
assistance of the type authorized under chap-
ter 9 of part 1 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance). 

SEC. 209. WAIVER AUTHORITY CONCERNING NO-
TICE OF DENIAL OF APPLICATION 
FOR VISAS. 

Section 212(b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(b)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(2) by striking ‘‘If’’ and inserting ‘‘(1) Sub-
ject to paragraph (2), if’’; and 

(3) by inserting at the end the following 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) With respect to applications for visas, 
the Secretary of State may waive the appli-
cation of paragraph (1) in the case of a par-
ticular alien or any class or classes of ex-
cludable aliens, except in cases of intent to 
immigrate.’’. 

SEC. 210. MEMBERSHIP IN A TERRORIST ORGANI-
ZATION AS A BASIS FOR EXCLUSION 
FROM THE UNITED STATES UNDER 
THE IMMIGRATION AND NATION-
ALITY ACT. 

Section 212(a)(3)(B) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)) is 
amended— 

(1) in clause (i)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-

clause (I); 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-

clause (II); and 
(C) by inserting after subclause (II) the fol-

lowing new subclause: 
‘‘(III) is a member of a terrorist organiza-

tion or who actively supports or advocates 
terrorist activity,’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following new 

clause: 
‘‘(iv) TERRORIST ORGANIZATION DEFINED.— 

As used in this subparagraph, the term ‘ter-
rorist organization’ means an organization 
that engages in, or has engaged in, terrorist 
activity as determined by the Secretary of 
State, after consultation with the Secretary 
of the Treasury.’’. 

TITLE III—ALIEN REMOVAL 
SEC. 301. ALIEN TERRORIST REMOVAL. 

(a) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The Immigration 
and Nationality Act is amended by adding at 
the end of the table of contents the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘TITLE V—ALIEN TERRORIST REMOVAL 
PROCEDURES 

‘‘501. Definitions. 
‘‘502. Applicability. 
‘‘503. Removal of alien terrorists.’’. 

(b) ALIEN TERRORIST REMOVAL.—The Immi-
gration and Nationality Act is amended by 
adding at the end the following new title: 

‘‘TITLE V—ALIEN TERRORIST REMOVAL 
PROCEDURES 

‘‘SEC. 501. DEFINITIONS. 
‘‘As used in this title— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘alien terrorist’ means any 

alien described in section 241(a)(4)(B); 
‘‘(2) the term ‘classified information’ has 

the same meaning as defined in section 1(a) 
of the Classified Information Procedures Act 
(18 U.S.C. App. IV); 

‘‘(3) the term ‘national security’ has the 
same meaning as defined in section 1(b) of 
the Classified Information Procedures Act 
(18 U.S.C. App. IV); 

‘‘(4) the term ‘special court’ means the 
court described in section 503(c); and 

‘‘(5) the term ‘special removal hearing’ 
means the hearing described in section 
503(e). 
‘‘SEC. 502. APPLICABILITY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this 
title may be followed in the discretion of the 
Attorney General whenever the Department 
of Justice has classified information that an 
alien described in section 241(a)(4)(B) is sub-
ject to deportation because of such section. 

‘‘(b) PROCEDURES.—Whenever an official of 
the Department of Justice files, under sec-
tion 503(a), an application with the court es-
tablished under section 503(c) for authoriza-
tion to seek removal pursuant to this title, 
the alien’s rights regarding removal and ex-
pulsion shall be governed solely by the provi-
sions of this title, except as specifically pro-
vided. 
‘‘SEC. 503. REMOVAL OF ALIEN TERRORISTS. 

‘‘(a) APPLICATION FOR USE OF PROCE-
DURES.—This section shall apply whenever 
the Attorney General certifies under seal to 
the special court that— 

‘‘(1) the Attorney General or Deputy Attor-
ney General has approved of the proceeding 
under this section; 

‘‘(2) an alien terrorist is physically present 
in the United States; and 

‘‘(3) removal of such alien terrorist by de-
portation proceedings described in sections 
242, 242A, or 242B would pose a risk to the na-
tional security of the United States because 
such proceedings would disclose classified in-
formation. 

‘‘(b) CUSTODY AND RELEASE PENDING HEAR-
ING.—(1) The Attorney General may take 
into custody any alien with respect to whom 
a certification has been made under sub-
section (a), and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, may retain such alien in 
custody in accordance with this subsection. 

‘‘(2)(A) An alien with respect to whom a 
certification has been made under subsection 
(a) shall be given a release hearing before the 
special court designated pursuant to sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(B) The judge shall grant the alien re-
lease, subject to such terms and conditions 
prescribed by the court (including the post-
ing of any monetary amount), pending the 
special removal hearing if— 

‘‘(i) the alien is lawfully present in the 
United States; 

‘‘(ii) the alien demonstrates that the alien, 
if released, is not likely to flee; and 

‘‘(iii) the alien demonstrates that release 
of the alien will not endanger national secu-
rity or the safety of any person or the com-
munity. 

‘‘(C) The judge may consider classified in-
formation submitted in camera and ex parte 
in making a determination whether to re-
lease an alien pending the special hearing. 

‘‘(c) SPECIAL COURT.—(1) The Chief Justice 
of the United States shall publicly designate 
not more than 5 judges from up to 5 United 
States judicial districts to hear and decide 
cases arising under this section, in a manner 
consistent with the designation of judges de-
scribed in section 103(a) of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act (50 U.S.C. 1803(a)). 

‘‘(2) The Chief Justice may, in the Chief 
Justice’s discretion, designate the same 
judges under this section as are designated 
pursuant to section 103(a) of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1803(a)). 

‘‘(d) INVOCATION OF SPECIAL COURT PROCE-
DURE.—(1) When the Attorney General makes 
the application described in subsection (a), a 
single judge of the special court shall con-
sider the application in camera and ex parte. 

‘‘(2) The judge shall invoke the procedures 
of subsection (e) if the judge determines that 
there is probable cause to believe that— 

‘‘(A) the alien who is the subject of the ap-
plication has been correctly identified and is 
an alien as described in section 241(a)(4)(B); 
and 

‘‘(B) a deportation proceeding described in 
section 242, 242A, or 242B would pose a risk to 
the national security of the United States 
because such proceedings would disclose 
classified information. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL REMOVAL HEARING.—(1) Ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (5), the special 
removal hearing authorized by a showing of 
probable cause described in subsection (d)(2) 
shall be open to the public. 

‘‘(2) The alien shall have a reasonable op-
portunity to be present at such hearing and 
to be represented by counsel. Any alien fi-
nancially unable to obtain counsel shall be 
entitled to have counsel assigned to rep-
resent such alien. Counsel may be appointed 
as described in section 3006A of title 18, 
United States Code. 

‘‘(3) The alien shall have a reasonable op-
portunity to introduce evidence on his own 
behalf, and except as provided in paragraph 
(5), shall have a reasonable opportunity to 
cross-examine any witness or request that 
the judge issue a subpoena for the presence 
of a named witness. 

‘‘(4)(A) An alien subject to removal under 
this section shall have no right— 

‘‘(i) of discovery of information derived 
from electronic surveillance authorized 
under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) or otherwise 
for national security purposes if disclosure 
would present a risk to the national secu-
rity; or 

‘‘(ii) to seek the suppression of evidence 
that the alien alleges was unlawfully ob-
tained, except on grounds of credibility or 
relevance. 

‘‘(B) The Government is authorized to use, 
in the removal proceedings, the fruits of 
electronic surveillance and unconsented 
physical searches authorized under the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 
U.S.C. 801 et seq.) without regard to sub-
sections 106 (c), (e), (f), (g), and (h) of such 
Act. 

‘‘(C) Section 3504 of title 18, United States 
Code, shall not apply to procedures under 
this section if the Attorney General deter-
mines that public disclosure would pose a 
risk to the national security of the United 
States because it would disclose classified 
information. 

‘‘(5) The judge shall authorize the intro-
duction in camera and ex parte of any item 
of evidence for which the Attorney General 
determines that public disclosure would pose 
a risk to the national security of the United 
States because it would disclose classified 
information. With respect to such evidence, 
the Attorney General shall submit to the 
court an unclassified summary of the spe-
cific evidence prepared in accordance with 
paragraph (6). 

‘‘(6)(A) The information submitted under 
paragraph (5)(B) shall contain an unclassi-
fied summary of the classified information 
that does not pose a risk to national secu-
rity. 

‘‘(B) The judge shall approve the summary 
if the judge finds that it is sufficient to in-
form the alien of the nature of the evidence 
that such person is an alien as described in 
section 241(a), and to permit the alien to pre-
pare a defense. 

‘‘(C) The Attorney General shall cause to 
be delivered to the alien a copy of the un-
classified summary approved under subpara-
graph (B). 

‘‘(D) If the written unclassified summary is 
not approved by the court, the Department 
of Justice shall be afforded reasonable oppor-
tunity to correct the deficiencies identified 
by the court and submit a revised unclassi-
fied summary. 

‘‘(E) If the revised unclassified summary is 
not approved by the court, the special re-
moval hearing shall be terminated unless the 
court, after reviewing the classified informa-
tion in camera and ex parte finds, by clear 
and convincing evidence, that— 

‘‘(i) the alien’s continued presence in the 
United States— 

‘‘(I) would cause serious and irreparable 
harm to the national security; or 

‘‘(II) would likely cause imminent death or 
serious bodily injury to any person; and 

‘‘(ii) provision of the required unclassified 
summary— 

‘‘(I) would cause serious and irreparable 
harm to the national security; or 

‘‘(II) would likely cause imminent death or 
serious bodily injury to any person. 

‘‘(F) If such finding is issued, the special 
removal hearing shall continue. The Depart-
ment of Justice shall cause to be delivered to 
the alien a statement declaring that no un-
classified summary is possible. The alien 
may take an interlocutory appeal of a deter-
mination to proceed under this paragraph. 

‘‘(G) In no event may the court order the 
disclosure of the unclassified summary or 
the classified information. 

‘‘(H) If no unclassified summary pursuant 
to subparagraph (E) is possible, the Attorney 
General shall— 

‘‘(i) identify the facts that the specific evi-
dence would tend to prove; and 

‘‘(ii) provide the alien with notice that no 
unclassified summary is possible and that 
states that the alien’s continued presence in 
the United States poses a serious threat to 
national security or imminent death or bod-
ily injury to any person. 

‘‘(I)(i) The Department of Justice may take 
an interlocutory appeal to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit of— 

‘‘(I) any determination by the judge pursu-
ant to subparagraph (B) concerning whether 
an item of evidence may be introduced in 
camera and ex parte; 

‘‘(II) any determination by the judge con-
cerning the contents of any summary of evi-
dence to be introduced in camera and ex 
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parte prepared pursuant to subparagraph (D); 
or 

‘‘(III) the refusal of the court to make the 
finding permitted by subparagraph (D). 

‘‘(ii) In an interlocutory appeal taken 
under this paragraph, the entire record, in-
cluding any proposed order of the judge or 
summary of evidence, shall be transmitted 
to the Court of Appeals under seal, and the 
matter shall be heard ex parte. The Court of 
Appeals shall consider the appeal as expedi-
tiously as possible. 

‘‘(f) DETERMINATION OF DEPORTATION.—The 
judge shall, considering the evidence on the 
record as a whole (in camera and otherwise), 
require that the alien be deported if the At-
torney General proves, by clear and con-
vincing evidence, that the alien is subject to 
deportation because such alien is an alien as 
described in section 241(a)(4)(B). If the judge 
finds that the Department of Justice has met 
this burden, the judge shall order the alien 
removed and, if the alien was released pend-
ing the special removal proceeding, order the 
Attorney General to take the alien into cus-
tody. 

‘‘(g) APPEALS.—(1) The alien may appeal a 
final determination under subsection (f) to 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit, by filing a no-
tice of appeal with such court not later than 
30 days after the determination is made. An 
appeal under this section shall be heard by 
the Court of Appeals sitting en banc. 

‘‘(2) The Attorney General may appeal a 
determination under subsection (d), (e), or (f) 
to the Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit, by filing a notice of appeal 
with such court not later than 20 days after 
the determination is made under any one of 
such subsections. 

‘‘(3) If the Department of Justice does not 
seek review, the alien shall be released from 
custody, unless such alien may be arrested 
and taken into custody pursuant to title II 
as an alien subject to deportation, in which 
case such alien shall be treated in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act con-
cerning the deportation of aliens. 

‘‘(4) If the application for the order is de-
nied because the judge has not found prob-
able cause to believe that the alien who is 
the subject of the application has been cor-
rectly identified or is an alien as described in 
paragraph 4(B) of section 241(a), and the De-
partment of Justice seeks review, the alien 
shall be released from custody unless such 
alien may be arrested and taken into cus-
tody pursuant to title II as an alien subject 
to deportation, in which case such alien shall 
be treated in accordance with the provisions 
of this Act concerning the deportation of 
aliens simultaneously with the application 
of this title. 

‘‘(5)(A) If the application for the order is 
denied based on a finding that no probable 
cause exists to find that adherence to the 
provisions of title II regarding the deporta-
tion of the identified alien would pose a risk 
of irreparable harm to the national security 
of the United States, or death or serious bod-
ily injury to any person, the judge shall re-
lease the alien from custody subject to the 
least restrictive condition or combination of 
conditions of release described in section 
3142(b) and (c)(1)(B) (i) through (xiv) of title 
18, United States Code, that will reasonably 
ensure the appearance of the alien at any fu-
ture proceeding pursuant to this title and 
will not endanger the safety of any other 
person or the Community. 

‘‘(B) The alien shall remain in custody if 
the court fails to make a finding under sub-
paragraph (A), until the completion of any 
appeal authorized by this title. Sections 3145 
through 3148 of title 18, United States Code, 
pertaining to review and appeal of a release 
or detention order, penalties for failure to 

appear, penalties for an offense committed 
while on release, and sanctions for violation 
of a release condition, shall apply to an alien 
to whom the previous sentence applies and— 

‘‘(i) for purposes of section 3145 of such 
title, an appeal shall be taken to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit; and 

‘‘(ii) for purposes of section 3146 of such 
title the alien shall be considered released in 
connection with a charge of an offense pun-
ishable by life imprisonment. 

‘‘(6) When requested by the Attorney Gen-
eral, the entire record of the proceeding 
under this section shall be transmitted to 
the court of appeals or the Supreme Court 
under seal. The court of appeals or Supreme 
Court may consider such appeal in camera.’’. 
SEC. 302. EXTRADITION OF ALIENS. 

(a) SCOPE.—Section 3181 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘The provi-
sions of this chapter’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

‘‘(b) The provisions of this chapter shall be 
construed to permit, in the exercise of com-
ity, the surrender of persons, other than citi-
zens, nationals, or permanent residents of 
the United States, who have committed 
crimes of violence against nationals of the 
United States in foreign countries without 
regard to the existence of any treaty of ex-
tradition with such foreign government if 
the Attorney General certifies, in writing, 
that— 

‘‘(1) evidence has been presented by the for-
eign government that indicates that had the 
offenses been committed in the United 
States, they would constitute crimes of vio-
lence as defined under section 16 of this title; 
and 

‘‘(2) the offenses charged are not of a polit-
ical nature. 

‘‘(c) As used in this section, the term ‘na-
tional of the United States’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 101(a)(22) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(22)).’’. 

(b) FUGITIVES.—Section 3184 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence by inserting after 
‘‘United States and any foreign govern-
ment,’’ the following: ‘‘or in cases arising 
under section 3181(b),’’; 

(2) in the first sentence by inserting after 
‘‘treaty or convention,’’ the following: ‘‘or 
provided for under section 3181(b),’’; and 

(3) in the third sentence by inserting after 
‘‘treaty or convention,’’ the following: ‘‘or 
under section 3181(b),’’. 
SEC. 303. CHANGES TO THE IMMIGRATION AND 

NATIONALITY ACT TO FACILITATE 
REMOVAL OF ALIEN TERRORISTS. 

(a) TERRORISM ACTIVITIES.—Section 
212(a)(3)(B) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) TERRORISM ACTIVITIES.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any alien who— 
‘‘(I) has engaged in a terrorism activity, or 
‘‘(II) a consular officer or the Attorney 

General knows, or has reason to believe, is 
likely to engage after entry in any terrorism 
activity (as defined in clause (iii)), 

is excludable. An alien who is an officer, offi-
cial, representative, or spokesman of any 
terrorist organization designated as a ter-
rorist organization by proclamation by the 
President after finding such organization to 
be detrimental to the interest of the United 
States, or any person who directs, counsels, 
commands, or induces such organization or 
its members to engage in terrorism activity, 
shall be considered, for purposes of this Act, 
to be engaged in terrorism activity. 

‘‘(ii) TERRORISM ACTIVITY DEFINED.—As 
used in this Act, the term ‘terrorism activ-

ity’ means any activity that is unlawful 
under the laws of the place where it is com-
mitted (or which, if it had been committed in 
the United States, would be unlawful under 
the laws of the United States or any State), 
and that involves any of the following: 

‘‘(I) The hijacking or sabotage of any con-
veyance (including an aircraft, vessel, or ve-
hicle). 

‘‘(II) The seizing or detaining, and threat-
ening to kill, injure, or continue to detain, 
another individual to compel a third person 
(including a governmental organization) to 
do or abstain from doing any act as an ex-
plicit or implicit condition for the release of 
the individual seized or detained. 

‘‘(III) A violent attack upon an inter-
nationally protected person (as defined in 
section 1116(b)(4) of title 18, United States 
Code) or upon the liberty of such a person. 

‘‘(IV) An assassination. 
‘‘(V) The use of any— 
‘‘(aa) biological agent, chemical agent, or 

nuclear weapon or device, or 
‘‘(bb) explosive, firearm, or other weapon 

(other than for mere personal monetary 
gain), 
with intent to endanger, directly, or indi-
rectly, the safety of one or more individuals 
or to cause substantial damage to property. 

‘‘(VI) A threat, attempt, or conspiracy to 
do any of the foregoing. 

‘‘(iii) ENGAGE IN TERRORISM ACTIVITY DE-
FINED.—As used in this Act, the term ‘engage 
in terrorism activity’ means to commit, in 
an individual capacity or as a member of an 
organization, an act of terrorism activity, or 
an act that the actor knows affords material 
support to any individual, organization, or 
government that the actor knows plans to 
commit terrorism activity, including any of 
the following acts: 

‘‘(I) The preparation or planning of ter-
rorism activity. 

‘‘(II) The gathering of information on po-
tential targets for terrorism activity. 

‘‘(III) The providing of any type of mate-
rial support, including a safe house, trans-
portation, communications, funds, false doc-
umentation or identification, weapons, ex-
plosives, or training. 

‘‘(IV) The soliciting of funds or other 
things of value for terrorism activity or for 
any terrorist organization. 

‘‘(V) The solicitation of any individual for 
membership in a terrorist organization, ter-
rorist government, or to engage in a ter-
rorism activity. 

‘‘(iv) TERRORIST ORGANIZATION DEFINED.— 
As used in this Act, the term ‘terrorist orga-
nization’ means— 

‘‘(I) an organization engaged in, or that 
has a significant subgroup that engages in, 
terrorism activity, regardless of any legiti-
mate activities conducted by the organiza-
tion or its subgroups; and 

‘‘(II) an organization designated by the 
Secretary of State under section 2339B of 
title 18.’’. 

(b) DEPORTABLE ALIENS.—Section 
241(a)(4)(B) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1251(a)(4)(B)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) TERRORISM ACTIVITIES.—Any alien 
who is engaged, or at any time after entry 
engages in, any terrorism activity (as de-
fined in section 212(a)(3)(B)) is deportable.’’. 

(c) BURDEN OF PROOF.—Section 291 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1361) is amended by inserting after ‘‘custody 
of the Service.’’ the following new sentence: 
‘‘The limited production authorized by this 
provision shall not extend to the records of 
any other agency or department of the Gov-
ernment or to any documents that do not 
pertain to the respondent’s entry.’’. 

(d) APPREHENSION AND DEPORTATION OF 
ALIENS.—Section 242(b) of the Immigration 
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and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(b)(3)) is 
amended by inserting immediately after 
paragraph (4) the following: ‘‘For purposes of 
paragraph (3), in the case of an alien who is 
not lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence and notwithstanding the provisions of 
any other law, reasonable opportunity shall 
not include access to classified information, 
whether or not introduced in evidence 
against the alien. Section 3504 of title 18, 
United States Code, and 18 U.S.C. 3504 and 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 
1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) shall not apply in 
such cases.’’. 

(e) CRIMINAL ALIEN REMOVAL.— 
(1) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Section 106 of the 

Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1105a(a)(10)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(10) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any final order of deportation against 
an alien who is deportable by reason of hav-
ing committed a criminal offense covered in 
section 241(a)(2) (A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D), or 
any offense covered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) 
for which both predicate offenses are covered 
by section 241(a)(2)(A)(i), shall not be subject 
to review by any court.’’. 

(2) FINAL ORDER OF DEPORTATION DEFINED.— 
Section 101(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(47)(A) The term ‘order of deportation’ 
means the order of the special inquiry offi-
cer, or other such administrative officer to 
whom the Attorney General has delegated 
the responsibility for determining whether 
an alien is deportable, concluding that the 
alien is deportable or ordering deportation. 

‘‘(B) The order described under subpara-
graph (A) shall become final upon the earlier 
of— 

‘‘(i) a determination by the Board of Immi-
gration Appeals affirming such order; or 

‘‘(ii) the expiration of the period in which 
the alien is permitted to seek review of such 
order by the Board of Immigration Ap-
peals.’’. 

(3) ARREST AND CUSTODY.—Section 242(a)(2) 
of such Act is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(2)(A) The Attorney’’ and 

inserting ‘‘(2) The Attorney’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘an aggravated felony 

upon’’ and all that follows through ‘‘of the 
same offense)’’ and inserting ‘‘any criminal 
offense covered in section 241(a)(2) (A)(iii), 
(B), (C), or (D), or any offense covered by sec-
tion 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) for which both predicate 
offenses are covered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(i), 
upon release of the alien from incarceration, 
shall deport the alien as expeditiously as 
possible’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘but subject to subpara-
graph (B)’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B). 
(4) CLASSES OF EXCLUDABLE ALIENS.—Sec-

tion 212(c) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(c)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘The first sentence of this’’ 
and inserting ‘‘This’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘has been convicted of one 
or more aggravated felonies’’ and all that 
follows through the end and inserting ‘‘is de-
portable by reason of having committed any 
criminal offense covered in section 241(a)(2) 
(A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D), or any offense cov-
ered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) for which both 
predicate offenses are covered by section 
241(a)(2)(A)(i).’’. 

(5) AGGRAVATED FELONY DEFINED.—Section 
101(a)(43) of such Act is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (F)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘, including forcible rape,’’ 

after ‘‘offense)’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘5 years’’ and inserting ‘‘1 

year’’; and 
(B) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘‘5 

years’’ and inserting ‘‘1 year’’. 

(6) DEPORTATION OF CRIMINAL ALIENS.—Sec-
tion 242A(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘aggravated felonies (as de-

fined in section 101(a)(43))’’ and inserting 
‘‘any criminal offense covered in section 
241(a)(2) (A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D), or any of-
fense covered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) for 
which both predicate offenses are covered by 
section 241(a)(2)(A)(i).’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘, where warranted,’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘aggra-

vated felony’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘before any scheduled hearings.’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘any criminal offense covered in section 
241(a)(2) (A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D), or any of-
fense covered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) for 
which both predicate offenses are covered by 
section 241(a)(2)(A)(i).’’. 

(7) DEADLINES FOR DEPORTING ALIEN.—Sec-
tion 242(c) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1252(c)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(c) When a final order’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(c)(1) Subject to paragraph 
(2), when a final order’’; and 

(B) by inserting at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) When a final order of deportation 
under administrative process is made against 
any alien who is deportable by reason of hav-
ing committed a criminal offense covered in 
section 241(a)(2) (A)(iii), (B), (C), or (D) or 
any offense covered by section 241(a)(2)(A)(ii) 
for which both predicate offenses are covered 
by section 241(a)(2)(A)(i), the Attorney Gen-
eral shall have 30 days from the date of the 
order within which to effect the alien’s de-
parture from the United States. The Attor-
ney General shall have sole and unreviewable 
discretion to waive the foregoing provision 
for aliens who are cooperating with law en-
forcement authorities or for purposes of na-
tional security.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act and shall apply 
to cases pending before, on, or after such 
date of enactment. 
SEC. 304. ACCESS TO CERTAIN CONFIDENTIAL IM-

MIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
FILES THROUGH COURT ORDER. 

(a) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION.—Sec-
tion 245A(c)(5) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255a(c)(5)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘except the At-
torney General’’; and 

(2) by inserting after ‘‘Title 13’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘and (ii) may authorize an applica-
tion to a Federal court of competent juris-
diction for, and a judge of such court may 
grant, an order authorizing disclosure of in-
formation contained in the application of 
the alien to be used— 

‘‘(I) for identification of the alien when 
there is reason to believe that the alien has 
been killed or severely incapacitated; or 

‘‘(II) for criminal law enforcement pur-
poses against the alien whose application is 
to be disclosed.’’. 

(b) APPLICATIONS FOR ADJUSTMENT OF STA-
TUS.—Section 210(b) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1160(b)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘, except 
as allowed by a court order issued pursuant 
to paragraph (6) of this subsection’’ after 
‘‘consent of the alien’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (6), by inserting the fol-
lowing sentence before ‘‘Anyone who uses’’: 
‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, 
the Attorney General may authorize an ap-
plication to a Federal court of competent ju-
risdiction for, and a judge of such court may 
grant an order authorizing, disclosure of in-
formation contained in the application of 
the alien to be used for identification of the 

alien when there is reason to believe that the 
alien has been killed or severely incapaci-
tated, or for criminal law enforcement pur-
poses against the alien whose application is 
to be disclosed or to discover information 
leading to the location or identity of the 
alien.’’. 

TITLE IV—CONTROL OF FUNDRAISING 
FOR TERRORISM ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 401. PROHIBITION ON TERRORIST FUND-
RAISING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

‘‘§ 2339B. Fundraising for terrorist organiza-
tions 
‘‘(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.— 
‘‘(1) The Congress finds that— 
‘‘(A) terrorism is a serious and deadly 

problem which threatens the interests of the 
United States overseas and within our terri-
tory; 

‘‘(B) the Nation’s security interests are 
gravely affected by the terrorist attacks car-
ried out overseas against United States Gov-
ernment facilities and officials, and against 
American citizens present in foreign coun-
tries; 

‘‘(C) United States foreign policy and eco-
nomic interests are profoundly affected by 
terrorist acts overseas directed against for-
eign governments and their people; 

‘‘(D) international cooperation is required 
for an effective response to terrorism, as 
demonstrated by the numerous multilateral 
conventions in force providing universal 
prosecutive jurisdiction over persons in-
volved in a variety of terrorist acts, includ-
ing hostage taking, murder of an inter-
nationally protected person, and aircraft pi-
racy and sabotage; 

‘‘(E) some foreign terrorist organizations, 
acting through affiliated groups or individ-
uals, raise significant funds within the 
United States or use the United States as a 
conduit for the receipt of funds raised in 
other nations; and 

‘‘(F) the provision of funds to organiza-
tions that engage in terrorism serves to fa-
cilitate their terrorist endeavors, regardless 
of whether the funds, in whole or in part, are 
intended or claimed to be used for nonviolent 
purposes. 

‘‘(2) The purpose of this section is to pro-
vide the Federal Government the fullest pos-
sible basis, consistent with the Constitution, 
to prevent persons within the United States 
or subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States from providing funds, directly or indi-
rectly, to foreign organizations, including 
subordinate or affiliated persons, that en-
gage in terrorism activities. 

‘‘(b) DESIGNATION.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary of State, after consulta-

tion with the Secretary of the Treasury, is 
authorized to designate under this section 
any foreign organization based on finding 
that— 

‘‘(A) the organization engages in terrorism 
activity as defined in section 212(a)(3)(B) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1182(a)(3)(B)); and 

‘‘(B) the organization’s terrorism activities 
threaten the security of United States citi-
zens, national security, foreign policy, or the 
economy of the United States. 

‘‘(2) Not later than 7 days after making a 
designation under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary of State shall prepare and transmit to 
Congress a report containing a list of the 
designated organizations and a summary of 
the facts underlying the designation. The 
designation shall take effect 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary of State 
submits the report, unless otherwise pro-
vided by law. 
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‘‘(3) A designation or redesignation under 

this subsection shall be in effect for 1 year 
following its effective date, unless revoked 
under paragraph (4). 

‘‘(4)(A) If the Secretary of State, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, finds that the conditions that were the 
basis for any designation issued under this 
subsection have changed in such a manner as 
to warrant revocation of such designation, or 
that the national security, foreign relations, 
or economic interests of the United States so 
warrant, the Secretary of State may revoke 
such designation in whole or in part. 

‘‘(B) Not later than 7 calendar days after 
the Secretary of State finds that an organi-
zation no longer engages in, or supports, ter-
rorism activity, the Secretary of State shall 
prepare and transmit to Congress a supple-
mental report stating the reasons for the 
finding. 

‘‘(5) Any designation, or revocation of a 
designation, issued under this subsection 
shall be published in the Federal Register 
not later than 7 calendar days after the Sec-
retary of State makes the designation. 

‘‘(6) Not later than 7 calendar days after 
making a designation under this subsection, 
the Secretary of State shall give the organi-
zation actual notice of— 

‘‘(A) the designation; 
‘‘(B) the consequences of the designation 

for the organization’s ability to raise funds 
in the United States; and 

‘‘(C) the availability of judicial review. 
‘‘(7) Any revocation or lapsing of a designa-

tion shall not affect any action or proceeding 
based on any conduct committed prior to the 
effective date of such revocation or lapsing. 

‘‘(8) Classified information may be used in 
making a designation under this subsection. 
Such information shall not be disclosed to 
the public or to any party, but may be dis-
closed to a court ex parte and in camera. 

‘‘(9) No question concerning the validity of 
the issuance of a designation issued under 
this subsection may be raised by a defendant 
in a criminal prosecution as a defense in or 
as an objection to any trial or hearing if 
such designation was issued and published in 
the Federal Register. 

‘‘(c) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
‘‘(1) Organizations designated by the Sec-

retary of State as engaging in, or supporting, 
terrorism activities under this section may 
seek review of the designation in the District 
Court for the District of Columbia not later 
than 60 days after publication of such des-
ignation in the Federal Register. 

‘‘(2) In reviewing a designation under this 
subsection, the court shall receive relevant 
oral or documentary evidence, unless the 
court finds that the probative value is sub-
stantially outweighed by the danger of un-
fair prejudice, confusion of the issues, or 
considerations of undue delay, waste of time, 
or needless presentation of cumulative evi-
dence, or unless its introduction or consider-
ation is prohibited by a common law privi-
lege or by the Constitution or laws of the 
United States. A party shall be entitled to 
present its case or defense by oral or docu-
mentary evidence, to submit rebuttal evi-
dence, and to conduct such cross-examina-
tion as may be required for a full and true 
disclosure of the facts. 

‘‘(3) The judge shall authorize the intro-
duction in camera and ex parte of any item 
of evidence containing classified information 
for which the Attorney General determines 
that public disclosure would pose a risk to 
the national security of the United States. 
With respect to such evidence, the Attorney 
General shall submit to the court either— 

‘‘(A) a statement identifying relevant facts 
that the specific evidence would tend to 
prove; or 

‘‘(B) an unclassified summary of the spe-
cific evidence prepared in accordance with 
paragraph (5). 

‘‘(4)(A)(i) The Secretary of State shall have 
the burden of demonstrating that there are 
specific and articulable facts giving reason 
to believe that the organization engages in 
or supports terrorism activity (as that term 
is defined in section 212(a)(3)(B)). 

‘‘(ii) The organization shall have the bur-
den of proving that its purpose is to engage 
in religious, charitable, literary, edu-
cational, or nonterrorism activities and that 
it engages in such activities. 

‘‘(iii) The Secretary shall have the burden 
of proving that the control group of the or-
ganization has actual knowledge that the or-
ganization or its resources are being used for 
terrorism activities. 

‘‘(iv) If any portion of the Secretary’s evi-
dence consists of classified information that 
cannot be revealed to the organization for 
national security reasons, the Secretary 
must prove these elements by clear and con-
vincing evidence. 

‘‘(B) If the court finds, under the standards 
stated in subparagraph (A) that the control 
group of the organization has actual knowl-
edge that the organization or its resources 
are being used for terrorism activities, the 
court shall affirm the designation of the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(C)(i) If the court finds by a preponder-
ance of the evidence that the organization or 
its resources have been used for terrorism 
activities without the knowledge of the con-
trol group, but that the control group is now 
aware of these facts, the court may condi-
tion revocation of the designation on the 
control group’s undertaking or completing 
all steps within its power to prevent the or-
ganization or its resources from being used 
for terrorism activities. Such steps may in-
clude— 

‘‘(I) maintaining financial records ade-
quate to document the use of the organiza-
tion’s resources; and 

‘‘(II) making records available to the Sec-
retary for inspection. 

‘‘(ii) If a designation is revoked under sub-
section (B)(4) and the organization fails to 
comply with any condition imposed, the des-
ignation may be reinstated by the Secretary 
of State upon a showing that the organiza-
tion failed to comply with the condition. 

‘‘(5)(A) The information submitted under 
paragraph (3)(B) shall contain an unclassi-
fied summary of the classified information 
that does not pose a risk to national secu-
rity. 

‘‘(B) The judge shall approve the unclassi-
fied summary if the judge finds that the 
summary is sufficient to inform the organi-
zation of the activities described in section 
212(a)(3)(B) in which the organization is al-
leged to engage, and to permit the organiza-
tion to defend against the designation. 

‘‘(C) The Attorney General shall cause to 
be delivered to the organization a copy of the 
unclassified summary approved under sub-
paragraph (B). 

‘‘(6) The court shall decide the case on the 
basis of the evidence on the record as a 
whole, in camera or otherwise. 

‘‘(d) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—It shall be 
unlawful for any person within the United 
States, or any person subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States anywhere, to di-
rectly or indirectly, raise, receive, or collect 
on behalf of, or furnish, give, transmit, 
transfer, or provide funds to or for an organi-
zation or person designated by the Secretary 
of State under subsection (b), or to attempt 
to do any of the foregoing. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) Except as authorized by the Secretary 
of State, after consultation with the Sec-

retary of the Treasury, by means of direc-
tives, regulations, or licenses, any financial 
institution that becomes aware that it has 
possession of or control over any funds in 
which an organization or person designated 
under subsection (b) has an interest, shall— 

‘‘(A) retain possession of or maintain con-
trol over such funds; and 

‘‘(B) report to the Secretary the existence 
of such funds in accordance with the regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) Any financial institution that know-
ingly fails to report to the Secretary the ex-
istence of such funds shall be subject to a 
civil penalty of $250 per day for each day 
that it fails to report to the Secretary— 

‘‘(A) in the case of funds being possessed or 
controlled at the time of the designation of 
the organization or person, within 10 days 
after the designation; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of funds whose possession 
of or control over arose after the designation 
of the organization or person, within 10 days 
after the financial institution obtained pos-
session of or control over the funds. 

‘‘(f) INVESTIGATIONS.—Any investigation 
emanating from a possible violation of this 
section shall be conducted by the Attorney 
General, except that investigations relating 
to— 

‘‘(1) a financial institution’s compliance 
with the requirements of subsection (e); and 

‘‘(2) civil penalty proceedings authorized 
pursuant to subsection (g)(2), 

shall be conducted in coordination with the 
Attorney General by the office within the 
Department of the Treasury responsible for 
civil penalty proceedings authorized by this 
section. Any evidence of a criminal violation 
of this section arising in the course of an in-
vestigation by the Secretary or any other 
Federal agency shall be referred imme-
diately to the Attorney General for further 
investigation. The Attorney General shall 
timely notify the Secretary of any action 
taken on referrals from the Secretary, and 
may refer investigations to the Secretary for 
remedial licensing or civil penalty action. 

‘‘(g) PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) Any person who, with knowledge that 

the donee is a designated entity, violates 
subsection (d) shall be fined under this title, 
or imprisoned for up to ten years, or both. 

‘‘(2) Any financial institution that know-
ingly fails to comply with subsection (e), or 
by regulations promulgated thereunder, 
shall be subject to a civil penalty of $50,000 
per violation, or twice the amount of money 
of which the financial institution was re-
quired to retain possession or control, which-
ever is greater. 

‘‘(h) INJUNCTION.— 
‘‘(1) Whenever it appears to the Secretary 

or the Attorney General that any person is 
engaged in, or is about to engage in, any act 
which constitutes, or would constitute, a 
violation of this section, the Attorney Gen-
eral may initiate civil action in a district 
court of the United States to enjoin such 
violation. 

‘‘(2) A proceeding under this subsection is 
governed by the Federal Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure, except that, if an indictment has 
been returned against the respondent, dis-
covery is governed by the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure. 

‘‘(i) EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.— 
There is extraterritorial Federal jurisdiction 
over an offense under this section. 

‘‘(j) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION IN CIVIL PRO-
CEEDINGS BROUGHT BY THE UNITED STATES.— 

‘‘(1) DISCOVERY OF CLASSIFIED INFORMATION 
BY DEFENDANTS.—A court, upon a sufficient 
showing, may authorize the United States to 
delete specified items of classified informa-
tion from documents to be introduced into 
evidence or made available to the defendant 
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through discovery under the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, to substitute an unclassified 
summary of the information for such classi-
fied documents, or to substitute a statement 
admitting relevant facts that the classified 
information would tend to prove. The court 
shall permit the United States to make a re-
quest for such authorization in the form of a 
written statement to be inspected by the 
court alone. If the court enters an order 
granting relief following such an ex parte 
showing, the entire text of the statement of 
the United States shall be sealed and pre-
served in the records of the court to be made 
available to the appellate court in the event 
of an appeal. If the court enters an order de-
nying relief to the United States under this 
paragraph, the United States may take an 
immediate, interlocutory appeal in accord-
ance with the provisions of paragraph (3). 
For purposes of such an appeal, the entire 
text of the underlying written statement of 
the United States, together with any tran-
scripts of arguments made ex parte to the 
court in connection therewith, shall be 
maintained under seal and delivered to the 
appellate court. 

‘‘(2) INTRODUCTION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION; PRECAUTIONS BY COURT.— 

‘‘(A) EXHIBITS.—The United States, to pre-
vent unnecessary or inadvertent disclosure 
of classified information in a civil trial or 
other proceeding brought by the United 
States under this section, may petition the 
court ex parte to admit, in lieu of classified 
writings, recordings or photographs, one or 
more of the following: 

‘‘(i) copies of those items from which clas-
sified information has been deleted; 

‘‘(ii) stipulations admitting relevant facts 
that specific classified information would 
tend to prove; or 

‘‘(iii) an unclassified summary of the spe-
cific classified information. 
The court shall grant such a motion of the 
United States if the court finds that the re-
dacted item, stipulation, or unclassified 
summary will provide the defendant with 
substantially the same ability to make his 
defense as would disclosure of the specific 
classified information. 

‘‘(B) TAKING OF TRIAL TESTIMONY.—During 
the examination of a witness in any civil 
proceeding brought by the United States 
under this section, the United States may 
object to any question or line of inquiry that 
may require the witness to disclose classified 
information not previously found to be ad-
missible. Following such an objection, the 
court shall take suitable action to determine 
whether the response is admissible and, in 
doing so, shall take precautions to guard 
against the compromise of any classified in-
formation. Such action may include permit-
ting the United States to provide the court, 
ex parte, with a proffer of the witness’s re-
sponse to the question or line of inquiry, and 
requiring the defendant to provide the court 
with a proffer of the nature of the informa-
tion the defendant seeks to elicit. 

‘‘(C) APPEAL.—If the court enters an order 
denying relief to the United States under 
this subsection, the United States may take 
an immediate interlocutory appeal in ac-
cordance with paragraph (3). 

‘‘(3) INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL.— 
‘‘(A) An interlocutory appeal by the United 

States shall lie to a court of appeals from a 
decision or order of a district court— 

‘‘(i) authorizing the disclosure of classified 
information; 

‘‘(ii) imposing sanctions for nondisclosure 
of classified information; or 

‘‘(iii) refusing a protective order sought by 
the United States to prevent the disclosure 
of classified information. 

‘‘(B) An appeal taken pursuant to this 
paragraph either before or during trial shall 

be expedited by the court of appeals. Prior to 
trial, an appeal shall be taken not later than 
10 days after the decision or order appealed 
from, and the trial shall not commence until 
the appeal is resolved. If an appeal is taken 
during trial, the trial court shall adjourn the 
trial until the appeal is resolved. The court 
of appeals— 

‘‘(i) shall hear argument on such appeal 
not later than 4 days after the adjournment 
of the trial; 

‘‘(ii) may dispense with written briefs 
other than the supporting materials pre-
viously submitted to the trial court; 

‘‘(iii) shall render its decision not later 
than 4 days after argument on appeal; and 

‘‘(iv) may dispense with the issuance of a 
written opinion in rendering its decision. 

‘‘(C) An interlocutory appeal and decision 
under this paragraph shall not affect the 
right of the defendant, in a subsequent ap-
peal from a final judgment, to claim as 
error, reversal by the trial court on remand 
of a ruling appealed from during trial. 

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall prevent the United States from 
seeking protective orders or asserting privi-
leges ordinarily available to the United 
States to protect against the disclosure of 
classified information, including the invoca-
tion of the military and State secrets privi-
lege. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘classified information’ 
means any information or material that has 
been determined by the United States Gov-
ernment pursuant to an Executive order, 
statute, or regulation, to require protection 
against unauthorized disclosure for reasons 
of national security and any restricted data, 
as defined in paragraph (r) of section 11 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 
2014(y)); 

‘‘(2)(A) the term ‘control group’ means the 
officers or agents charged with directing the 
affairs of the organization; 

‘‘(B) if a single officer or agent is author-
ized to conduct the affairs of the organiza-
tion, the knowledge of the officer or agent 
that the organization or its resources are 
being used for terrorism activities shall con-
stitute knowledge of the control group; 

‘‘(C) if a single officer or agent is a member 
of a group empowered to conduct the affairs 
of the organization but cannot conduct the 
affairs of the organization on his or her own 
authority, that person’s knowledge shall not 
constitute knowledge by the control group 
unless that person’s knowledge is shared by 
a sufficient number of members of the group 
so that the group with knowledge has the au-
thority to conduct the affairs of the organi-
zation; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘financial institution’ has the 
meaning prescribed in section 5312(a)(2) of 
title 31, United States Code, including any 
regulations promulgated thereunder; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘funds’ includes coin or cur-
rency of the United States or any other 
country, traveler’s checks, personal checks, 
bank checks, money orders, stocks, bonds, 
debentures, drafts, letters of credit, any 
other negotiable instrument, and any elec-
tronic representation of any of the foregoing; 

‘‘(5) the term ‘national security’ means the 
national defense and foreign relations of the 
United States; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘person’ includes an indi-
vidual, partnership, association, group, cor-
poration, or other organization; 

‘‘(7) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of the Treasury; and 

‘‘(8) the term ‘United States’, when used in 
a geographical sense, includes all common-
wealths, territories, and possessions of the 
United States.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 113B of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new item: 
‘‘2339B. Fundraising for terrorist organiza-

tions.’’. 
(c) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION IN CIVIL PRO-

CEEDINGS.—Section 2339B(k) of title 18, 
United States Code (relating to classified in-
formation in civil proceedings brought by 
the United States), shall also be applicable 
to civil proceedings brought by the United 
States under the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 
SEC. 402. CORRECTION TO MATERIAL SUPPORT 

PROVISION. 
Section 2339A of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 2339A. Providing material support to ter-

rorists 
‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, ‘material 

support or resources’ means currency or 
other financial securities, financial services, 
lodging, training, safehouses, false docu-
mentation or identification, communica-
tions equipment, facilities, weapons, lethal 
substances, explosives, personnel, transpor-
tation, and other physical assets, but does 
not include humanitarian assistance to per-
sons not directly involved in such violations. 

‘‘(b) OFFENSE.—A person who, within the 
United States, provides material support or 
resources or conceals or disguises the nature, 
location, source, or ownership of material 
support or resources, knowing or intending 
that they are to be used in preparation for, 
or in carrying out, a violation of section 32, 
37, 351, 844(f) or (i), 956, 1114, 1116, 1203, 1361, 
1363, 1751, 2280, 2281, 2332, or 2332a of this title 
or section 46502 of title 49, or in preparation 
for or carrying out the concealment or an es-
cape from the commission of any such viola-
tion, shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 10 years, or both.’’. 
TITLE V—ASSISTANCE TO FEDERAL LAW 

ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 
Subtitle A—Antiterrorism Assistance 

SEC. 501. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN CONSUMER 
REPORTS TO THE FEDERAL BUREAU 
OF INVESTIGATION FOR FOREIGN 
COUNTERINTELLIGENCE INVES-
TIGATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Credit Report-
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended by 
adding after section 623 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 624. DISCLOSURES TO THE FEDERAL BU-

REAU OF INVESTIGATION FOR FOR-
EIGN COUNTERINTELLIGENCE PUR-
POSES. 

‘‘(a) IDENTITY OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.— 
(1) Notwithstanding section 604 or any other 
provision of this title, a court or magistrate 
judge may issue an order ex parte directing 
a consumer reporting agency to furnish to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation the 
names and addresses of all financial institu-
tions (as that term is defined in section 1101 
of the Right to Financial Privacy Act of 
1978) at which a consumer maintains or has 
maintained an account, to the extent that 
information is in the files of the agency. The 
court or magistrate judge shall issue the 
order if the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, or the Director’s designee, 
certifies in writing to the court or mag-
istrate judge that— 

‘‘(A) such information is necessary for the 
conduct of an authorized foreign counter-
intelligence investigation; and 

‘‘(B) there are specific and articulable facts 
giving reason to believe that the consumer— 

‘‘(i) is a foreign power (as defined in sec-
tion 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act of 1978) or a person who is not a 
United States person (as defined in such sec-
tion 101) and is an official of a foreign power; 
or 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00157 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7562 May 25, 1995 
‘‘(ii) is an agent of a foreign power and is 

engaging or has engaged in international ter-
rorism (as that term is defined in section 
101(c) of the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act of 1978) or clandestine intelligence 
activities that involve or may involve a vio-
lation of criminal statutes of the United 
States. 

‘‘(2) An order issued under this subsection 
shall not disclose that it is issued for pur-
poses of a counterintelligence investigation. 

‘‘(b) IDENTIFYING INFORMATION.—(1) Not-
withstanding section 604 or any other provi-
sion of this title, a court or magistrate judge 
shall issue an order ex parte directing a con-
sumer reporting agency to furnish identi-
fying information respecting a consumer, 
limited to name, address, former addresses, 
places of employment, or former places of 
employment, to the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. The court or magistrate judge shall 
issue the order if the Director or the Direc-
tor’s designee, certifies in writing that— 

‘‘(A) such information is necessary to the 
conduct of an authorized foreign counter-
intelligence investigation; and 

‘‘(B) there is information giving reason to 
believe that the consumer has been, or is 
about to be, in contact with a foreign power 
or an agent of a foreign power (as defined in 
section 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978). 

‘‘(2) An order issued under this subsection 
shall not disclose that it is issued for pur-
poses of a counterintelligence investigation. 

‘‘(c) COURT ORDER FOR DISCLOSURE OF CON-
SUMER REPORTS.—(1) Notwithstanding sec-
tion 604 or any other provision of this title, 
if requested in writing by the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, or an au-
thorized designee of the Director, a court 
may issue an order ex parte directing a con-
sumer reporting agency to furnish a con-
sumer report to the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, upon a showing in camera that— 

‘‘(A) the consumer report is necessary for 
the conduct of an authorized foreign coun-
terintelligence investigation; and 

‘‘(B) there are specific and articulable facts 
giving reason to believe that the consumer 
whose consumer report is sought— 

‘‘(i) is an agent of a foreign power; and 
‘‘(ii) is engaging or has engaged in inter-

national terrorism (as that term is defined in 
section 101(c) of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978) or clandestine in-
telligence activities that involve or may in-
volve a violation of criminal statutes of the 
United States. 

‘‘(2) An order issued under this subsection 
shall not disclose that it is issued for pur-
poses of a counterintelligence investigation. 

‘‘(d) CONFIDENTIALITY.—(1) No consumer re-
porting agency or officer, employee, or agent 
of a consumer reporting agency shall dis-
close to any person, other than officers, em-
ployees, or agents of a consumer reporting 
agency necessary to fulfill the requirement 
to disclose information to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation under this section, that 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation has 
sought or obtained the identity of financial 
institutions or a consumer report respecting 
any consumer under subsection (a), (b), or 
(c). 

‘‘(2) No consumer reporting agency or offi-
cer, employee, or agent of a consumer re-
porting agency shall include in any con-
sumer report any information that would in-
dicate that the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion has sought or obtained such information 
or a consumer report. 

‘‘(e) PAYMENT OF FEES.—The Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation is authorized, subject 
to the availability of appropriations, pay to 
the consumer reporting agency assembling 
or providing reports or information in ac-
cordance with procedures established under 

this section, a fee for reimbursement for 
such costs as are reasonably necessary and 
which have been directly incurred in search-
ing, reproducing, or transporting books, pa-
pers, records, or other data required or re-
quested to be produced under this section. 

‘‘(f) LIMIT ON DISSEMINATION.—The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation may not disseminate 
information obtained pursuant to this sec-
tion outside of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, except— 

‘‘(1) to the Department of Justice, as may 
be necessary for the approval or conduct of a 
foreign counterintelligence investigation; or 

‘‘(2) where the information concerns a per-
son subject to the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice, to appropriate investigative au-
thorities within the military department 
concerned as may be necessary for the con-
duct of a joint foreign counterintelligence 
investigation. 

‘‘(g) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to prohibit in-
formation from being furnished by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation pursuant to a 
subpoena or court order, or in connection 
with a judicial or administrative proceeding 
to enforce the provisions of this Act. Noth-
ing in this section shall be construed to au-
thorize or permit the withholding of infor-
mation from the Congress. 

‘‘(h) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—On an annual 
basis, the Attorney General shall fully in-
form the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate 
concerning all requests made pursuant to 
subsections (a), (b), and (c). 

‘‘(i) DAMAGES.—Any agency or department 
of the United States obtaining or disclosing 
any consumer reports, records, or informa-
tion contained therein in violation of this 
section is liable to the consumer to whom 
such consumer reports, records, or informa-
tion relate in an amount equal to the sum 
of— 

‘‘(1) $100, without regard to the volume of 
consumer reports, records, or information in-
volved; 

‘‘(2) any actual damages sustained by the 
consumer as a result of the disclosure; 

‘‘(3) if the violation is found to have been 
willful or intentional, such punitive damages 
as a court may allow; and 

‘‘(4) in the case of any successful action to 
enforce liability under this subsection, the 
costs of the action, together with reasonable 
attorney fees, as determined by the court. 

‘‘(j) DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS FOR VIOLA-
TIONS.—If a court determines that any agen-
cy or department of the United States has 
violated any provision of this section and the 
court finds that the circumstances sur-
rounding the violation raise questions of 
whether or not an officer or employee of the 
agency or department acted willfully or in-
tentionally with respect to the violation, the 
agency or department shall promptly ini-
tiate a proceeding to determine whether or 
not disciplinary action is warranted against 
the officer or employee who was responsible 
for the violation. 

‘‘(k) GOOD-FAITH EXCEPTION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this title, 
any consumer reporting agency or agent or 
employee thereof making disclosure of con-
sumer reports or identifying information 
pursuant to this subsection in good-faith re-
liance upon a certification of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation pursuant to provisions 
of this section shall not be liable to any per-
son for such disclosure under this title, the 
constitution of any State, or any law or reg-
ulation of any State or any political subdivi-
sion of any State notwithstanding. 

‘‘(l) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—In addition to any 
other remedy contained in this section, in-
junctive relief shall be available to require 
compliance with the procedures of this sec-
tion. In the event of any successful action 
under this subsection, costs together with 
reasonable attorney fees, as determined by 
the court, may be recovered.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a et seq.) is 
amended by adding after the item relating to 
section 623 the following new item: 
‘‘624. Disclosures to the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation for foreign coun-
terintelligence purposes.’’. 

SEC. 502. ACCESS TO RECORDS OF COMMON CAR-
RIERS, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION 
FACILITIES, PHYSICAL STORAGE FA-
CILITIES, AND VEHICLE RENTAL FA-
CILITIES IN FOREIGN COUNTER-
INTELLIGENCE AND 
COUNTERTERRORISM CASES. 

Title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after chapter 121 the following new 
chapter: 

‘‘CHAPTER 122—ACCESS TO CERTAIN 
RECORDS 

‘‘§ 2720. Access to records of common carriers, 
public accommodation facilities, physical 
storage facilities, and vehicle rental facili-
ties in counterintelligence and 
counterterrorism cases 
‘‘(a)(1) A court or magistrate judge may 

issue an order ex parte directing any com-
mon carrier, public accommodation facility, 
physical storage facility, or vehicle rental 
facility to furnish any records in its posses-
sion to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
The court or magistrate judge shall issue the 
order if the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation or the Director’s designee 
(whose rank shall be no lower than Assistant 
Special Agent in Charge) certifies in writing 
that— 

‘‘(A) such records are sought for foreign 
counterintelligence purposes; and 

‘‘(B) there are specific and articulable facts 
giving reason to believe that the person to 
whom the records pertain is a foreign power 
or an agent of a foreign power as defined in 
section 101 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 801). 

‘‘(2) An order issued under this subsection 
shall not disclose that it is issued for pur-
poses of a counterintelligence investigation. 

‘‘(b) No common carrier, public accommo-
dation facility, physical storage facility, or 
vehicle rental facility, or any officer, em-
ployee, or agent of such common carrier, 
public accommodation facility, physical 
storage facility, or vehicle rental facility, 
shall disclose to any person, other than 
those officers, agents, or employees of the 
common carrier, public accommodation fa-
cility, physical storage facility, or vehicle 
rental facility necessary to fulfill the re-
quirement to disclose the information to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation under this 
section. 

‘‘(c) As used in this chapter— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘common carrier’ means a lo-

comotive, rail carrier, bus carrying pas-
sengers, water common carrier, air common 
carrier, or private commercial interstate 
carrier for the delivery of packages and 
other objects; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘public accommodation facil-
ity’ means any inn, hotel, motel, or other es-
tablishment that provides lodging to tran-
sient guests; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘physical storage facility’ 
means any business or entity that provides 
space for the storage of goods or materials, 
or services related to the storage of goods or 
materials, to the public or any segment 
thereof; and 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00158 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7563 May 25, 1995 
‘‘(4) the term ‘vehicle rental facility’ 

means any person or entity that provides ve-
hicles for rent, lease, loan, or other similar 
use, to the public or any segment thereof.’’. 
SEC. 503. INCREASE IN MAXIMUM REWARDS FOR 

INFORMATION CONCERNING INTER-
NATIONAL TERRORISM. 

(a) TERRORISM ABROAD.—Section 36 of the 
State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2708) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking 
‘‘$2,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g), by striking 
‘‘$5,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000. 

(b) DOMESTIC TERRORISM.—Title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 3072, by striking ‘‘$500,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000’’; and 

(2) in section 3075, by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000’’. 

(c) GENERAL REWARD AUTHORITY OF THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 203 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
immediately after section 3059A the fol-
lowing section: 
‘‘§ 3059B. General reward authority 

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Attorney General may pay re-
wards and receive from any department or 
agency funds for the payment of rewards 
under this section to any individual who as-
sists the Department of Justice in per-
forming its functions. 

‘‘(b) Not later than 30 days after author-
izing a reward under this section that ex-
ceeds $100,000, the Attorney General shall 
give notice to the respective chairmen of the 
Committees on Appropriations and the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. 

‘‘(c) A determination made by the Attor-
ney General to authorize an award under this 
section and the amount of any reward au-
thorized shall be final and conclusive, and 
not subject to judicial review.’’. 

Subtitle B—Intelligence and Investigation 
Enhancements 

SEC. 511. STUDY AND REPORT ON ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE. 

(a) STUDY.—The Attorney General and the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion shall study all applicable laws and 
guidelines relating to electronic surveillance 
and the use of pen registers and other trap 
and trace devices. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attor-
ney General shall submit a report to the 
Congress that includes— 

(1) the findings of the study conducted pur-
suant to subsection (a); 

(2) recommendations for the use of elec-
tronic devices in conducting surveillance of 
terrorist or other criminal organizations, 
and for any modifications in the law nec-
essary to enable the Federal Government to 
fulfill its law enforcement responsibilities 
within appropriate constitutional param-
eters; and 

(3) a summary of efforts to use current 
wiretap authority, including detailed exam-
ples of situations in which expanded author-
ity would have enabled law enforcement au-
thorities to fulfill their responsibilities. 
SEC. 512. AUTHORIZATION FOR INTERCEPTIONS 

OF COMMUNICATIONS IN CERTAIN 
TERRORISM RELATED OFFENSES. 

Section 2516(1) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (c)— 
(A) by inserting before ‘‘or section 1992 (re-

lating to wrecking trains)’’ the following: 
‘‘section 2332 (relating to terrorist acts 
abroad), section 2332a (relating to weapons of 
mass destruction, section 2332b (relating to 
acts of terrorism transcending national 

boundaries), section 2339A (relating to pro-
viding material support to terrorists), sec-
tion 37 (relating to violence at international 
airports),’’; and 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘section 175 (relating 
to biological weapons),’’ the following: ‘‘or a 
felony violation under section 1028 (relating 
to production of false identification docu-
mentation), sections 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, and 
1546 (relating to passport and visa of-
fenses),’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (o), as so redesignated by section 
512(a)(2); 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (p), as so re-
designated by section 512(a)(2), as paragraph 
(s); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (o), as so 
redesignated by section 512(a)(2), the fol-
lowing new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(p) any violation of section 956 or section 
960 of title 18, United States Code (relating 
to certain actions against foreign nations); 

‘‘(q) any violation of section 46502 of title 
49, United States Code; and’’. 
SEC. 513. REQUIREMENT TO PRESERVE EVI-

DENCE. 
Section 2703 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(f) REQUIREMENT TO PRESERVE EVI-
DENCE.—A provider of wire or electronic 
communication services or a remote com-
puting service, upon the request of a govern-
mental entity, shall take all necessary steps 
to preserve records and other evidence in its 
possession pending the issuance of a court 
order or other process. Such records shall be 
retained for a period of 90 days, which period 
shall be extended for an additional 90-day pe-
riod upon a renewed request by the govern-
mental entity.’’. 

Subtitle C—Additional Funding for Law 
Enforcement 

SEC. 521. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
ASSISTANCE TO COMBAT TER-
RORISM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—With funds made avail-
able pursuant to subsection (b), the Attorney 
General shall— 

(1) develop digital telephony technology; 
(2) support and enhance the technical sup-

port center and tactical operations; 
(3) create a Federal Bureau of Investiga-

tion counterterrorism and counterintel-
ligence fund for costs associated with ter-
rorism cases; and 

(4) expand and improve the instructional, 
operational support, and construction of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation academy. 

(5) construct an FBI laboratory, provide 
laboratory examination support, and provide 
for a Command Center; 

(6) make funds available to the chief execu-
tive officer of each State to carry out the ac-
tivities described in subsection (d); and 

(7) enhance personnel to support 
counterterrorism activities. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
the activities of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, to help meet the increased demands 
for activities to combat terrorism— 

(1) $300,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
(2) $225,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
(3) $328,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
(4) $190,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
(5) $183,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available pur-

suant to subsection (b), in any fiscal year, 
shall remain available until expended. 

(d) STATE GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any funds made available 

for purposes of subsection (a)(6) may be ex-
pended— 

(A) by the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to— 

(i) hire new agents; and 
(ii) expand the combined DNA Identifica-

tion System (CODIS) to include Federal 
crimes and crimes committed in the District 
of Columbia; and 

(B) by the Attorney General, in consulta-
tion with the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to make funds available to 
the chief executive officer of each State to 
carry out the activities described in para-
graph (2). 

(2) GRANT PROGRAM.— 
(A) USE OF FUNDS.—The executive officer of 

each State shall use any funds made avail-
able under paragraph (1)(B) in conjunction 
with units of local government, other States, 
or combinations thereof, to carry out all or 
part of a program to establish, develop, up-
date, or upgrade— 

(i) computerized identification systems 
that are compatible and integrated with the 
databases of the National Crime Information 
Center of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion; 

(ii) ballistics identification programs that 
are compatible and integrated with the 
Drugfire Program of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation; 

(iii) the capability to analyze 
deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) in a forensic 
laboratory in ways that are compatible and 
integrated with the combined DNA Identi-
fication System (CODIS) of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation; and 

(iv) automated fingerprint identification 
systems that are compatible and integrated 
with the Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System (IAFIS) of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

(B) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
funds under this paragraph, a State shall re-
quire that each person convicted of a felony 
of a sexual nature shall provide a sample of 
blood, saliva, or other specimen necessary to 
conduct a DNA analysis consistent with the 
standards established for DNA testing by the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. 

(C) INTERSTATE COMPACTS.—A State may 
enter into a compact or compacts with an-
other State or States to carry out this sub-
section. 

(D) ALLOCATION.—The Attorney General 
shall allocate funds made available under 
this subsection to each State based on the 
population of the State as reported in the 
most recent decennial census of the popu-
lation. 
SEC. 522. AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL AP-

PROPRIATIONS FOR THE UNITED 
STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated for the activities of the 
United States Customs Service, to help meet 
the increased needs of the United States Cus-
toms Service— 

(1) $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
(2) $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
(3) $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
(4) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
(5) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 

available pursuant to subsection (a), in any 
fiscal year, shall remain available until ex-
pended. 
SEC. 523. AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL AP-

PROPRIATIONS FOR THE IMMIGRA-
TION AND NATURALIZATION SERV-
ICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated for the activities of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, to 
help meet the increased needs of the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service $5,000,000 
for each of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, and 2000. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 
available pursuant to subsection (a), in any 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00159 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7564 May 25, 1995 
fiscal year, shall remain available until ex-
pended. 
SEC. 524. DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRA-

TION. 
(a) ACTIVITIES OF DRUG ENFORCEMENT AD-

MINISTRATION.—With funds made available 
pursuant to subsection (b), the Attorney 
General shall— 

(1) fund antiviolence crime initiatives; 
(2) fund major violators’ initiatives; and 
(3) enhance or replace infrastructure. 
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, to 
help meet the increased needs of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration— 

(1) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
(2) $70,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
(3) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
(4) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
(5) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made 

available pursuant to this section, in any fis-
cal year, shall remain available until ex-
pended. 
SEC. 525. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall (1) hire additional Assistant 
United States Attorneys, and (2) provide for 
increased security at courthouses and other 
facilities housing Federal workers. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the activities of the Depart-
ment of Justice, to hire additional Assistant 
United States Attorneys and provide in-
creased security to meet the needs resulting 
from this Act $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 
SEC. 526. FUNDING SOURCE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funding for authorizations provided in 
this subtitle may be paid for out of the Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Trust Fund. 
SEC. 527. DETERRENT AGAINST TERRORIST AC-

TIVITY DAMAGING A FEDERAL IN-
TEREST COMPUTER. 

The United States Sentencing Commission 
shall review existing guideline levels as they 
apply to sections 1030(a)(4) and 1030(a)(5) of 
Title 18, United States Code, and report to 
Congress on their findings as to their deter-
rent effect within 60 calendar days. Further-
more, the Commission shall promulgate 
guideline amendments that will ensure that 
individuals convicted under sections 
1030(a)(4) and 1030(a)(5) of Title 18, United 
States Code, are incarcerated for not less 
than 6 months. 

TITLE VI—CRIMINAL PROCEDURAL 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Subtitle A—Habeas Corpus Reform 
SEC. 601. FILING DEADLINES. 

Section 2244 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d)(1) A 1-year period of limitation shall 
apply to an application for a writ of habeas 
corpus by a person in custody pursuant to 
the judgment of a State court. The limita-
tion period shall run from the latest of— 

‘‘(A) the date on which the judgment be-
came final by the conclusion of direct review 
or the expiration of the time for seeking 
such review; 

‘‘(B) the date on which the impediment to 
filing an application created by State action 
in violation of the Constitution or laws of 
the United States is removed, if the appli-
cant was prevented from filing by such State 
action; 

‘‘(C) the date on which the constitutional 
right asserted was initially recognized by the 
Supreme Court, if the right has been newly 
recognized by the Supreme Court and made 

retroactively applicable to cases on collat-
eral review; or 

‘‘(D) the date on which the factual predi-
cate of the claim or claims presented could 
have been discovered through the exercise of 
due diligence. 

‘‘(2) The time during which a properly filed 
application for State post-conviction or 
other collateral review with respect to the 
pertinent judgment or claim shall not be 
counted toward any period of limitation 
under this subsection.’’. 
SEC. 602. APPEAL. 

Section 2253 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 2253. Appeal 

‘‘(a) In a habeas corpus proceeding or a 
proceeding under section 2255 before a dis-
trict judge, the final order shall be subject to 
review, on appeal, by the court of appeals for 
the circuit in which the proceeding is held. 

‘‘(b) There shall be no right of appeal from 
a final order in a proceeding to test the va-
lidity of a warrant to remove to another dis-
trict or place for commitment or trial a per-
son charged with a criminal offense against 
the United States, or to test the validity of 
such person’s detention pending removal pro-
ceedings. 

‘‘(c)(1) Unless a circuit justice or judge 
issues a certificate of appealability, an ap-
peal may not be taken to the court of ap-
peals from— 

‘‘(A) the final order in a habeas corpus pro-
ceeding in which the detention complained 
of arises out of process issued by a State 
court; or 

‘‘(B) the final order in a proceeding under 
section 2255. 

‘‘(2) A certificate of appealability may 
issue under paragraph (1) only if the appli-
cant has made a substantial showing of the 
denial of a constitutional right. 

‘‘(3) The certificate of appealability under 
paragraph (1) shall indicate which specific 
issue or issues satisfy the showing required 
by paragraph (2).’’. 
SEC. 603. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RULES OF 

APPELLATE PROCEDURE. 
Rule 22 of the Federal Rules of Appellate 

Procedure is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Rule 22. Habeas corpus and section 2255 
proceedings 

‘‘(a) APPLICATION FOR THE ORIGINAL WRIT.— 
An application for a writ of habeas corpus 
shall be made to the appropriate district 
court. If application is made to a circuit 
judge, the application shall be transferred to 
the appropriate district court. If an applica-
tion is made to or transferred to the district 
court and denied, renewal of the application 
before a circuit judge shall not be permitted. 
The applicant may, pursuant to section 2253 
of title 28, United States Code, appeal to the 
appropriate court of appeals from the order 
of the district court denying the writ. 

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATE OF APPEALABILITY.—In a 
habeas corpus proceeding in which the deten-
tion complained of arises out of process 
issued by a State court, an appeal by the ap-
plicant for the writ may not proceed unless 
a district or a circuit judge issues a certifi-
cate of appealability pursuant to section 
2253(c) of title 28, United States Code. If an 
appeal is taken by the applicant, the district 
judge who rendered the judgment shall ei-
ther issue a certificate of appealability or 
state the reasons why such a certificate 
should not issue. The certificate or the state-
ment shall be forwarded to the court of ap-
peals with the notice of appeal and the file of 
the proceedings in the district court. If the 
district judge has denied the certificate, the 
applicant for the writ may then request 
issuance of the certificate by a circuit judge. 
If such a request is addressed to the court of 
appeals, it shall be deemed addressed to the 

judges thereof and shall be considered by a 
circuit judge or judges as the court deems 
appropriate. If no express request for a cer-
tificate is filed, the notice of appeal shall be 
deemed to constitute a request addressed to 
the judges of the court of appeals. If an ap-
peal is taken by a State or its representa-
tive, a certificate of appealability is not re-
quired.’’. 
SEC. 604. SECTION 2254 AMENDMENTS. 

Section 2254 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(b)(1) An application for a writ of habeas 
corpus on behalf of a person in custody pur-
suant to the judgment of a State court shall 
not be granted unless it appears that— 

‘‘(A) the applicant has exhausted the rem-
edies available in the courts of the State; or 

‘‘(B)(i) there is an absence of available 
State corrective process; or 

‘‘(ii) circumstances exist that render such 
process ineffective to protect the rights of 
the applicant. 

‘‘(2) An application for a writ of habeas 
corpus may be denied on the merits, not-
withstanding the failure of the applicant to 
exhaust the remedies available in the courts 
of the State. 

‘‘(3) A State shall not be deemed to have 
waived the exhaustion requirement or be es-
topped from reliance upon the requirement 
unless the State, through counsel, expressly 
waives the requirement.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respec-
tively; 

(3) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) An application for a writ of habeas 
corpus on behalf of a person in custody pur-
suant to the judgment of a State court shall 
not be granted with respect to any claim 
that was adjudicated on the merits in State 
court proceedings unless the adjudication of 
the claim— 

‘‘(1) resulted in a decision that was con-
trary to, or involved an unreasonable appli-
cation of, clearly established Federal law, as 
determined by the Supreme Court of the 
United States; or 

‘‘(2) resulted in a decision that was based 
on an unreasonable determination of the 
facts in light of the evidence presented in the 
State court proceeding.’’; 

(4) by amending subsection (e), as redesig-
nated by paragraph (2), to read as follows: 

‘‘(e)(1) In a proceeding instituted by an ap-
plication for a writ of habeas corpus by a 
person in custody pursuant to the judgment 
of a State court, a determination of a factual 
issue made by a State court shall be pre-
sumed to be correct. The applicant shall 
have the burden of rebutting the presump-
tion of correctness by clear and convincing 
evidence. 

‘‘(2) If the applicant has failed to develop 
the factual basis of a claim in State court 
proceedings, the court shall not hold an evi-
dentiary hearing on the claim unless the ap-
plicant shows that— 

‘‘(A) the claim relies on— 
‘‘(i) a new rule of constitutional law, made 

retroactive to cases on collateral review by 
the Supreme Court, that was previously un-
available; or 

‘‘(ii) a factual predicate that could not 
have been previously discovered through the 
exercise of due diligence; and 

‘‘(B) the facts underlying the claim would 
be sufficient to establish by clear and con-
vincing evidence that but for constitutional 
error, no reasonable factfinder would have 
found the applicant guilty of the underlying 
offense.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 
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‘‘(h) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, in all proceedings brought under this 
section, and any subsequent proceedings on 
review, appointment of counsel for an appli-
cant who is or becomes financially unable to 
afford counsel shall be in the discretion of 
the court, except as provided by a rule pro-
mulgated by the Supreme Court pursuant to 
statutory authority. Appointment of counsel 
under this section shall be governed by sec-
tion 3006A of title 18. 

‘‘(i) The ineffectiveness or incompetence of 
counsel during Federal or State collateral 
post-conviction proceedings shall not be a 
ground for relief in a proceeding arising 
under section 2254.’’. 
SEC. 605. SECTION 2255 AMENDMENTS. 

Section 2255 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the second and fifth undes-
ignated paragraphs; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
undesignated paragraphs: 

‘‘A 1-year period of limitation shall apply 
to a motion under this section. The limita-
tion period shall run from the latest of— 

‘‘(1) the date on which the judgment of 
conviction becomes final; 

‘‘(2) the date on which the impediment to 
making a motion created by governmental 
action in violation of the Constitution or 
laws of the United States is removed, if the 
movant was prevented from making a mo-
tion by such governmental action; 

‘‘(3) the date on which the right asserted 
was initially recognized by the Supreme 
Court, if that right has been newly recog-
nized by the Supreme Court and made retro-
actively applicable to cases on collateral re-
view; or 

‘‘(4) the date on which the facts supporting 
the claim or claims presented could have 
been discovered through the exercise of due 
diligence. 

‘‘In all proceedings brought under this sec-
tion, and any subsequent proceedings on re-
view, appointment of counsel for a movant 
who is or becomes financially unable to af-
ford counsel shall be in the discretion of the 
court, except as provided by a rule promul-
gated by the Supreme Court pursuant to 
statutory authority. Appointment of counsel 
under this section shall be governed by sec-
tion 3006A of title 18. 

‘‘A second or successive motion must be 
certified as provided in section 2244 by a 
panel of the appropriate court of appeals to 
contain— 

‘‘(1) newly discovered evidence that, if 
proven and viewed in light of the evidence as 
a whole, would be sufficient to establish by 
clear and convincing evidence that no rea-
sonable factfinder would have found the 
movant guilty of the offense; or 

‘‘(2) a new rule of constitutional law, made 
retroactive to cases on collateral review by 
the Supreme Court, that was previously un-
available.’’. 
SEC. 606. LIMITS ON SECOND OR SUCCESSIVE AP-

PLICATIONS. 
(a) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO SECTION 

2244(a).—Section 2244(a) of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and the 
petition’’ and all that follows through ‘‘by 
such inquiry.’’ and inserting ‘‘, except as pro-
vided in section 2255.’’. 

(b) LIMITS ON SECOND OR SUCCESSIVE APPLI-
CATIONS.—Section 2244(b) of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b)(1) A claim presented in a second or 
successive habeas corpus application under 
section 2254 that was presented in a prior ap-
plication shall be dismissed. 

‘‘(2) A claim presented in a second or suc-
cessive habeas corpus application under sec-
tion 2254 that was not presented in a prior 
application shall be dismissed unless— 

‘‘(A) the applicant shows that the claim re-
lies on a new rule of constitutional law, 
made retroactive to cases on collateral re-
view by the Supreme Court, that was pre-
viously unavailable; or 

‘‘(B)(i) the factual predicate for the claim 
could not have been discovered previously 
through the exercise of due diligence; and 

‘‘(ii) the facts underlying the claim, if 
proven and viewed in light of the evidence as 
a whole, would be sufficient to establish by 
clear and convincing evidence that, but for 
constitutional error, no reasonable 
factfinder would have found the applicant 
guilty of the underlying offense. 

‘‘(3)(A) Before a second or successive appli-
cation permitted by this section is filed in 
the district court, the applicant shall move 
in the appropriate court of appeals for an 
order authorizing the district court to con-
sider the application. 

‘‘(B) A motion in the court of appeals for 
an order authorizing the district court to 
consider a second or successive application 
shall be determined by a three-judge panel of 
the court of appeals. 

‘‘(C) The court of appeals may authorize 
the filing of a second or successive applica-
tion only if it determines that the applica-
tion makes a prima facie showing that the 
application satisfies the requirements of this 
subsection. 

‘‘(D) The court of appeals shall grant or 
deny the authorization to file a second or 
successive application not later than 30 days 
after the filing of the motion. 

‘‘(E) The grant or denial of an authoriza-
tion by a court of appeals to file a second or 
successive application shall not be appeal-
able and shall not be the subject of a petition 
for rehearing or for a writ of certiorari. 

‘‘(4) A district court shall dismiss any 
claim presented in a second or successive ap-
plication that the court of appeals has au-
thorized to be filed unless the applicant 
shows that the claim satisfies the require-
ments of this section.’’. 
SEC. 607. DEATH PENALTY LITIGATION PROCE-

DURES. 
(a) ADDITION OF CHAPTER TO TITLE 28, 

UNITED STATES CODE.—Title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
chapter 153 the following new chapter: 
‘‘CHAPTER 154—SPECIAL HABEAS CORPUS 

PROCEDURES IN CAPITAL CASES 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘2261. Prisoners in State custody subject to 

capital sentence; appointment 
of counsel; requirement of rule 
of court or statute; procedures 
for appointment. 

‘‘2262. Mandatory stay of execution; dura-
tion; limits on stays of execu-
tion; successive petitions. 

‘‘2263. Filing of habeas corpus application; 
time requirements; tolling 
rules. 

‘‘2264. Scope of Federal review; district court 
adjudications. 

‘‘2265. Application to State unitary review 
procedure. 

‘‘2266. Limitation periods for determining 
applications and motions. 

‘‘§ 2261. Prisoners in State custody subject to 
capital sentence; appointment of counsel; 
requirement of rule of court or statute; pro-
cedures for appointment 
‘‘(a) This chapter shall apply to cases aris-

ing under section 2254 brought by prisoners 
in State custody who are subject to a capital 
sentence. It shall apply only if the provisions 
of subsections (b) and (c) are satisfied. 

‘‘(b) This chapter is applicable if a State 
establishes by statute, rule of its court of 
last resort, or by another agency authorized 
by State law, a mechanism for the appoint-
ment, compensation, and payment of reason-

able litigation expenses of competent coun-
sel in State post-conviction proceedings 
brought by indigent prisoners whose capital 
convictions and sentences have been upheld 
on direct appeal to the court of last resort in 
the State or have otherwise become final for 
State law purposes. The rule of court or stat-
ute must provide standards of competency 
for the appointment of such counsel. 

‘‘(c) Any mechanism for the appointment, 
compensation, and reimbursement of counsel 
as provided in subsection (b) must offer 
counsel to all State prisoners under capital 
sentence and must provide for the entry of 
an order by a court of record— 

‘‘(1) appointing one or more counsels to 
represent the prisoner upon a finding that 
the prisoner is indigent and accepted the 
offer or is unable competently to decide 
whether to accept or reject the offer; 

‘‘(2) finding, after a hearing if necessary, 
that the prisoner rejected the offer of coun-
sel and made the decision with an under-
standing of its legal consequences; or 

‘‘(3) denying the appointment of counsel 
upon a finding that the prisoner is not indi-
gent. 

‘‘(d) No counsel appointed pursuant to sub-
sections (b) and (c) to represent a State pris-
oner under capital sentence shall have pre-
viously represented the prisoner at trial or 
on direct appeal in the case for which the ap-
pointment is made unless the prisoner and 
counsel expressly request continued rep-
resentation. 

‘‘(e) The ineffectiveness or incompetence of 
counsel during State or Federal post-convic-
tion proceedings in a capital case shall not 
be a ground for relief in a proceeding arising 
under section 2254. This limitation shall not 
preclude the appointment of different coun-
sel, on the court’s own motion or at the re-
quest of the prisoner, at any phase of State 
or Federal post-conviction proceedings on 
the basis of the ineffectiveness or incom-
petence of counsel in such proceedings. 

‘‘§ 2262. Mandatory stay of execution; dura-
tion; limits on stays of execution; succes-
sive petitions 

‘‘(a) Upon the entry in the appropriate 
State court of record of an order under sec-
tion 2261(c), a warrant or order setting an 
execution date for a State prisoner shall be 
stayed upon application to any court that 
would have jurisdiction over any proceedings 
filed under section 2254. The application 
shall recite that the State has invoked the 
post-conviction review procedures of this 
chapter and that the scheduled execution is 
subject to stay. 

‘‘(b) A stay of execution granted pursuant 
to subsection (a) shall expire if— 

‘‘(1) a State prisoner fails to file a habeas 
corpus application under section 2254 within 
the time required in section 2263; 

‘‘(2) before a court of competent jurisdic-
tion, in the presence of counsel, unless the 
prisoner has competently and knowingly 
waived such counsel, and after having been 
advised of the consequences, a State prisoner 
under capital sentence waives the right to 
pursue habeas corpus review under section 
2254; or 

‘‘(3) a State prisoner files a habeas corpus 
petition under section 2254 within the time 
required by section 2263 and fails to make a 
substantial showing of the denial of a Fed-
eral right or is denied relief in the district 
court or at any subsequent stage of review. 

‘‘(c) If one of the conditions in subsection 
(b) has occurred, no Federal court thereafter 
shall have the authority to enter a stay of 
execution in the case, unless the court of ap-
peals approves the filing of a second or suc-
cessive application under section 2244(b). 
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‘‘§ 2263. Filing of habeas corpus application; 

time requirements; tolling rules 
‘‘(a) Any application under this chapter for 

habeas corpus relief under section 2254 must 
be filed in the appropriate district court not 
later than 180 days after final State court af-
firmance of the conviction and sentence on 
direct review or the expiration of the time 
for seeking such review. 

‘‘(b) The time requirements established by 
subsection (a) shall be tolled— 

‘‘(1) from the date that a petition for cer-
tiorari is filed in the Supreme Court until 
the date of final disposition of the petition if 
a State prisoner files the petition to secure 
review by the Supreme Court of the affirm-
ance of a capital sentence on direct review 
by the court of last resort of the State or 
other final State court decision on direct re-
view; 

‘‘(2) from the date on which the first peti-
tion for post-conviction review or other col-
lateral relief is filed until the final State 
court disposition of such petition; and 

‘‘(3) during an additional period not to ex-
ceed 30 days, if— 

‘‘(A) a motion for an extension of time is 
filed in the Federal district court that would 
have jurisdiction over the case upon the fil-
ing of a habeas corpus application under sec-
tion 2254; and 

‘‘(B) a showing of good cause is made for 
the failure to file the habeas corpus applica-
tion within the time period established by 
this section. 

‘‘§ 2264. Scope of Federal review; district 
court adjudications 
‘‘(a) Whenever a State prisoner under cap-

ital sentence files a petition for habeas cor-
pus relief to which this chapter applies, the 
district court shall only consider a claim or 
claims that have been raised and decided on 
the merits in the State courts, unless the 
failure to raise the claim properly is— 

‘‘(1) the result of State action in violation 
of the Constitution or laws of the United 
States; 

‘‘(2) the result of the Supreme Court rec-
ognition of a new Federal right made retro-
actively applicable to cases on collateral re-
view by the Supreme Court; or 

‘‘(3) based on a factual predicate that could 
not have been discovered through the exer-
cise of due diligence in time to present the 
claim for State or Federal post-conviction 
review. 

‘‘(b) Following review subject to sub-
sections (a), (d), and (e) of section 2254, the 
court shall rule on the claims properly be-
fore it. 

‘‘§ 2265. Application to State unitary review 
procedure 
‘‘(a) For purposes of this section, a ‘uni-

tary review’ procedure means a State proce-
dure that authorizes a person under sentence 
of death to raise, in the course of direct re-
view of the judgment, such claims as could 
be raised on collateral attack. This chapter 
shall apply, as provided in this section, in re-
lation to a State unitary review procedure if 
the State establishes by rule of its court of 
last resort or by statute a mechanism for the 
appointment, compensation, and payment of 
reasonable litigation expenses of competent 
counsel in the unitary review proceedings, 
including expenses relating to the litigation 
of collateral claims in the proceedings. The 
rule of court or statute must provide stand-
ards of competency for the appointment of 
such counsel. 

‘‘(b) To qualify under this section, a uni-
tary review procedure must include an offer 
of counsel following trial for the purpose of 
representation on unitary review, and entry 
of an order, as provided in section 2261(c), 
concerning appointment of counsel or waiver 

or denial of appointment of counsel for that 
purpose. No counsel appointed to represent 
the prisoner in the unitary review pro-
ceedings shall have previously represented 
the prisoner at trial in the case for which the 
appointment is made unless the prisoner and 
counsel expressly request continued rep-
resentation. 

‘‘(c) Sections 2262, 2263, 2264, and 2266 shall 
apply in relation to cases involving a sen-
tence of death from any State having a uni-
tary review procedure that qualifies under 
this section. References to State ‘post-con-
viction review’ and ‘direct review’ in such 
sections shall be understood as referring to 
unitary review under the State procedure. 
The reference in section 2262(a) to ‘an order 
under section 2261(c)’ shall be understood as 
referring to the post-trial order under sub-
section (b) concerning representation in the 
unitary review proceedings, but if a tran-
script of the trial proceedings is unavailable 
at the time of the filing of such an order in 
the appropriate State court, then the start 
of the 180-day limitation period under sec-
tion 2263 shall be deferred until a transcript 
is made available to the prisoner or counsel 
of the prisoner. 
‘‘§ 2266. Limitation periods for determining 

applications and motions 
‘‘(a) The adjudication of any application 

under section 2254 that is subject to this 
chapter, and the adjudication of any motion 
under section 2255 by a person under sen-
tence of death, shall be given priority by the 
district court and by the court of appeals 
over all noncapital matters. 

‘‘(b)(1)(A) A district court shall render a 
final determination and enter a final judg-
ment on any application for a writ of habeas 
corpus brought under this chapter in a cap-
ital case not later than 180 days after the 
date on which the application is filed. 

‘‘(B) A district court shall afford the par-
ties at least 120 days in which to complete 
all actions, including the preparation of all 
pleadings and briefs, and if necessary, a hear-
ing, prior to the submission of the case for 
decision. 

‘‘(C)(i) A district court may delay for not 
more than one additional 30-day period be-
yond the period specified in subparagraph 
(A), the rendering of a determination of an 
application for a writ of habeas corpus if the 
court issues a written order making a find-
ing, and stating the reasons for the finding, 
that the ends of justice that would be served 
by allowing the delay outweigh the best in-
terests of the public and the applicant in a 
speedy disposition of the application. 

‘‘(ii) The factors, among others, that a 
court shall consider in determining whether 
a delay in the disposition of an application is 
warranted are as follows: 

‘‘(I) Whether the failure to allow the delay 
would be likely to result in a miscarriage of 
justice. 

‘‘(II) Whether the case is so unusual or so 
complex, due to the number of defendants, 
the nature of the prosecution, or the exist-
ence of novel questions of fact or law, that it 
is unreasonable to expect adequate briefing 
within the time limitations established by 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(III) Whether the failure to allow a delay 
in a case, that, taken as a whole, is not so 
unusual or so complex as described in sub-
clause (II), but would otherwise deny the ap-
plicant reasonable time to obtain counsel, 
would unreasonably deny the applicant or 
the government continuity of counsel, or 
would deny counsel for the applicant or the 
government the reasonable time necessary 
for effective preparation, taking into ac-
count the exercise of due diligence. 

‘‘(iii) No delay in disposition shall be per-
missible because of general congestion of the 
court’s calendar. 

‘‘(iv) The court shall transmit a copy of 
any order issued under clause (i) to the Di-
rector of the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts for inclusion in the re-
port under paragraph (5). 

‘‘(2) The time limitations under paragraph 
(1) shall apply to— 

‘‘(A) an initial application for a writ of ha-
beas corpus; 

‘‘(B) any second or successive application 
for a writ of habeas corpus; and 

‘‘(C) any redetermination of an application 
for a writ of habeas corpus following a re-
mand by the court of appeals or the Supreme 
Court for further proceedings, in which case 
the limitation period shall run from the date 
the remand is ordered. 

‘‘(3)(A) The time limitations under this 
section shall not be construed to entitle an 
applicant to a stay of execution, to which 
the applicant would otherwise not be enti-
tled, for the purpose of litigating any appli-
cation or appeal. 

‘‘(B) No amendment to an application for a 
writ of habeas corpus under this chapter 
shall be permitted after the filing of the an-
swer to the application, except on the 
grounds specified in section 2244(b). 

‘‘(4)(A) The failure of a court to meet or 
comply with a time limitation under this 
section shall not be a ground for granting re-
lief from a judgment of conviction or sen-
tence. 

‘‘(B) The State may enforce a time limita-
tion under this section by petitioning for a 
writ of mandamus to the court of appeals. 
The court of appeals shall act on the petition 
for a writ or mandamus not later than 30 
days after the filing of the petition. 

‘‘(5)(A) The Administrative Office of 
United States Courts shall submit to Con-
gress an annual report on the compliance by 
the district courts with the time limitations 
under this section. 

‘‘(B) The report described in subparagraph 
(A) shall include copies of the orders sub-
mitted by the district courts under para-
graph (1)(B)(iv). 

‘‘(c)(1)(A) A court of appeals shall hear and 
render a final determination of any appeal of 
an order granting or denying, in whole or in 
part, an application brought under this chap-
ter in a capital case not later than 120 days 
after the date on which the reply brief is 
filed, or if no reply brief is filed, not later 
than 120 days after the date on which the an-
swering brief is filed. 

‘‘(B)(i) A court of appeals shall decide 
whether to grant a petition for rehearing or 
other request for rehearing en banc not later 
than 30 days after the date on which the peti-
tion for rehearing is filed unless a responsive 
pleading is required, in which case the court 
shall decide whether to grant the petition 
not later than 30 days after the date on 
which the responsive pleading is filed. 

‘‘(ii) If a petition for rehearing or rehear-
ing en banc is granted, the court of appeals 
shall hear and render a final determination 
of the appeal not later than 120 days after 
the date on which the order granting rehear-
ing or rehearing en banc is entered. 

‘‘(2) The time limitations under paragraph 
(1) shall apply to— 

‘‘(A) an initial application for a writ of ha-
beas corpus; 

‘‘(B) any second or successive application 
for a writ of habeas corpus; and 

‘‘(C) any redetermination of an application 
for a writ of habeas corpus or related appeal 
following a remand by the court of appeals 
en banc or the Supreme Court for further 
proceedings, in which case the limitation pe-
riod shall run from the date the remand is 
ordered. 

‘‘(3) The time limitations under this sec-
tion shall not be construed to entitle an ap-
plicant to a stay of execution, to which the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00162 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7567 May 25, 1995 
applicant would otherwise not be entitled, 
for the purpose of litigating any application 
or appeal. 

‘‘(4)(A) The failure of a court to meet or 
comply with a time limitation under this 
section shall not be a ground for granting re-
lief from a judgment of conviction or sen-
tence. 

‘‘(B) The State may enforce a time limita-
tion under this section by applying for a writ 
of mandamus to the Supreme Court. 

‘‘(5) The Administrative Office of United 
States Courts shall submit to Congress an 
annual report on the compliance by the 
courts of appeals with the time limitations 
under this section.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The part anal-
ysis for part IV of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding after the item 
relating to chapter 153 the following new 
item: 

‘‘154. Special habeas corpus pro-
cedures in capital cases ........... 2261.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Chapter 154 of title 
28, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)) shall apply to cases pending on 
or after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 608. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 408(q) of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 848(q)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘shall’’ 
and inserting ‘‘may’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘shall’’ 
and inserting ‘‘may’’; and 

(3) by amending paragraph (9) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(9) Upon a finding that investigative, ex-
pert, or other services are reasonably nec-
essary for the representation of the defend-
ant, whether in connection with issues relat-
ing to guilt or the sentence, the court may 
authorize the defendant’s attorneys to ob-
tain such services on behalf of the defendant 
and, if so authorized, shall order the pay-
ment of fees and expenses therefor under 
paragraph (10). No ex parte proceeding, com-
munication, or request may be considered 
pursuant to this section unless a proper 
showing is made concerning the need for con-
fidentiality. Any such proceeding, commu-
nication, or request shall be transcribed and 
made a part of the record available for appel-
late review.’’. 

Subtitle B—Criminal Procedural 
Improvements 

SEC. 621. CLARIFICATION AND EXTENSION OF 
CRIMINAL JURISDICTION OVER CER-
TAIN TERRORISM OFFENSES OVER-
SEAS. 

(a) AIRCRAFT PIRACY.—Section 46502(b) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and later 
found in the United States’’; 

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(2) The courts of the United States have 
jurisdiction over the offense in paragraph (1) 
if— 

‘‘(A) a national of the United States was 
aboard the aircraft; 

‘‘(B) an offender is a national of the United 
States; or 

‘‘(C) an offender is afterwards found in the 
United States.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘national of the United States’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)).’’. 

(b) DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR AIRCRAFT 
FACILITIES.—Section 32(b) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) Whoever’’ and inserting 
‘‘(b)(1) Whoever’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively; 

(3) by striking ‘‘, if the offender is later 
found in the United States,’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(2) The courts of the United States have 
jurisdiction over an offense described in this 
subsection if— 

‘‘(A) a national of the United States was on 
board, or would have been on board, the air-
craft; 

‘‘(B) an offender is a national of the United 
States; or 

‘‘(C) an offender is afterwards found in the 
United States. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘national of the United States’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)).’’. 

(c) MURDER OR MANSLAUGHTER OF INTER-
NATIONALLY PROTECTED PERSONS.—Section 
1116 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘, except 
that’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) ‘National of the United States’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)).’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking the first 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘If the 
victim of an offense under subsection (a) is 
an internationally protected person outside 
the United States, the United States may ex-
ercise jurisdiction over the offense if (1) the 
victim is a representative, officer, employee, 
or agent of the United States, (2) an offender 
is a national of the United States, or (3) an 
offender is afterwards found in the United 
States.’’. 

(d) PROTECTION OF INTERNATIONALLY PRO-
TECTED PERSONS.—Section 112 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘national 
of the United States,’’ before ‘‘and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking the first 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘If the 
victim of an offense under subsection (a) is 
an internationally protected person outside 
the United States, the United States may ex-
ercise jurisdiction over the offense if (1) the 
victim is a representative, officer, employee, 
or agent of the United States, (2) an offender 
is a national of the United States, or (3) an 
offender is afterwards found in the United 
States.’’. 

(e) THREATS AGAINST INTERNATIONALLY 
PROTECTED PERSONS.—Section 878 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘national 
of the United States,’’ before ‘‘and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking the first 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘If the 
victim of an offense under subsection (a) is 
an internationally protected person outside 
the United States, the United States may ex-
ercise jurisdiction over the offense if (1) the 
victim is a representative, officer, employee, 
or agent of the United States, (2) an offender 
is a national of the United States, or (3) an 
offender is afterwards found in the United 
States.’’. 

(f) KIDNAPPING OF INTERNATIONALLY PRO-
TECTED PERSONS.—Section 1201(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the first sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘If the victim of an of-
fense under subsection (a) is an internation-
ally protected person outside the United 
States, the United States may exercise juris-
diction over the offense if (1) the victim is a 
representative, officer, employee, or agent of 
the United States, (2) an offender is a na-

tional of the United States, or (3) an offender 
is afterwards found in the United States.’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘For 
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘na-
tional of the United States’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 101(a)(22) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(22).’’. 

(g) VIOLENCE AT INTERNATIONAL AIR-
PORTS.—Section 37(b)(2) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) the prohibited activity takes place 
outside the United States, and— 

‘‘(A) the offender is later found in the 
United States; or 

‘‘(B) an offender or a victim is a national of 
the United States (as defined in section 
101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(22))).’’. 

(h) NATIONAL OF THE UNITED STATES DE-
FINED.—Section 178 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) the term ‘national of the United 
States’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)).’’. 
SEC. 622. EXPANSION OF TERRITORIAL SEA. 

(a) TERRITORIAL SEA EXTENDING TO TWELVE 
MILES INCLUDED IN SPECIAL MARITIME AND 
TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.—The Congress 
declares that all the territorial sea of the 
United States, as defined by Presidential 
Proclamation 5928 of December 27, 1988, for 
purposes of criminal jurisdiction is part of 
the United States, subject to its sovereignty, 
and, for purposes of Federal criminal juris-
diction, is within the special maritime and 
territorial jurisdiction of the United States 
wherever that term is used in title 18, United 
States Code. 

(b) ASSIMILATED CRIMES IN EXTENDED TER-
RITORIAL SEA.—Section 13 of title 18, United 
States Code (relating to the adoption of 
State laws for areas within Federal jurisdic-
tion), is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting after 
‘‘title,’’ the following: ‘‘or on, above, or 
below any portion of the territorial sea of 
the United States not within the jurisdiction 
of any State, Commonwealth, territory, pos-
session, or district’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(c) Whenever any waters of the territorial 
sea of the United States lie outside the terri-
tory of any State, Commonwealth, territory, 
possession, or district, such waters (includ-
ing the airspace above and the seabed and 
subsoil below, and artificial islands and fixed 
structures erected thereon) shall be deemed 
for purposes of subsection (a) to lie within 
the area of that State, Commonwealth, terri-
tory, possession, or district it would lie with-
in if the boundaries of such State, Common-
wealth, territory, possession, or district were 
extended seaward to the outer limit of the 
territorial sea of the United States.’’. 
SEC. 623. EXPANSION OF WEAPONS OF MASS DE-

STRUCTION STATUTE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2332a of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘threatens,’’ before ‘‘at-

tempts’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘that has moved in, or af-

fected interstate commerce’’ after ‘‘destruc-
tion’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); 

(3) by adding immediately after subsection 
(a) the following new subsection: 
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‘‘(b) USE OUTSIDE UNITED STATES.—Any na-

tional of the United States who outside of 
the United States uses, threatens, attempts, 
or conspires to use, a weapon of mass de-
struction, shall be imprisoned for any term 
of years or for life, and if death results, shall 
be punished by death or imprisonment for 
any term of years or for life.’’; and 

(4) by amending subsection (c)(2)(B), as re-
designated by paragraph (3), by striking 
‘‘poison gas’’ and inserting ‘‘any poisonous 
chemical agent or substance, regardless of 
form or delivery system, designed for caus-
ing widespread death or injury;’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF DESTRUCTIVE DEVICE.— 
Section 921(a)(4)(A) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘poison gas’’ 
and inserting ‘‘poisonous chemical agent or 
substance’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
5845(f)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking ‘‘poison gas’’ and in-
serting ‘‘poisonous chemical agent or sub-
stance’’. 
SEC. 624. ADDITION OF TERRORISM OFFENSES 

TO THE RICO STATUTE. 
Section 1961(1) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) by inserting after ‘‘Section’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘32 (relating to the destruction of 
aircraft), section 37 (relating to violence at 
international airports), section 115 (relating 
to influencing, impeding, or retaliating 
against a Federal official by threatening or 
injuring a family member), section’’; 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘section 224 (relating 
to sports bribery),’’ the following: ‘‘section 
351 (relating to congressional or Cabinet offi-
cer assassination),’’; 

(C) by inserting after ‘‘section 664 (relating 
to embezzlement from pension and welfare 
funds),’’ the following: ‘‘section 831 (relating 
to prohibited transactions involving nuclear 
materials), section 844 (f) or (i) (relating to 
destruction by explosives or fire of govern-
ment property or property affecting inter-
state or foreign commerce),’’; 

(D) by inserting after ‘‘sections 891–894 (re-
lating to extortionate credit transactions),’’ 
the following: ‘‘section 956 (relating to con-
spiracy to kill, kidnap, maim, or injure cer-
tain property in a foreign country),’’; 

(E) by inserting after ‘‘section 1084 (relat-
ing to the transmission of gambling informa-
tion),’’ the following: ‘‘section 1111 (relating 
to murder), section 1114 (relating to murder 
of United States law enforcement officials), 
section 1116 (relating to murder of foreign of-
ficials, official guests, or internationally 
protected persons), section 1203 (relating to 
hostage taking),’’; 

(F) by inserting after ‘‘section 1344 (relat-
ing to financial institution fraud),’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘section 1361 (relating to willful in-
jury of government property within the spe-
cial maritime and territorial jurisdiction),’’; 

(G) by inserting after ‘‘section 1513 (relat-
ing to retaliating against a witness, victim, 
or an informant),’’ the following: ‘‘section 
1751 (relating to Presidential assassina-
tion),’’; 

(H) by inserting after ‘‘section 1958 (relat-
ing to use of interstate commerce facilities 
in the commission of murder-for-hire),’’ the 
following: ‘‘section 2280 (relating to violence 
against maritime navigation), section 2281 
(relating to violence against maritime fixed 
platforms),’’; and 

(I) by inserting after ‘‘2321 (relating to 
trafficking in certain motor vehicles or 
motor vehicle parts),’’ the following: ‘‘sec-
tion 2332 (relating to terrorist acts abroad 
against United States nationals), section 
2332a (relating to use of weapons of mass de-
struction), section 2332b (relating to acts of 
terrorism transcending national boundaries), 

section 2339A (relating to providing material 
support to terrorists),’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘or’’ before ‘‘(E)’’; and 
(3) by inserting before the semicolon at the 

end the following: ‘‘, or (F) section 46502 of 
title 49, United States Code’’. 
SEC. 625. ADDITION OF TERRORISM OFFENSES 

TO THE MONEY LAUNDERING STAT-
UTE. 

Section 1956(c)(7) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by amending 
clause (ii) to read as follows: 

‘‘(ii) murder, kidnapping, robbery, extor-
tion, or destruction of property by means of 
explosive or fire;’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (D)— 
(A) by inserting after ‘‘an offense under’’ 

the following: ‘‘section 32 (relating to the de-
struction of aircraft), section 37 (relating to 
violence at international airports), section 
115 (relating to influencing, impeding, or re-
taliating against a Federal official by 
threatening or injuring a family member),’’; 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘section 215 (relating 
to commissions or gifts for procuring 
loans),’’ the following: ‘‘section 351 (relating 
to congressional or Cabinet officer assassina-
tion),’’; 

(C) by inserting after ‘‘section 798 (relating 
to espionage),’’ the following: ‘‘section 831 
(relating to prohibited transactions involv-
ing nuclear materials), section 844 (f) or (i) 
(relating to destruction by explosives or fire 
of Government property or property affect-
ing interstate or foreign commerce),’’; 

(D) by inserting after ‘‘section 875 (relating 
to interstate communications),’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘section 956 (relating to conspiracy 
to kill, kidnap, maim, or injure certain prop-
erty in a foreign country),’’; 

(E) by inserting after ‘‘section 1032 (relat-
ing to concealment of assets from conser-
vator, receiver, or liquidating agent of finan-
cial institution),’’ the following: ‘‘section 
1111 (relating to murder), section 1114 (relat-
ing to murder of United States law enforce-
ment officials), section 1116 (relating to mur-
der of foreign officials, official guests, or 
internationally protected persons),’’; 

(F) by inserting after ‘‘section 1203 (relat-
ing to hostage taking)’’ the following: ‘‘sec-
tion 1361 (relating to willful injury of Gov-
ernment property), section 1363 (relating to 
destruction of property within the special 
maritime and territorial jurisdiction),’’; 

(G) by inserting after ‘‘section 1708 (relat-
ing to theft from the mail)’’ the following: 
‘‘section 1751 (relating to Presidential assas-
sination),’’; 

(H) by inserting after ‘‘2114 (relating to 
bank and postal robbery and theft),’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘section 2280 (relating to violence 
against maritime navigation), section 2281 
(relating to violence against maritime fixed 
platforms),’’; and 

(I) by striking ‘‘of this title’’ and inserting 
the following: ‘‘section 2332 (relating to ter-
rorist acts abroad against United States na-
tionals), section 2332a (relating to use of 
weapons of mass destruction), section 2332b 
(relating to international terrorist acts tran-
scending national boundaries), 2339A (relat-
ing to providing material support to terror-
ists) of this title, section 46502 of title 49, 
United States Code,’’. 
SEC. 626. PROTECTION OF CURRENT OR FORMER 

OFFICIALS, OFFICERS, OR EMPLOY-
EES OF THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO INCLUDE ASSAULTS, 
MURDERS, AND THREATS AGAINST FAMILIES OF 
FEDERAL OFFICIALS.—Section 115(a)(2) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting ‘‘, or threatens to assault, kidnap, 
or murder, any person who formerly served 
as a person designated in paragraph (1), or’’ 
after ‘‘assaults, kidnaps, or murders, or at-
tempts to kidnap or murder’’. 

(b) MURDER OR ATTEMPTS TO MURDER CUR-
RENT OR FORMER FEDERAL OFFICERS OR EM-
PLOYEES.—Section 1114 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1114. Protection of officers and employees 

of the United States 
‘‘Whoever kills or attempts to kill a cur-

rent or former officer or employee of the 
United States or its instrumentalities, or an 
immediate family member of such officer or 
employee, during or on account of the per-
formance of their official duties, shall be 
punished— 

‘‘(1) in the case of murder, as provided 
under section 1111; 

‘‘(2) in the case of manslaughter, as pro-
vided under section 1112; and 

‘‘(3) in the case of attempted murder not 
more than 20 years.’’. 

(c) AMENDMENT TO CLARIFY THE MEANING 
OF THE TERM DEADLY OR DANGEROUS WEAPON 
IN THE PROHIBITION ON ASSAULT ON FEDERAL 
OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES.—Section 111(b) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after ‘‘deadly or dangerous weap-
on’’ the following: ‘‘(including a weapon in-
tended to cause death or danger but that 
fails to do so by reason of a defective or 
missing component)’’. 
SEC. 627. ADDITION OF CONSPIRACY TO TER-

RORISM OFFENSES. 
(a) DESTRUCTION OF AIRCRAFT OR AIRCRAFT 

FACILITIES.—(1) Section 32(a)(7) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘or conspires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(2) Section 32(b)(D) of title 18, United 
States Code, as redesignated by section 
721(b)(2), is amended by inserting ‘‘or con-
spires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(b) VIOLENCE AT INTERNATIONAL AIR-
PORTS.—Section 37(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
conspires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(c) INFLUENCING, IMPEDING, OR RETALIATING 
AGAINST A FEDERAL OFFICIAL BY THREAT-
ENING OR INJURING A FAMILY MEMBER.—(1) 
Section 115(a)(1)(A) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or conspires’’ 
after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(2) Section 115(a)(2) of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended by section 729, is 
further amended by inserting ‘‘or conspires’’ 
after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(3) Section 115(b)(2) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking both 
times it appears ‘‘or attempted kidnapping’’ 
and inserting both times ‘‘, attempted kid-
napping or conspiracy to kidnap’’. 

(4)(A) Section 115(b)(3) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘or at-
tempted murder’’ and inserting ‘‘, attempted 
murder or conspiracy to murder’’. 

(B) Section 115(b)(3) of title 18, United 
States Code, is further amended by striking 
‘‘and 1113’’ and inserting ‘‘, 1113, and 1117’’. 

(d) PROHIBITIONS WITH RESPECT TO BIOLOGI-
CAL WEAPONS.—Section 175(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘, or conspires to do so,’’ after ‘‘any organi-
zation to do so,’’. 

(e) HOSTAGE TAKING.—Section 1203(a) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting ‘‘or conspires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(f) VIOLENCE AGAINST MARITIME NAVIGA-
TION.—Section 2280(a)(1)(H) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or 
conspires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(g) VIOLENCE AGAINST MARITIME FIXED 
PLATFORMS.—Section 2281(a)(1)(F) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘or conspires’’ after ‘‘attempts’’. 

(h) AIRCRAFT PIRACY.—Section 46502 of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting ‘‘, con-
spiring,’’ after ‘‘committing’’ and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or con-

spiring to commit’’ after ‘‘committing’’; 
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(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘con-

spired or’’ after ‘‘has placed,’’; and 
(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘con-

spired or’’ after ‘‘has placed,’’. 
SEC. 628. CLARIFICATION OF FEDERAL JURISDIC-

TION OVER BOMB THREATS. 
Section 844(e) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘(e) Whoever’’ and inserting 

‘‘(e)(1) Whoever’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) Whoever willfully makes any threat, 

or maliciously conveys false information 
knowing the same to be false, concerning an 
attempt or alleged attempt being made, or to 
be made to violate subsection (f) or (i) of this 
section or section 81 of this title shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned for not 
more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

TITLE VII—MARKING OF PLASTIC 
EXPLOSIVES 

SEC. 701. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) plastic explosives were used by terror-

ists in the bombings of Pan Am flight 103 in 
December 1988 and UTA flight 722 in Sep-
tember 1989; 

(2) plastic explosives can be used with lit-
tle likelihood of detection for acts of unlaw-
ful interference with civil aviation, mari-
time navigation, and other modes of trans-
portation; 

(3) the criminal use of plastic explosives 
places innocent lives in jeopardy, endangers 
national security, affects domestic tran-
quility, and gravely affects interstate and 
foreign commerce; 

(4) the marking of plastic explosives for 
the purpose of detection would contribute 
significantly to the prevention and punish-
ment of such unlawful acts; and 

(5) for the purpose of deterring and detect-
ing such unlawful acts, the Convention on 
the Marking of Plastic Explosives for the 
Purpose of Detection, Done at Montreal on 1 
March 1991, requires each contracting State 
to adopt appropriate measures to ensure that 
plastic explosives are duly marked and con-
trolled. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to fully implement the Convention on the 
Marking of Plastic Explosives for the Pur-
pose of Detection, Done at Montreal on 1 
March 1991. 
SEC. 702. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 841 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsections: 

‘‘(o) ‘Convention on the Marking of Plastic 
Explosives’ means the Convention on the 
Marking of Plastic Explosives for the Pur-
pose of Detection, Done at Montreal on 1 
March 1991. 

‘‘(p) ‘Detection agent’ means any one of 
the substances specified in this subsection 
when introduced into a plastic explosive or 
formulated in such explosive as a part of the 
manufacturing process in such a manner as 
to achieve homogeneous distribution in the 
finished explosive, including— 

‘‘(1) Ethylene glycol dinitrate (EGDN), 
C2H4(NO3)2, molecular weight 152, when the 
minimum concentration in the finished ex-
plosive is 0.2 percent by mass; 

‘‘(2) 2,3-Dimethyl-2,3-dinitrobutane 
(DMNB), C6H12(NO2)2, molecular weight 176, 
when the minimum concentration in the fin-
ished explosive is 0.1 percent by mass; 

‘‘(3) Para-Mononitrotoluene (p-MNT), 
C7H7NO2, molecular weight 137, when the 
minimum concentration in the finished ex-
plosive is 0.5 percent by mass; 

‘‘(4) Ortho-Mononitrotoluene (o-MNT), 
C7H7NO2, molecular weight 137, when the 
minimum concentration in the finished ex-
plosive is 0.5 percent by mass; and 

‘‘(5) any other substance in the concentra-
tion specified by the Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of State and 
the Secretary of Defense, which has been 
added to the table in part 2 of the Technical 
Annex to the Convention on the Marking of 
Plastic Explosives. 

‘‘(q) ‘Plastic explosive’ means an explosive 
material in flexible or elastic sheet form for-
mulated with one or more high explosives 
which in their pure form have a vapor pres-
sure less than 10¥4 Pa at a temperature of 
25°C., is formulated with a binder material, 
and is as a mixture malleable or flexible at 
normal room temperature.’’. 
SEC. 703. REQUIREMENT OF DETECTION AGENTS 

FOR PLASTIC EXPLOSIVES. 
Section 842 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by adding after subsection (k) 
the following new subsections: 

‘‘(l) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
manufacture any plastic explosive that does 
not contain a detection agent. 

‘‘(m)(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to import or bring into the United States, or 
export from the United States, any plastic 
explosive that does not contain a detection 
agent. 

‘‘(2) This subsection does not apply to the 
importation or bringing into the United 
States, or the exportation from the United 
States, of any plastic explosive that was im-
ported, brought into, or manufactured in the 
United States prior to the effective date of 
section 801 of the Comprehensive Terrorism 
Prevention Act of 1995 by or on behalf of any 
agency of the United States performing mili-
tary or police functions (including any mili-
tary reserve component) or by or on behalf of 
the National Guard of any State, not later 
than 15 years after the date of entry into 
force of the Convention on the Marking of 
Plastic Explosives, with respect to the 
United States. 

‘‘(n)(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to ship, transport, transfer, receive, or pos-
sess any plastic explosive that does not con-
tain a detection agent. 

‘‘(2) This subsection does not apply to— 
‘‘(A) the shipment, transportation, trans-

fer, receipt, or possession of any plastic ex-
plosive that was imported, brought into, or 
manufactured in the United States prior to 
the date of enactment of the Comprehensive 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 1995 by any per-
son during a period not exceeding 3 years 
after the date of enactment of the Com-
prehensive Terrorism Prevention Act of 1995; 
or 

‘‘(B) the shipment, transportation, trans-
fer, receipt, or possession of any plastic ex-
plosive that was imported, brought into, or 
manufactured in the United States prior to 
the date of enactment of the Comprehensive 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 1995 by or on 
behalf of any agency of the United States 
performing a military or police function (in-
cluding any military reserve component) or 
by or on behalf of the National Guard of any 
State, not later than 15 years after the date 
of entry into force of the Convention on the 
Marking of Plastic Explosives, with respect 
to the United States. 

‘‘(o) It shall be unlawful for any person, 
other than an agency of the United States 
(including any military reserve component) 
or the National Guard of any State, pos-
sessing any plastic explosive on the effective 
date of section 801 of the Comprehensive Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 1995, to fail to re-
port to the Secretary within 120 days after 
such effective date the quantity of such ex-
plosives possessed, the manufacturer or im-
porter, any marks of identification on such 
explosives, and such other information as 
the Secretary may by regulations pre-
scribe.’’. 

SEC. 704. CRIMINAL SANCTIONS. 
Section 844(a) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(a) Any person who violates any of sub-

sections (a) through (i) or (l) through (o) of 
section 842 shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 
SEC. 705. EXCEPTIONS. 

Section 845 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘(l), (m), 
(n), or (o) of section 842 and subsections’’ 
after ‘‘subsections’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the 
semicolon ‘‘, and which pertain to safety’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(c) It is an affirmative defense against 
any proceeding involving subsections (l) 
through (o) of section 842 if the proponent 
proves by a preponderance of the evidence 
that the plastic explosive— 

‘‘(1) consisted of a small amount of plastic 
explosive intended for and utilized solely in 
lawful— 

‘‘(A) research, development, or testing of 
new or modified explosive materials; 

‘‘(B) training in explosives detection or de-
velopment or testing of explosives detection 
equipment; or 

‘‘(C) forensic science purposes; or 
‘‘(2) was plastic explosive that, within 3 

years after the date of enactment of the 
Comprehensive Terrorism Prevention Act of 
1995, will be or is incorporated in a military 
device within the territory of the United 
States and remains an integral part of such 
military device, or is intended to be, or is in-
corporated in, and remains an integral part 
of a military device that is intended to be-
come, or has become, the property of any 
agency of the United States performing mili-
tary or police functions (including any mili-
tary reserve component) or the National 
Guard of any State, wherever such device is 
located. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘military device’ includes, but is not re-
stricted to, shells, bombs, projectiles, mines, 
missiles, rockets, shaped charges, grenades, 
perforators, and similar devices lawfully 
manufactured exclusively for military or po-
lice purposes.’’. 
SEC. 706. INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY. 

Section 846 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in the last sentence, by inserting in the 
last sentence before ‘‘subsection’’ the phrase 
‘‘subsection (m) or (n) of section 842 or;’’, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘The Attorney General shall exercise au-
thority over violations of subsection (m) or 
(n) of section 842 only when they are com-
mitted by a member of a terrorist or revolu-
tionary group. In any matter involving a ter-
rorist or revolutionary group or individual, 
as determined by the Attorney General, the 
Attorney General shall have primary inves-
tigative responsibility and the Secretary 
shall assist the Attorney General as re-
quested.’’. 
SEC. 707. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 708. STUDY ON TAGGING OF EXPLOSIVE MA-

TERIALS. 
(a) STUDY.—The Attorney General in con-

sultation with the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall conduct a study, as soon as is prac-
ticable after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and make recommendations con-
cerning— 

(1) tagging of explosive materials for pur-
poses of identification and detection; 
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(2) the possibility and practicality of ren-

dering inert, common chemicals used in 
manufacturing explosives and the potential 
costs of implementing such controls; 

(3) the possibility and feasibility of impos-
ing controls on certain precursor chemicals 
used to manufacture explosives; and 

(4) the potential cost of such control mate-
rials. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Attorney General shall consult 
with other Federal, State, and local officials 
and private industry sources with expertise 
in tagging of explosive materials, represent-
atives from affected industries, and such 
other individuals as the Attorney General 
may require. 

(c) REPORT.—The Attorney General, or a 
designee of the Attorney General, shall pre-
pare and submit to the President and the 
Congress a report containing— 

(1) a detailed explanation of the findings 
and determinations made in the study con-
ducted pursuant to subsection (a); 

(2) summaries of other studies pertaining 
to tagging explosives and the results of those 
studies; 

(3) the prospective costs and benefits of 
any recommendations made; 

(4) the impact on the safety, manufac-
turing, and distribution of affected products; 
and 

(5) the anticipated benefits for law enforce-
ment. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion. 

TITLE VIII—NUCLEAR MATERIALS 
SEC. 801. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) nuclear materials, including byproduct 

materials, can be used to create radioactive 
dispersal devices that are capable of causing 
serious bodily injury as well as substantial 
damage to property and the environment; 

(2) the potential use of nuclear materials, 
including byproduct materials, enhances the 
threat posed by terrorist activities and 
thereby has a greater effect on the security 
interests of the United States; 

(3) due to the widespread hazards presented 
by the threat of nuclear contamination, as 
well as nuclear bombs, the United States has 
a strong interest in ensuring that persons 
who are engaged in the illegal acquisition 
and use of nuclear materials, including by-
product materials, are prosecuted for their 
offenses; 

(4) the threat that nuclear materials will 
be obtained and used by terrorist and other 
criminal organizations has increased sub-
stantially since the enactment in 1982 of the 
legislation that implemented the Convention 
on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Mate-
rial, codified at section 831 of title 18, United 
States Code; 

(5) the successful efforts to obtain agree-
ments from other countries to dismantle nu-
clear weapons have resulted in increased 
packaging and transportation of nuclear ma-
terials, thereby decreasing the security of 
such materials by increasing the opportunity 
for unlawful diversion and theft; 

(6) the illicit trafficking in the relatively 
more common, commercially available and 
usable nuclear and byproduct materials 
poses a potential to cause significant loss of 
life and environmental damage; 

(7) reported trafficking incidents in the 
early 1990’s suggest that the individuals in-
volved in trafficking these materials from 
Eurasia and Eastern Europe frequently con-
ducted their black market sales of these ma-
terials within the Federal Republic of Ger-

many, the Baltic States, the former Soviet 
Union, Central Europe, and to a lesser extent 
in the Middle European countries; 

(8) the international community has be-
come increasingly concerned over the illegal 
possession of nuclear and nuclear byproduct 
materials; 

(9) the potentially disastrous ramifications 
of increased access to nuclear and nuclear 
byproduct materials pose such a significant 
future threat that the United States must 
use all lawful methods available to combat 
the illegal use of such materials; 

(10) the United States has an interest in 
encouraging United States corporations to 
do business in the countries that comprised 
the former Soviet Union, and in other devel-
oping democracies; 

(11) protection of such United States cor-
porations from threats created by the unlaw-
ful use of nuclear materials is important to 
the success of the effort to encourage such 
business ventures, and to further the foreign 
relations and commerce of the United 
States; 

(12) the nature of nuclear contamination is 
such that it may affect the health, environ-
ment, and property of United States nation-
als even if the acts that constitute the ille-
gal activity occur outside the territory of 
the United States, and are primarily directed 
toward foreign nationals; and 

(13) there is presently no Federal criminal 
statute that provides adequate protection to 
United States interests from nonweapons 
grade, yet hazardous radioactive material, 
and from the illegal diversion of nuclear ma-
terials that are held for other than peaceful 
purposes. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to provide Federal law enforcement agencies 
the necessary tools and fullest possible basis 
allowed under the Constitution to combat 
the threat of nuclear contamination and pro-
liferation that may result from illegal pos-
session and use of radioactive materials. 
SEC. 802. EXPANSION OF SCOPE AND JURISDIC-

TIONAL BASES OF NUCLEAR MATE-
RIALS PROHIBITIONS. 

Section 831 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘nuclear material’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘nuclear ma-
terial or nuclear byproduct material’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or 

the environment’’ after ‘‘property’’; and 
(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read 

as follows: 
‘‘(B)(i) circumstances exist that are likely 

to cause the death or serious bodily injury to 
any person or substantial damage to prop-
erty or the environment, or such cir-
cumstances have been represented to the de-
fendant to exist;’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (6), by inserting ‘‘or the 
environment’’ after ‘‘property’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(2) an offender or a victim is a national of 

the United States or a United States cor-
poration or other legal entity;’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘at the time of the offense 

the nuclear material is in use, storage, or 
transport, for peaceful purposes, and’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of the para-
graph; 

(C) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘nuclear material for peace-

ful purposes’’ and inserting ‘‘nuclear mate-
rial or nuclear byproduct material’’; and 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of the 
paragraph and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) the governmental entity under sub-
section (a)(5) is the United States or the 
threat under subsection (a)(6) is directed at 
the United States.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘with 

an isotopic concentration not in excess of 80 
percent plutonium 238’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘(C) 
uranium’’ and inserting ‘‘(C) enriched ura-
nium, defined as uranium’’; 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), 
and (4) as paragraphs (4), (5), and (6), respec-
tively; 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) the term ‘nuclear byproduct material’ 
means any material containing any radio-
active isotope created through an irradiation 
process in the operation of a nuclear reactor 
or accelerator;’’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (4), as redesignated; 

(E) by striking the period at the end of 
subsection (f)(5), as redesignated, and insert-
ing a semicolon; and 

(F) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(6) the term ‘national of the United 
States’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)); and 

‘‘(7) the term ‘United States corporation or 
other legal entity’ means any corporation or 
other entity organized under the laws of the 
United States or any State, Commonwealth, 
territory, possession, or district of the 
United States.’’. 

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 901. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, an amendment 
made by this Act, or the application of such 
provision or amendment to any person or 
circumstance is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act, the amendments 
made by this Act, and the application of the 
provisions of such to any person or cir-
cumstance shall not be affected thereby. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the full Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place Tuesday, 
June 13, 1995 at 9:30 a.m. in room SD– 
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing in Washington, D.C. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 755, a bill to 
amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
to provide for the privatization of the 
United States Enrichment Corporation. 

Those wishing to testify or who wish 
to submit written statements should 
write to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, United States Sen-
ate, Washington, DC. 20510. For further 
information, please call David Garman 
of the Committee Staff at (202) 224–7933. 
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 

MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry, Subcommittee on Marketing, 
Inspection, and Product Promotion be 
allowed to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, May 25, at 10 
a.m. in SR–332, to discuss Federal farm 
export programs. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, May 25, 1995, for purposes of 
conducting a Full Committee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m. 
The purpose of this hearing is to con-
sider S. 638, the ‘‘Insular Development 
Act of 1995.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Thursday, May 25, at 10 a.m., 
for a markup on pending nominations. 

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

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Tuesday, May 23, 1995, be-
ginning at 9:30 a.m., in Room 485 of the 
Russell Senate Office Building on S. 
479, a bill to provide for administrative 
procedures to extend Federal recogni-
tion to certain Indian groups. 

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

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
be authorized to meet for an Executive 
Session, during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, May 25, 1995 at 9:00 
a.m. 

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

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, May 25, 
1995, at 9:30 a.m., to hold a hearing to 
receive testimony on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Federal Election Commis-
sion. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Children and Families of 

the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources be authorized to meet for a 
hearing on Child Protection, during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
May 25, 1995 at 2:30 p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND 
HUMANITIES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Education, Arts and Hu-
manities of the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources be authorized to 
meet for a hearing on The Business 
Role in Vocational Education, during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
May 25, 1995 to immediately follow the 
Executive Session. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, May 25, 
1995, for purposes of conducting a sub-
committee hearing which is scheduled 
to begin at 2:00 p.m. The purpose of 
this hearing is to receive testimony on 
the property line disputes within the 
Nez Perce Indian Reservation in Idaho. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in response to President Clin-
ton’s threat to veto the conference 
agreement on legislation to rescind $16 
billion in already appropriated but, as 
yet, unspent funds under H.R. 1158. 

The President has stated that the 
conference agreement cuts too deeply 
into education programs in order to fi-
nance ‘‘pork barrel’’ construction of 
courthouses and highways. However, I 
would remind the President that the 
House and Senate rescission conference 
report blocks the planned consolida-
tion of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion at Clarksburg and Prince Georges 
County, thereby saving the taxpayers 
an estimated $810 million. In addition 
to money for the FDA project, a total 
of $110.8 million was trimmed from 
funding for six other Government 
buildings in the D.C. metropolitan area 
under the GSA. 

Moreover, the President’s statement 
on the rescissions package indicated 
that Congress would receive a list of 
$438 million in additional cuts of build-
ing projects to be added to the current 
conference report of $580 million from 
the GSA. Even at this late date, I wel-
comed the proposed list to provide ad-
ditional savings. Regrettably, I was 
surprised to receive word from the Gen-

eral Services Administration that the 
Office of Management and Budget has 
directed the GSA to discontinue efforts 
to compile this list, especially in light 
of previous accusations of ‘‘pork bar-
rel’’ projects being contained in the 
conference report. 

If the President is serious about this 
effort, the GSA must be allowed to pro-
ceed with this promised list for con-
gressional review. I would further like 
to remind the President that the cur-
rent House-Senate conference report 
provides the American taxpayer with a 
sizeable victory through the elimi-
nation of the planned consolidation of 
the Food and Drug Administration at 
Clarksburg and Prince Georges County. 

Since the conception of the proposal 
to move the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to the Montgomery County 
site, I have continually questioned the 
need for this move, especially at a time 
when the Federal Government is clos-
ing and selling Federal properties. As 
the chairman of the Subcommiteee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, I 
have contacted both General Services 
Administrator Roger Johnson and 
Budget Director Alice Rivlin to apprise 
them of my concern. 

I might also add that, to date, I have 
not yet received a reply from Budget 
Director Rivlin to my letter of March 
28 in regard to this matter. It is my 
hope that this does not indicate a lack 
of communication between the General 
Services Administration and the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

In February, during a meeting with 
the General Services Administrator 
Roger Johnson, I questioned the need 
for this costly move and asked why the 
Federal Government would need to 
purchase privately-owned property for 
the ‘‘consolidation’’ of one Federal 
agency. Administrator Johnson re-
sponded that he shared my concern and 
that the ‘‘GSA would continue to look 
for opportunities to utilize existing 
Federal land.’’ 

Following our meeting, Adminis-
trator Johnson provided me with writ-
ten assurance that the project, and 
purchase of private properties, would 
not go forward until a complete review 
of available Federal property had been 
examined. 

I am pleased to report that such an 
examination was well underway when 
it was announced that the conference 
report included a rescission of $810 mil-
lion for this project, providing a vic-
tory for American taxpayers. 

I commend my colleagues who served 
as conferees on this most important 
bill for their decision to eliminate this 
wasteful spending. 

In this austere budget environment, 
it is my intention to continue to make 
our capital assets work better in the 
area of the General Services Adminis-
tration. As the chairman of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Sub-
committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, I believe that Federal real 
property should meet certain priority 
criteria. 
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It is my view that the Senate should 

support only those General Service Ad-
ministration projects and programs 
which have been justified as necessary, 
cost-effective and compelling by uti-
lizing a more disciplined asset manage-
ment program. This approach should be 
targeted to worthwhile projects di-
rectly related to the General Services 
Administration’s mission. 

To accomplish this objective, the 
GSA should require that Federal real 
property activities meet certain broad 
principles. My suggested criteria for 
priority consideration would be, in se-
quential order: 

First, those projects necessary to en-
sure the life, safety, and health of the 
tenant; 

Second, those projects which achieve 
a high priority ranking based on ur-
gency of need and positive return on 
investment criteria; 

Third, those projects which fully uti-
lize opportunities for cost savings; 

Fourth, those projects necessary to 
avoid expensive, short-term holdover 
situations due to lease expirations; and 
finally, 

Fifth, those projects which represent 
a fixed need for a permanent Federal 
agency. 

Based on these criteria, it is my hope 
that the GSA will adopt a strategic 
planning approach and reformat its 
submissions of proposals to the Con-
gress accordingly. As subcommittee 
chairman, I will urge the Environment 
Committee to judge the top priorities 
of each of the categories under the 
GSA’s real property programs against 
one another on a case-by-case basis. 
However, the process for determining 
the highest priorities within each cat-
egory should be a disciplined process. 

In the future, I will continue my ef-
fort to convince GSA to adopt a more 
disciplined approach to provide real 
savings for the American taxpayer.∑ 

f 

NATO AIRSTRIKES 

∑ Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I strongly 
support today’s NATO airstrikes in 
Bosnia. I am pleased that the United 
Nations finally permitted NATO to re-
spond to the continued defiance of the 
U.N. mandates for Bosnia. I am also 
pleased to hear the preliminary reports 
that NATO strikes were carried out 
against a meaningful military target. 

There is certainly a risk that the 
Bosnian Serbs may retaliate against 
U.N. personnel. There is, however, even 
greater risk to U.N. personnel if the 
U.N. and NATO’s credibility continues 
to erode. In addition to the terrible 
human suffering, I have been concerned 
about the loss of U.N. and NATO credi-
bility that has taken place as the var-
ious warring parties, particularly the 
Bosnian Serbs, have ignored U.N. reso-
lutions and international law. 

I hope today’s strikes on the Bosnian 
Serb ammunition dumps at the mili-
tary headquarters in Pale will serve 
notice to all sides that the United Na-
tions and NATO can and will enforce 

the resolutions that have been ap-
proved by the U.N. Security Council. 

I am hopeful that these strikes will 
strengthen the resolve of the U.N. 
forces in the exclusion zone around Sa-
rajevo where the United Nations has 
prohibited the use of heavy military 
equipment. This zone was designed to 
stop the indiscriminate shelling of the 
civilian population within the exclu-
sion zone. If any side in this conflict ig-
nores the U.N. ban on heavy weapons in 
this zone I would favor more strikes 
like today’s strikes on Pale until all 
sides respect the U.N. ban on heavy 
weapons. 

I have long felt that any hope for 
peace in Bosnia requires the enforce-
ment and expansion of the zone of ex-
clusion. By expanding the areas where 
heavy weapons are prohibited, the U.N. 
could reduce civilian casualties, level 
the playing field between the warring 
parties, and lower the level of violence 
in the conflict, thus paving the way for 
a negotiated settlement.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE TOWN OF 
WILLARDS 

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues celebrations that are un-
derway to commemorate the one-hun-
dredth anniversary of the establish-
ment of the Town of Willards, Mary-
land. 

Willards, a town with a total popu-
lation of 900 persons, was founded on 
the basis of a quarrel. Ebenezer G. 
Davis was the first inhabitant and 
store proprietor of what is known 
today as Willards after moving to the 
area after a dispute with his brother. 
Mr. Davis made a vow to Willard 
Thompson, a railroad General Man-
ager, that he would name the town 
after him if Mr. Thompson would build 
a railroad depot in the town. That first 
railroad depot is now the local Post Of-
fice for the Town of Willards. 

Officially named in October of 1895, 
The Town of Willards’ boundary was 
comprised of a half-mile radius circle, 
encompassing at the center the popular 
corner of Hearn and Canal Streets. 

While Willards was first incorporated 
in 1906, and again in 1927, the first 
elected government would not be legis-
lated until 1971. By the 1970’s many 
businesses had been located in the 
town including the Shirt Factory, 
erected in 1905, and the Farmers Bank 
that would follow in 1945. Civic organi-
zations such as the Volunteer Fire De-
partment, established in 1927, and the 
1948 creation of the local Lions Club, 
would all lend their support to commu-
nity development. 

Willards is a model of community 
spirit and cooperation. The activities 
being sponsored to commemorate this 
auspicious occasion exemplify the deep 
devotion of Willards residents to their 
community. The spirit and enthusiasm 
of Willards citizens have proven to be 
the foundation of its success. These an-
niversary celebrations provide the op-

portunity to review the dedication that 
has supported Willards throughout its 
history and helped it to develop into 
one of Wicomico County’s most treas-
ured communities. 

We in Maryland are fortunate to have 
an area as community-oriented as Wil-
lards. I join the citizens of Wicomico 
County in sharing their pride in Wil-
lards’ past and optimism for continued 
success in the years to come.∑ 

f 

BLACK DOLLAR DAYS TASK 
FORCE—CAMPAIGN 5000 

∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, a funda-
mental problem facing our country 
today is increasing economic depend-
ence which serves to fuel the rise of the 
welfare state. The task for America is 
to find creative and innovative ways to 
assist people who are economically de-
prived. One way to do this is to create 
systems that will lead to economic 
self-sufficiency for people trapped by 
the poverty of inner cities. 

The Black Dollar Days Task Force 
[BDDTF], a Seattle-based organization 
gaining national attention, was estab-
lished in 1988 to address this problem. 
This organization has demonstrated 
that poor communities working to-
gether can make a difference and begin 
to create an economic future for them-
selves. 

One of the programs started by 
BDDTF to address the issue of self-suf-
ficiency is CAMPAIGN 5000. This pro-
gram is the first minority-owned en-
dowment program in the country. The 
goal of CAMPAIGN 5000 is to get mi-
nority community residents to become 
owners of their economic future by 
contributing to an endowment fund 
and becoming stakeholders. The en-
dowment fund, once established, serves 
as a means by which corporate, public 
and private moneys can come together 
in partnership to foster dignity, hope, 
and self-esteem. The only present al-
ternative to this endowment fund is 
federallycontrolled programs which, in 
some cases, have led to dead end jobs 
and inner city hopelessness. 

The CAMPAIGN 5000 Endowment 
Fund ensures: A self-perpetuating fund 
that helps solve the problem of deficit 
spending; a mechanism that creates 
jobs by fueling the expansion and de-
velopment of business opportunities; 
an opportunity for communities to be 
self-sufficient in solving their own 
problems. 

I have here, Mr. President, a list of 
funding sources which I will submit for 
the RECORD. 

Mr. President, we are now dealing 
with a great challenge and a great re-
sponsibility. In the ongoing budget de-
bate, we must remember that it is not 
enough just to cut the budget. We must 
cut the budget, but at the same time 
we must also be the mechanism to en-
courage new models that offer hope and 
promise through self-sufficiency and 
that get people off welfare. This is the 
role communities can play in the Con-
tract With America. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:10 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00168 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S25MY5.REC S25MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7573 May 25, 1995 
One model I support enthusiastically 

is from my home State of Washington. 
It is the Endowment Program of CAM-
PAIGN 5000 and the Black Dollar Days 
Task Force, and it works. 

I ask that the sources be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
The Black Dollar Days Task Force Sources of 

Funding from Grants and Foundations—1989 
through 1995 

Grants; 
Presbyterians USA ................... $4,000 
Local Campaign for Human De-

velopment .............................. 4,000 
Center for Community Change 5,000 
City of Seattle, Community 

Block Grant ........................... 34,000 
City of Seattle, CDBG ............... 15,000 
City of Seattle, Department of 

Neighborhoods ....................... 48,950 
City of Seattle, Office of Eco-

nomic Development ............... 82,750 
National Campaign for Human 

Development .......................... 30,000 
United Methodist Commission 18,000 
Ben and Jerry’s Foundation ..... 8,000 
Charles Mott Foundation ......... 12,500 
Needmor Fund .......................... 60,000 
Seattle Foundation ................... 21,000 
A Territory Resource ................ 55,500 
Self-Development of People ...... 9,500 
Jewish Fund for Justice ........... 12,500 
Peace Development Fund ......... 5,000 
US Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, Office of 
Community Services, JOLI 
program ................................. 490,000 

State of Washington, Office of 
Community, Trade and Eco-
nomic Development ............... 40,000 

Shurgard, Incorporated ............ 5,000 
Catholic Community Services .. 5,000 
Byron & Alice Lockwood Foun-

dation .................................... 2,000 
Levinson Foundation ................ 7,500 
SeaFirst Bank .......................... 5,500 
U.S. West Foundation ............... 5,000 
The Bon Marche ........................ 12,500 
First Interstate Bank ............... 2,500 
West One Bank ......................... 1,500 
Safeco Insurance Companies .... 3,500 
Washington Mutual Bank ......... 3,000 
The Boeing Company ................ 1,000 
Jewish Federation of Greater 

Seattle ................................... 5,000 
Presbytery of Seattle ............... 1,000 
Family Foundation ................... 1,000 

f 

IS BURUNDI THE NEXT RWANDA? 
NEED FOR A STRONG UNITED 
NATIONS RESPONSE 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we all 
witnessed from afar the horrors per-
petrated in Rwanda a year ago when 
mostly Hutus massacred an estimated 
half million Tutsis. Just this past 
month, there was renewed violence in 
that country, including the deaths of 
Hutus implicated in the genocide. I be-
lieve many of the deaths in Rwanda 
during the past year could have been 
prevented if the international commu-
nity had acted sooner to protect the 
thousands of innocent civilians who 
were mercilessly slaughtered. 

Today, a similar situation is brewing 
in Rwanda’s neighboring country, Bu-
rundi, where hatred and violence be-
tween Hutus and Tutsis over the past 
several years has intensified and 
caused tremendous turmoil and death. 

We regularly receive reports of killings 
of dozens, hundreds, even thousands of 
innocent men, women and children. 
Once again, we face the difficult ques-
tion of how to respond. 

After the catastrophe in Rwanda, in-
action now by the international com-
munity would amount to nothing less 
than an assurance to people anywhere 
who would commit genocide that they 
need not fear being held to account. 

Mr. President, the Central African 
country of Burundi has a history of 
ethnic tensions. However, the tensions 
between the two ethnic groups, Hutu 
and Tutsi, has more to do with eco-
nomic status than ethnicity. While the 
Hutus represent 85 percent of the popu-
lation, they are primarily impover-
ished, subsistence farmers. The 
wealthier, minority Tutsis, raise cat-
tle. 

Tensions intensified during German, 
and later Belgian colonialism. These 
Western powers allied themselves with 
the more European-like Tutsis to help 
manage the colonial government, for-
tifying Tutsi power. Since Burundi’s 
independence in 1962, the Tutsis have 
maintained control of the country’s 
wealth, politics, and the military, cre-
ating friction between Hutus and 
Tutsis. These tensions have been used 
periodically by extremist elements to 
divide Burundis, causing violent erup-
tions that pit the two ethnic groups 
against each other. 

In 1993, the assassination of the first 
democratically elected President, 
Melchior Ndadaye, a Hutu, plunged the 
country into chaos. Hutus seeking re-
venge for the assassination ignited a 
cycle of violence. During the 10-month 
period following the assassination, 
nearly 50,000 Burundis were slaugh-
tered, and the Tutsi-dominated mili-
tary seized power. The slaughter has 
bred intensified distrust and fear, and 
further violence on a similar scale is a 
real possibility. 

The President was murdered by Tutsi 
military extremists who refused to ac-
cept the election results. They also 
were angered by Ndadaye’s sensible 
policy of balancing Hutus with Tutsis 
in the military. The brewing unrest in 
Rwanda further contributed to the Bu-
rundi Tutsis’ fear of losing their iden-
tity and power, and led to the coup. 
The army has propped up Tutsi power 
in the recent past, and is a key element 
in deciding Burundi’s future. The army 
is now acting as a de facto government 
and is becoming increasingly politi-
cized and radicalized. 

Extremists on both sides are using 
the ethnicity card to spread fear and 
distrust and consolidate their power, 
making reconciliation more difficult. 
Former Texas Senator Robert Krueger, 
now the U.S. ambassador, says Burundi 
is the most fearful society he has ever 
witnessed. 

The trouble is not limited to Burundi 
alone. The conflict is a regional crisis. 
The renewed violence in Rwanda, 
which we thought was behind us, is 
spilling over into Burundi, Zaire and 

Tanzania, which are flooded with refu-
gees. Recently, 70,000 Rwandan refu-
gees and displaced Burundi civilians 
fled to the borders of Tanzania. Tan-
zania, already overwhelmed with refu-
gees and displaced persons, closed its 
borders. Because of the international 
community’s tenuous support, the Tan-
zanian Government feels it cannot han-
dle the new influx of refugees without 
more help. Ngara, across the border 
from Tanzania, is now home to 450,000 
refugees, more than double the local 
Tanzanian population. These camps 
area a humanitarian nightmare, with 
disease, massacres and riots a constant 
threat. 

Delays of aid by some donor coun-
tries are causing refugee unrest and ac-
cusations that the reduced rations are 
part of a conspiracy by the United Na-
tions and other relief organizations. 
This type of paranoia is fueling the 
hardliners’ efforts to spread fear and 
destabilize the country. Even the Cen-
tral African governments are becoming 
impatient with the donor community. 
Citing last year’s failure of the inter-
national community to stop the Rwan-
dan genocide, some have suggested 
scaling back the UN presence in Rwan-
da. Millions of Central Africans dis-
placed by the violence depend on this 
assistance. The recent seizure of World 
Food Program trucks headed for Rwan-
dan refugee camps in Burundi illus-
trate how serious the situation has be-
come. 

Despite the sickening brutality, the 
situation in Burundi is not hopeless. 
Although little public attention has 
been given to the frightening develop-
ments there, the administration and 
many humanitarian groups are work-
ing to encourage preventive measures 
to deter another calamity. It is impera-
tive that the United States turn its full 
attention to Burundi, facilitating 
strategies to prevent genocide and re-
gional instability. 

Ambassador Krueger deserves great 
praise for reporting the atrocities, at 
considerable risk to his own safety. 
The world needs to know the truth 
about what is happening. We must also 
promote a sense of hope, confidence, 
and the possibility for overcoming the 
fear that threatens to explode into a 
spiral of violence. The atrocities must 
be exposed, but we must also put our 
energies into developing preventive 
and rehabilitative strategies, to 
counter the extremists and defuse ten-
sions, and move beyond a short-term 
relief mentality. The Africans must be 
centrally involved in this process. 

Efforts to support and reassure mod-
erate elements in Burundi is essential. 
The U.N.’s Special Representative 
Ould-Abdallah is calling for strength-
ening the nationwide reconciliation 
campaign launched a few weeks ago. 
Moderates including the President, 
Prime Minister, Cabinet Members, 
Members of Congress, and party leaders 
are all actively involved in this cam-
paign. We need to give these leaders 
political, moral and financial support. 
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Visits to the region by top U.S. offi-
cials are a good start. Party leaders 
have already denounced extremists in 
their parties. 

These efforts at strengthening rec-
onciliation will help focus the peoples’ 
attention on the national debate set to 
take place in June or July. The debate 
is an open forum to address the com-
plex issues of promoting and sustaining 
Burundi’s democratic process and gov-
ernment. The National Debate has al-
ready begun with the establishment of 
its Technical Committee. Our strong, 
visible support for this forum will help 
discourage and deter the extremists 
and their hate press from inciting vio-
lence and gaining credibility. 

We must continue to support the cre-
ation of a judicial commission to pros-
ecute human rights violators. We need 
to help ensure that the army and oth-
ers are accountable for their actions. 
We must strongly condemn all violence 
and assassinations. 

We must also support the private vol-
untary organizations that are doing 
the lion’s share of delivering relief aid. 
These groups need sufficient personnel, 
funding and political support to con-
tinue their work. Groups such as Par-
liamentarians for Global Action have 
helped to facilitate dialogue and begun 
the reconciliation process. Refugees 
International has done a tremendous 
job in focusing public attention on the 
crisis in Central Africa. 

Mr. President, ever since former 
President Bush spoke of a new world 
order, the world has been anything but 
orderly. The threat of Communism has 
been replaced by shockingly brutal, 
ethnic conflicts that threaten to spread 
in the Balkans, the Middle East, Cen-
tral Africa and elsewhere. In every 
case, innocent civilians bear the brunt 
of the violence. 

The international community faces a 
profound, moral choice, in a world in 
which future man-made catastrophes 
are inevitable. Preventive measures 
are always preferable. But if they fail, 
and the violence in Burundi takes on 
the character and magnitude of what 
we witnessed in Rwanda, what will our 
answer be? Will we stand by in the face 
of genocide, or will we act to try to 
stop it? Will we watch passively and 
cast blame after the blood stops flow-
ing, or will we and others intervene to 
save innocent lives? 

After Somalia, there is no enthu-
siasm in the Congress for sending large 
numbers of American troops into the 
midst of a bloody conflict in Africa or 
anywhere else, where U.S. national se-
curity interests are not obviously 
threatened. On the other hand, to do 
nothing is to invite genocide. That is 
also unacceptable. Our security is our 
interest. But genocide is everybody’s 
interest, wherever it occurs. 

Mr. President, I believe the Rwanda 
experience compels us to respond dif-
ferently to future crises of this sort, 
whether in Burundi or elsewhere. In 
Rwanda, 5 months after receiving a 
mandate to act, the U.N. still had no 

budget, no equipment, no humani-
tarian coordinator, no political strat-
egy, and no logistical capability to rap-
idly deploy and sustain a peacekeeping 
force. As in past peacekeeping oper-
ations, the U.N. started from scratch. 
An estimated $200 million was needed, 
but only a fraction of that was raised. 
In the meantime, hundreds of thou-
sands of people were slaughtered, and 
the international community is now 
spending hundreds of millions if not 
billions of dollars to feed and care for 
refugees, and to deal with the myriad 
of difficult problems Rwanda faces in 
the wake of the genocide. Not until the 
arrival of a small contingent of well- 
armed French troops, did the mayhem 
wane. 

Peacekeeping, or some combination 
of peacekeeping and peacemaking, 
which in Rwanda-like situations I 
would prefer to call peacekeeping with 
muscle, could not only have saved 
thousands of innocent Rwandan lives, 
it could also have saved money. These 
should be our goals in the future. 

To that end, the United States should 
vigorously seek international support 
for establishing a properly trained, 
fully equipped, U.N. force that can be 
deployed quickly to provide protection 
to civilians in Rwanda-like crises. The 
U.N. is the only overtly neutral organi-
zation that can fulfill this responsi-
bility. I am not talking about a stand-
ing army, but rather small contingents 
of troops from a wide range of U.N. 
member states, specially trained, co-
ordinated and equipped and ready to 
assemble quickly to respond with over-
whelming force in humanitarian emer-
gencies. 

The role of such a force would not be 
nation-building. That is not the work 
of armies. Its mission would be human-
itarian and deterrence. By preventing 
those who would slaughter thousands 
of innocent people from access to the 
targets of their hatred, and by offering 
those who might be coerced into taking 
part in genocide a safe haven if they 
refuse, tensions can be defused and cri-
ses averted. 

The U.N. Secretary General should 
have sufficient funds at his disposal to 
support the early deployment of such a 
force. It should be further buttressed 
with a U.N. media capability to pub-
licize its activities, and to counter the 
kinds of inflammatory radio broadcasts 
that incited Hutus to commit genocide 
in Rwanda. 

The United States should be prepared 
to contribute its equipment, and even 
its troops to participate in such a 
force, although I believe it is preferable 
if the troops of the major powers are 
used in these situations only as a last 
resort. Nevertheless, there are finan-
cial costs and human risks involved, 
and the United States has an obliga-
tion, as the most powerful country, to 
do its part. That is the price of world 
leadership. 

Mr. President, I am not the first to 
suggest the establishment of such a 
U.N. capability. It is not peacekeeping. 

It is not peacemaking. It is life saving. 
And it is urgently needed in today’s 
violent, post cold war world.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL MISSING CHILDREN’S 
DAY 

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about National Missing 
Children’s Day. This day focuses on 
what must be one of the most horri-
fying events in a parent’s life: the ab-
duction of their child. Nothing I say 
could ever ease their pain, but I would 
like to let them know that my 
thoughts are with them. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
applaud the efforts of programs that 
assist families in these situations. The 
National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children (NCMEC) is a remark-
able organization. NCMEC handles over 
850,000 calls on its hotline, worked on 
43,000 cases and, amazingly, played a 
role in the recovery of 28,000 children. 
Using advanced technology, this vital 
center disseminates information with 
the ultimate goal of rescuring as many 
children as possible. 

After personally viewing the need for 
these efforts, I helped to establish 
Project ALERT, which is housed with-
in NCMEC. Hoping to tap into an ex-
tremely valuable resource, Project 
ALERT recruits retired law 
enforcment officers, provides training 
to them and then dispatches these offi-
cers to local police agencies. The offi-
cers are volunteers and are assigned to 
cases involving missing and exploited 
children. They have the experience, ex-
pertise, will and dedication to inves-
tigate cases and can readily available 
to provide these services free to local 
law enforcement agencies. 

In order to draw attention to the 
gravity of this National Missing Chil-
dren’s Day, some very dedicated New 
Yorkers have taken to their bicycles to 
ride from Herkimer County in New 
York to Washington, DC. Herkimer 
County has special significance. Sara 
Anne Wood, 12 years old at the time, 
was abducted from there on August 18, 
1993. Her father, Reverend Robert Wood 
is one of the seven making the arduous 
trip to Washington, DC which will ben-
efit the Sara Anne Wood Rescue Cen-
ter. I would like to take a moment to 
congratulate them on completing their 
journey and bring national attention 
to their efforts. 

I also would like to speak briefly on 
the Morgan P. Hardiman Task Force 
on Missing and Exploited Children. The 
Task Force creates a team of active 
Federal agents who would work with 
the National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children in assisting State 
and local law enforcement agents in 
their most difficult By supplementing 
our Nation’s police departments with 
Task Force members and resources, we 
can effectively fight child victimiza-
tion, a truly reprehensible crime, and 
help to reunite families disrupted by an 
abduction. 
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I only hope that one day, there will 

be no need for a National Missing Chil-
dren’s Day or a center to locate miss-
ing and exploited children. Until that 
day comes, I will continue to do what-
ever I can as a United States Senator 
to assist in the efforts to bring these 
children home and to impart the most 
severe punishment for any depraved 
person who harms a child. This issue is 
dear to my heart and I will remain 
close to the efforts to help children and 
their families. We will not stop until 
the problem has ceased.∑ 

f 

‘‘I TOLD YOU SO’’—WHITE HOUSE 
MEMO LAYS GROUNDWORK FOR 
COERCION 

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today the 
Associated Press broke a story that 
should take no one by surprise. The 
concern expressed on this floor as we 
debated reforming the Hatch Act was 
that without protection for Federal 
employees, a sitting President could 
coerce his appointees to contribute to 
his campaign. 

Today, we see from a wire story that 
the White House has laid the ground-
work for the kind of coercion we pre-
dicted. 

A memo dated May 2 from White 
House Counsel Abner Mikva and ad-
dressed to ‘‘Heads of all All Agencies 
and Departments’’—a memo written on 
official White House stationery, states 
that the Hatch Act Reform of 1993 
‘‘provided that civilian executive 
branch employees are no longer prohib-
ited from making a political contribu-
tion to the reelection campaign com-
mittee of an incumbent President.’’ 

The memo then asks the agency 
heads to share the information with 
employees inside their agencies. 
Frankly, Mr. President, I find this ab-
solutely outrageous, and believe that 
this memo could be seen as setting up 
a coercive situation for executive 
branch civilian employees—something 
I warned against when we considered 
the so-called reform of the Hatch Act. 

The purpose of the Hatch Act was 
straightforward—to protect Federal 
employees from just this type of pres-
sure. I fought tooth and nail against 
the repeal of provisions in the Hatch 
Act for just this reason. I find it inter-
esting that of all of the changes made 
to the Hatch Act, contributing to the 
reelection campaign committee of an 
incumbent President is the change 
they chose to highlight. This memo is 
a glaring example of the abuses that 
can occur without the protection of the 
Hatch Act. 

When the White House asks agency 
and department heads to tell their em-
ployees that they may contribute to 
their boss’ reelection, that clearly can 
be seen as coercion. Those employees 
may feel that their continued employ-
ment depends on contributing. Fur-
thermore, that this was sent out on of-
ficial White House stationary makes 
things even worse. 

What is an employee to think when 
he or she receives this information— 

this narrow information—concerning 
the changes to the Hatch Act All the 
changes were highlighted by the media 
when the act was reformed. Certain, 
Federal employees kept themselves 
abreast of the news. ‘‘So why,’’ one 
would have to ask, ‘‘would the highest 
levels at the White House use official 
stationary to direct attention to only 
one of several changes in the law?’’ 

‘‘Is it because the President wants to 
remind me that I serve at this leisure— 
and if I don’t contribute, I may not 
serve?’’ As Ann McBride, president of 
Common Cause says, ‘‘There’s just no 
way that a message comes from the 
White House and people don’t feel some 
sense of implicit coercion.’’ 

This is unfair to our Federal employ-
ees. At a time when the President is 
seeking to build goodwill and esteem 
among those who work in the bureauc-
racy, he shouldn’t be strapping them 
with the bill for his reelection cam-
paign. 

f 

THE AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE 
POLICY AND RESEARCH 

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President. I 
would like to submit for the RECORD, a 
recent Washington Post article on the 
Agency for Health Care Policy and Re-
search (AHCPR). 

Before submitting the article, I 
would like to say a few words about the 
AHCPR. The Agency for Health Care 
Policy and Research (AHCPR) was es-
tablished as the eighth agency in the 
Public Health Service by the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989. I 
was pleased to work on a bi-partisan 
basis—with Senators Mitchell, HATCH, 
DURENBERGER and KENNEDY, and Rep-
resentatives Gradison, STARK, and 
WAXMAN—to help establish AHCPR. 

In creating the agency, Congress 
gave increased visibility and stature to 
the only broad-based, general health 
services research entity in the Federal 
Government—one of the most impor-
tant sources of information for policy-
makers and private sector decision-
makers as they seek to resolve the dif-
ficult issues facing the Nation’s health 
care system. 

Congress gave AHCPR the following 
mission: 

‘‘to enhance the quality, appropriateness, 
and effectiveness of health care service and 
access to such services, through a broad base 
of scientific research and the promotion of 
improved clinical practice and in the organi-
zation, financing and delivery of health serv-
ices. 

The Members of Congress who sup-
ported the creation of AHCPR did so 
because of their concern that while the 
Nation was spending at that time some 
$800 billion on health care, it is now 
more than a trillion dollars, we had lit-
tle information on what works in the 
delivery or financing of care. We want-
ed to encourage support for research to 
find the best ways to finance and pro-
vide health care at the lowest cost and 
the highest quality. We believed then 
that for a relatively low expenditure 

we could find ways to save health care 
money without sacrificing quality. The 
AHCPR’s work has proven us right. 

The 1989 Reconciliation Act author-
ized AHCPR to conduct research in 
three basic areas: Cost, Quality, and 
Access (CQA) and medical effectiveness 
research and outcomes research. 

Cost, Quality and Access research 
funding has provided: 

The fundamental research that led to 
the development of the Diagnosis Re-
lated Groups (DRG) system; 

The basic research that first docu-
mented major variation in physician 
practice patterns; 

A landmark study, called the Medical 
Outcomes Study (MOS) which will help 
understand the impact of financial in-
centives and practice setting (e.g. 
Health Maintenance Organizations vs. 
fee-for-service) on practice style and, 
in turn, on health outcomes; 

Research that documented that utili-
zation review can significantly cut uti-
lization costs of health care; and 

The most comprehensive survey on 
the costs and utilization patterns of 
AIDS patients, which will help target 
treatment programs, more effectively. 

Part of AHCPR’s work is in tech-
nology assessment and this effort has 
made a significant contribution to sav-
ing federal funds. For example, accord-
ing to the Institute of Medicine, at 
least $200 million a year in medicare 
expenditures are saved through 
AHCPR’s technology assessment pro-
gram. Again, AHCPR is helping us as 
policymakers understand what works. 

Congress greatly expanded the fed-
eral effort to support research on the 
outcomes, appropriateness and effec-
tiveness of health care services. The ul-
timate goal of this program is to pro-
vide information to health care pro-
viders and patients that will improve 
the health of the population and opti-
mize the use of scarce health care re-
sources. This program includes re-
search, data development and develop-
ment of clinical practice guidelines. 

It was our hope that the guidelines, 
which are just that, not requirements, 
would lead us to find ways to save 
money without compromising care. It 
is now apparent that our modest in-
vestment in the process has paid off. 

For example, AHCPR, research has 
found that some 90% of low back pain 
problems—a condition estimated to 
cost more than $20 billion a year in 
health expenditures—disappear on 
their own in about one month. This 
finding has enormous cost savings im-
plications. 

One hospital in Utah found that after 
six months of using an AHCPR guide-
line on prevention of pressure ulcers 
that it saved close to $250,000. That 
hospital is part of the Intermountain 
Health Care system which has now im-
plemented the guideline in its 23 other 
hospitals. Use of this guideline has re-
duced the incidence of bed sores by 50% 
at savings of $4,200 per patient. 
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I cite the cost savings aspects of 

AHCPR research because of a rec-
ommendation by the Budget Com-
mittee to cut AHCPR research by 75%. 
The committee report also indicates 
that AHCPR was established to man-
age health care reform. That assertion 
is just plain wrong. AHCPR is an im-
portant agency for its research, but it 
was not envisioned to be a health care 
implementation agency. We may save a 
few Federal dollars by cutting 
AHCPR’s funding, but we will lose far 
more in potential savings in our health 
care system. 

The budget resolution also proposes 
deep reduction cuts in Medicaid and 
Medicare spending. I oppose those 
harsh cuts because the people of West 
Virginia will have health care benefits 
taken away from them as a result. It 
seems to me that the only way to ra-
tionally reduce costs and not hurt peo-
ple by reducing their access to care or 
their quality of care, is to know what 
works and what does not work. That is 
precisely the point of the research of 
AHCPR. 

The current budget of AHCPR is 
about $160 million. This modest invest-
ment is just now paying off in research 
and guidelines which have the poten-
tial to reduce cost and without a reduc-
tion in quality of care. It is my hope 
that the Appropriations Committee 
will continue to provide adequate ap-
propriations for AHCPR and I will do 
my best to support the agency as the 
Congress makes its decisions on au-
thorizations and funding for the com-
ing fiscal year. 

I ask that the article from the Wash-
ington Post be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1995] 
HOUSE PANEL WOULD KILL AGENCY THAT 

COMPARES MEDICAL TREATMENTS 
(By David Brown) 

It doesn’t take long to go from being a so-
lution to waste to simply waste. 

That, at least, is the congressional budget 
committees’ view of the Agency for Health 
Care Policy and Research. The $162 million 
agency is the government home for ‘‘medical 
effectiveness research.’’ 

When it was created by Congress in 1989, 
the AHCPR was viewed as an essential tool 
in the effort to control medical costs with-
out damaging medical care. Last week, the 
Senate Budget Committee proposed cutting 
its budget by 75 percent, and the House 
Budget Committee said it should be elimi-
nated altogether. 

AHCPR was launched with the great 
hope—much of it enunciated by politicians— 
that it would help the country cut health 
care costs painlessly by comparing com-
peting treatment strategies to see which 
works, best, and at the least cost. 

Over the last five years, the agency has 
sponsored 20 Patient Outcomes Research 
Team (PORTs), each headquartered at a dif-
ferent hospital or university, which studied 
such topics as back pain, schizophrenia, 
prostate enlargement, knee joint replace-
ment, cataracts, breast cancer and heart at-
tack. 

The teams reviewed the published medical 
literature on the topic, delineated the vari-

ations in treatment, attempted to uncover 
links between specific treatments and pa-
tient outcome (often using large data banks 
kept by Medicare or private insurance com-
panies), and occasionally devised new tools. 
For example, the prostate PORT created a 
video to educate patients about what to ex-
pect with certain treatments—including no 
treatment—and formally incorporated the 
tool into medical decision-making. 

Recently, AHCPR has begun funding ran-
domized controlled trials, which are gen-
erally the best way to compare one treat-
ment with another. The topics are ones un-
likely to appeal to the National Institutes of 
Health, where new therapies, not old ones (or 
low-tech ones), are the preferred subjects of 
clinical research. 

AHCPR trials, for instance, are comparing 
chiropractic treatment to physical therapy 
in low back pain; testing a mathematical 
equation that identifies which patients are 
most likely to benefit from ‘‘clot-busting’’ 
drugs for heart attacks; and comparing 
homemade vs. commercial rehydration fluids 
for children with diarrhea. 

The agency also has sponsored 15 ‘‘clinical 
practice guidelines,’’ which, based on the 
best medical evidence, suggest how to treat 
such common (and unexotic) problems as 
cancer pain, urinary incontinence and chron-
ic ear infections. 

In a recent example of that program’s ef-
fects, researchers at Intermountain Health 
Care System in Utah reported they had cut 
the incidence of bedsores in high-risk (gen-
erally paralyzed) patients from 33 percent to 
9 percent at LDS Hospital in Salt Lake City 
after implementing a modified version of 
AHCPR’s guideline on pressure ulcers. Inci-
dence of ulcers—which cost an average of 
$4,200 to treat—also fell among lower-risk 
patients, and the hospital estimated the an-
nual savings will be at least $750,000. 

To defund a relatively modest effort like 
that at a time when the questions they need 
to answer are becoming even more critical 
doesn’t make a lot of sense to me,’’ said Jay 
Crosson, an executive in charge of quality 
assurance at Permanente Medical Group, the 
physician organization of the Kaiser 
Permanente health maintenance organiza-
tion (HMO). There’s a lot more work that 
needs to be done than even AHCPR can 
fund.’’ 

In explaining its recommendation of a 75 
percent budget cut, the Senate Budget Com-
mittee said AHCPR ‘‘was to be the primary 
administrator of comprehensive health re-
form’’ 

This, however, is not true. Although data- 
gathering by AHCPR-funded researchers pre-
sumably would have helped assess the equity 
of a national health care program, the agen-
cy had not official role in the defunct Clin-
ton administration plan.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE CITY OF LAUREL 

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, cele-
brations to commemorate the 125th an-
niversary of the establishment of the 
city of Laurel, MD, are being held 
throughout this year. The mayor of 
Laurel, Frank Casula, along with the 
entire community, have planned sev-
eral significant events to commemo-
rate this milestone. 

First known as the ‘‘Commissioners 
of Laurel,’’ the citizens of Laurel es-
tablished their home as recognized by 
the laws of Maryland in 1870. Yet, even 
before then, the people of Prince 
Georges County were living off the land 
now known as Laurel. The first grist 

mill that was erected in Laurel would 
be the outset of community develop-
ment; many industries, storefronts, of-
fices and homes would eventually ap-
pear along that particular stretch 
along the Patuxent River. Creating 
what is now known as Laurel’s Main 
Street, the mill built by Nicolas 
Snowden in 1811, had laid the founda-
tion for a thriving community. 

By 1888, Laurel was the largest town 
in Prince Georges County and had be-
come the focal point along the Balti-
more and Ohio Railroad between Balti-
more and Washington, DC. In 1879, the 
Laurel Leader, one of the oldest news-
papers in the State of Maryland, was 
founded. The Leader continues to serve 
not only Laurel and Prince Georges 
County, but also the bordering coun-
ties of Howard, Montgomery, and Anne 
Arundel. 

Laurel was also a pioneering commu-
nity in education. The first public high 
school in Prince Georges County is lo-
cated in Laurel. Laurel Elementary 
School was also the first public school 
in the county to have a cafeteria to 
serve its students. 

Laurel is a model of community spir-
it and cooperation. The activities being 
sponsored to commemorate this auspi-
cious occasion exemplify the deep de-
votion of Laurel’s residents to their 
community. The spirit and enthusiasm 
of Laurel’s citizens have been the foun-
dation of its success. These celebra-
tions provide the opportunity to renew 
the dedication that has supported Lau-
rel throughout its history and helped it 
to develop from a railroad stop to one 
of Prince Georges County’s most at-
tractive communities. 

We in Maryland are fortunate to have 
an area as community-oriented as Lau-
rel. I join the citizens of Prince 
Georges County in sharing their pride 
in Laurel’s past and optimism for con-
tinued success in the years to come.∑ 

f 

PROSPECTS FOR PEACE IN BOSNIA 
AND CROATIA 

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
commend the United Nations for its 
May 25 air strikes against the Bosnian 
Serbs. It is about time the United Na-
tions took an assertive, instead of a 
passive, approach to carrying out its 
mandated responsibilities to defend 
Bosnian safe areas and the Sarajevo 
weapons exclusion zone. Even before 
the formal expiration of the January- 
April cessation of hostilities in Bosnia, 
Bosnian Serbs were violating their 
commitment to refrain from violence. 
The Bosnian Government has defended 
itself, and apologists within the U.N. 
have mistakenly treated as equal the 
cease-fire transgressions of the Serb 
aggressors and the Bosnian victims. 
This has been wrong. Today’s decision, 
finally, to use force, which has long 
been authorized, against those vio-
lating the weapons exclusion zone is a 
step in the right direction. 

But it is only a small step. I was not 
surprised to learn of the failure of the 
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latest effort to appease Serbian leader 
Milosevic by offering to lift sanctions 
in exchange for his recognition of Bos-
nia and Croatia. The United States par-
ticipated in this contact group offer de-
spite the fact that Milosevic has re-
peatedly and blatantly violated his 
commitments to prevent shipments of 
arms to the Bosnian and Croatian 
Serbs. The U.N. eased sanctions on Ser-
bia in November with the under-
standing that Milosevic would stop 
supplies to the Bosnian and Croatian 
Serbs. Faced with clear evidence that 
Serbia violated this commitment, the 
U.N. Security Council nevertheless ex-
tended the easing of sanctions for a 
second period in April. In Milosevic’s 
experience, aggression, false promises 
and delay pay dividends. No one has 
given him any reason to expect that se-
rious consequences will follow his fail-
ure to live up to his commitments. 

Similarly, the Bosnian Serbs have 
every reason to doubt the resolve of 
the international community—rep-
resented by UNPROFOR—in carrying 
out its commitments to protect safe 
areas, enforce weapons exclusion zones, 
or deliver humanitarian assistance to 
starving communities. The Bosnian 
Serbs have demanded and received 
from the U.N. treatment equal to that 
of their victims, the Bosnian Govern-
ment. The U.N. has thus become a pas-
sive contributor to Bosnia’s tragedy 
just as a witness who does not inter-
vene to assist a victim can be judged to 
be an accessory to a crime. U.N. peace-
keeping is truly at a crossroads in Bos-
nia—the largest and most expensive 
U.N. peacekeeping mission in history. 
While UNPROFOR may have contrib-
uted to stability and delivery of hu-
manitarian supplies in the first year of 
its deployment, its compliant approach 
to resurgent Serbs in Bosnia and Cro-
atia since then has called into question 
the U.N.’s capability to effectively 
carry out peacekeeping responsibilities 
in the future. 

We must make no mistake about the 
origins of the war in Bosnia. As Warren 
Zimmerman, the last U.S. Ambassador 
to Yugoslavia, made clear in a recent 
Foreign Affairs article, the Serbs initi-
ated the war in Bosnia even before the 
country declared its independence from 
Yugoslavia. 

It is said by some that Bosnia’s fate 
will have little impact on U.S. national 
security. They are wrong. I believe 
that tolerance of visible genocide and 
aggression in the heart of Europe can-
not help but make more probable the 
recurrence of these crimes in other 
places in the future. If that is the case, 
then the post-cold war world is likely 
to be a Hobbesian one where independ-
ence for small democracies will all too 
often be painful and short-lived. 

We must not let our desire to stop 
the killing in the Balkans lead us to 
blame the victims instead of the ag-
gressor. We cannot let our aversion to 
war obscure our vision of right and 
wrong. Is the post-cold war era going 
to be known as the no-fault era, when 

strong countries used their influence 
merely to contain the bad things that 
happened to weak countries but with 
no blame assigned? Surely the United 
States, which was founded on the prin-
ciples of freedom and ‘‘certain inalien-
able rights’’ will not participate indefi-
nitely in a policy of denying the pur-
suit and defense of basic human rights 
for Bosnians? Appeasement is never an 
honorable or effective course in foreign 
policy. Appeasement of a ragtag band 
of former Communists and war crimi-
nals—the Bosnian Serbs—is a dishonor-
able course which we should have no 
part in. 

I applaud the U.N.’s decision—sup-
ported by President Clinton—to use air 
strikes against the Bosnian Serbs May 
25 in an effort to enforce the weapons 
exclusion zone around Sarajevo. I hope 
this is the beginning of a more asser-
tive U.N. approach in Bosnia which will 
be sustained and expanded as necessary 
even if, as Bosnian Serb leader 
Karadjic has promised, his forces re-
taliate. The only way to avoid a larger 
Balkan war and to bring the Bosnian 
Serbs to the negotiating table is to 
stop Serbian aggression. Regrettably, 
talk alone will not do the job.∑ 

f 

RAPE PREVENTION MONTH IN 
NEW JERSEY 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
call attention to the fact that May is 
Rape Prevention Month in the State of 
New Jersey. Rape is one of the most 
violent and hurtful crimes committed 
in our society. It is a severe problem 
and we must do all we can to reduce its 
incidence, punish offenders, and assist 
victims. 

In this country, rape and child sexual 
abuse still continues to increase at an 
alarming rate. Organizations like 
Women Against Rape in Collingwood, 
New Jersey have taken on the difficult 
task of combating rape by providing 
crime prevention programs, teaching 
rape prevention techniques, offering es-
cort services, and having hotline and 
counseling services available. 

For the 15th consecutive year, 
Women Against Rape is sponsoring the 
month of May as Rape Prevention 
Month. During this month they have 
worked hard to address this problem in 
both crisis and everyday situations. 
Education is one of the first steps to 
stopping this awful crime, and I com-
mend the volunteers and professionals 
who have dedicated their time and ef-
fort to raise awareness about rape and 
sexual abuse.∑ 

f 

SALUTE TO THE GOODSPEED 
OPERA COMPANY 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate the Goodspeed 
Opera Company in my home town of 
East Haddam, CN for receiving the 1995 
Tony Award for Outstanding Achieve-
ment in Regional Theater. This award, 
given upon recommendation by the 
American Theater Critics Association, 

is the second such award received by 
the Goodspeed Theater and is well-de-
served recognition for the Goodspeed’s 
decades-long record of excellence in 
theater. This award marks the first 
time a national regional theater has 
received a second special Tony award 
for general excellence. 

The Goodspeed Opera House, located 
on the Connecticut River, was origi-
nally built in 1876 by William 
Goodspeed, a shipping merchant. This 
beautiful, six-story Victorian land-
mark fell into disuse and disrepair in 
the early 1900s and basically sat aban-
doned until 1959 when it was saved 
from demolition through the efforts of 
the State and community. With local 
support and significant private assist-
ance, the building was restored and re-
opened in 1963 as the Goodspeed The-
ater, home to the Goodspeed Opera 
Company. Since that time, the 
Goodspeed has been dedicated to the 
advancement of the American Musical 
through the creation of original musi-
cals and the production and reinter-
pretation of classic American musicals. 

Under the leadership of executive di-
rector, Michael Price, the Goodspeed 
Theater has developed dozens of origi-
nal musicals, many of which have gone 
on to Broadway. These have included 
such well known musicals as ‘‘Annie,’’ 
‘‘Shenandoah’’ and ‘‘Man of La 
Mancha.’’ Just this year, the 
Goodspeed sent its production of ‘‘Gen-
tlemen Prefer Blondes’’ directly from 
East Haddam to Broadway. 

The Goodspeed Opera Company has 
not only attracted national attention 
but has also served as an artistic bea-
con for its own community. This spe-
cial relationship is symbolized by the 
ongoing financial support of the Ches-
ter and East Haddam communities as 
well as its numerous and diverse audi-
ences from all over the Northeast. The 
Goodspeed is the very heart, both lit-
erally and figuratively, of my home-
town of East Haddam. Not only is it 
our single largest industry and the cul-
tural center of the region, it is also our 
main landmark and point of reference; 
in East Haddam, all roads lead to the 
Goodspeed. 

It is also timely to note that the 
Goodspeed Theater receives support 
from the National Endowment for the 
Arts. In this time when Federal fund-
ing for the arts is under attack, the 
Goodspeed exemplifies how a small 
Federal investment in a community 
arts organization can have an enor-
mous yield. Theaters, such as the 
Goodspeed, assure that first rate artis-
tic events and productions are acces-
sible to people who do not live near 
large urban cultural centers. At the 
same time, places like East Haddam 
and its surrounding areas have enjoyed 
additional economic activity brought 
in by theater patrons. And in the case 
of the Goodspeed, the benefits have 
been even broader since many of the 
musicals created there have gone on to 
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become national treasures seen and en-
joyed by millions of people on Broad-
way and all over the country. 

Once again, I congratulate the 
Goodspeed Opera Company on the Tony 
Award for Outstanding Achievement in 
Regional Theater and on its long 
record of excellence. 

f 

MEASURE RETURNED TO CAL-
ENDAR—SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 13 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate budget resolution be 
returned to the calendar. 

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

f 

HONORING CONTRIBUTIONS OF FA-
THER JOSEPH DAMIEN DE 
VEUSTER 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 125, a reso-
lution to honor the contributions of 
Father Joseph Damien de Veuster, sub-
mitted earlier today by Senators 
AKAKA, INOUYE, and others; that the 
resolution and the preamble be agreed 
to, en bloc, and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and any 
statements appear in the RECORD as if 
read. 

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

So the resolution (S. Res. 125) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 125 

Whereas Father Joseph Damien de Veuster 
was born in Tremeloo, Belgium, on January 
3, 1840; 

Whereas Father Damien entered the Sa-
cred Hearts Order at Louvain, Belgium, as a 
postulant in January 1859 and took his final 
vows in Paris on October 7, 1860; 

Whereas, after arriving in Honolulu on 
March 19, 1864, to join the Sacred Hearts Mis-
sion in Hawaii, Father Damien was ordained 
to the priesthood in the Cathedral of Our 
Lady of Peace on May 21, 1864; 

Whereas Father Damien was sent to Puna, 
Kohala, and Hamakua districts on the island 
of Hawaii, where Father Damien served peo-
ple in isolated communities for 9 years; 

Whereas the alarming spread of Hansen’s 
disease, also known as leprosy, for which 
there was no known cure, prompted the Ha-
waiian Legislature to pass an Act to Prevent 
the Spread of Leprosy in 1865; 

Whereas the Act required segregating 
those afflicted with leprosy to the isolated 
peninsula of Kalaupapa, Molokai, where 
those afflicted by leprosy were virtually im-
prisoned by steep cliffs and open seas; 

Whereas those afflicted by leprosy were 
forced to separate from their families, had 
meager medical care and supplies, and had 
poor living and social conditions; 

Whereas in July 1872, Father Damien wrote 
to the Father General that many of his pa-
rishioners had been sent to the settlement 
on Molokai and lamented that he should join 
them; 

Whereas on May 12, 1873, Father Damien 
petitioned Bishop Maigret, having received a 

request earlier for a resident priest at 
Kalaupapa, to allow Father Damien to stay 
on Molokai and devote his life to leprosy pa-
tients; 

Whereas for 16 years, from 1873 to 1889, Fa-
ther Damien labored to bring material and 
spiritual comfort to the leprosy patients of 
Kalaupapa, building chapels, water cisterns, 
and boys and girls homes; 

Whereas on April 15, 1889, at the age of 49, 
Father Damien died of leprosy contracted a 
few years earlier; 

Whereas the Roman Catholic Church began 
the consideration of beatification of Father 
Damien in February 1955, and Father Damien 
will be beatified on June 4, 1995, by Pope 
John Paul II in Brussels, Belgium; 

Whereas Father Damien was selected by 
the State of Hawaii in 1965 as 1 of the distin-
guished citizens of the State whose statue 
would be installed in Statuary Hall in the 
United States Capitol; 

Whereas the life of Father Damien con-
tinues to be a profound example of selfless 
devotion to others and remains an inspira-
tion for all mankind; 

Whereas common use of sulfone drugs in 
the 1940’s removed the dreaded sentence of 
disfigurement and death imposed by leprosy, 
and the 1969 repeal of the isolation law al-
lowed greater mobility for former Hansen’s 
disease patients; 

Whereas in the mid-1970’s, the community 
of former leprosy patients at Molokai rec-
ommended the establishment of a United 
States National Park at Kalaupapa, out of a 
strong sense of stewardship of the legacy left 
by Father Damien and the rich history of 
Kalaupapa; 

Whereas the Kalaupapa National Historic 
Park was established in 1980 with a provision 
that former Hansen’s disease patients may 
remain in the park as long as they wish; and 

Whereas the remaining patients at 
Kalaupapa, many of whom were exiled as 
children or young adults and who have en-
dured immeasurable hardships and untold 
sorrows, are a special legacy for America, ex-
emplifying the dignity and strength of the 
human spirit: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States recognizes Father Damien for his 
service to humanity and takes this occasion 
to— 

(1) celebrate achievements of modern medi-
cine in combating the once-dreaded leprosy 
disease; 

(2) remember that victims of leprosy still 
suffer social banishment in many parts of 
the world; and 

(3) honor the people of Kalaupapa as a liv-
ing American legacy of human spirit and dig-
nity. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to submit a resolution recog-
nizing the contributions of Father 
Damien, a very special person who 
lived in Hawaii during the late 1800s, 
for his service to humanity. Senators 
INOUYE, DASCHLE, KENNEDY, SIMON, and 
MURKOWSKI have joined me as cospon-
sors of this measure. 

Father Damien is best known for his 
tireless efforts to provide material and 
spiritual comforts for leprosy patients 
at Kalaupapa, Molokai, during the lat-
ter half of the 19th century. Beloved by 
the people of Hawaii and the country of 
his birth, Belgium, his life serves as a 
model for all mankind. 

In recognition of his heroic acts, the 
Roman Catholic Church began the con-
sideration of Father Damien’s beatifi-
cation in 1955. The State of Hawaii, in 
1965, selected Father Damien as one of 

its distinguished citizens and his stat-
ue was installed in the U.S. Capitol’s 
Statuary Hall. I am pleased to an-
nounce that Father Damien will be be-
atified by Pope John Paul II on June 4, 
1995, in Brussels, Belgium. 

Mr. President, lessons from the life of 
Father Damien extend beyond religious 
beliefs and considerations. My resolu-
tion recognizes Father Damien’s life 
for his overall service to humanity. In-
deed, his life was not that of an ordi-
nary man. 

Born in Belgium in 1840, Father 
Damien arrived in Hawaii in 1864 to 
join the Sacred Hearts Mission in Hon-
olulu. After several years of serving 
isolated communities on the island of 
Hawaii, Father Damien became con-
cerned that many of his parishioners 
had been sent to Kalaupapa, Molokai, a 
settlement established for leprosy pa-
tients in 1865. In 1873, his request to 
serve the people of Kalaupapa was 
granted. 

For 16 years, Father Damien labored 
to bring material and spiritual comfort 
to Kalaupapa’s leprosy patients, build-
ing chapels, water cisterns, and boys 
and girls homes. His selfless devotion 
to the patients was evident when in 
1876, he told a U.S. medical inspector, 
‘‘This is my work in the world. Sooner 
or later I shall become a leper, but may 
it not be until I have exhausted my ca-
pabilities for good.’’ Father Damien 
died of leprosy, at the age of 49, on 
April 15, 1889. While his death was a 
devastating loss, the spiritual founda-
tion that he established for the com-
munity of Kalaupapa would forever be 
remembered by the people of Hawaii. 

Out of concern that Father Damien’s 
legacy and Kalaupapa’s rich history 
not be forgotten, the Kalaupapa Na-
tional Historical Park was established 
in 1980, with a provision that former 
leprosy patients may remain as long as 
they wish. While the common use of 
sulfone drugs since the 1940s had ren-
dered leprosy, or Hansen’s disease, con-
trollable, and the 1969 repeal of Ha-
waii’s isolation law allowed greater 
mobility for former leprosy patients at 
Kalaupapa, many continued to face dis-
crimination and banishment from their 
families and the community at large. 

To show how the stigma of leprosy 
impacted everyday lives, I would like 
to share with you the words expressed 
by a 70-year old woman who had lived 
at Kalaupapa for 46 years. In part, she 
said, ‘‘I was finally paroled in 1966. My 
mother was still alive, so I wrote to her 
and told her I was finally cured. I could 
come home. After a long while, her let-
ter came. She said, ‘‘Don’t come home. 
You stay at Kalaupapa.’’ I wrote her 
back and said that I wanted to just 
visit, to see the place where I was born. 
Again, she wrote back. This time she 
said, ‘‘No, you stay there.’’ You see, my 
mother had many friends and I think 
she felt shame before them. I was dis-
figured, even though I was cured. So 
she told me, her daughter, ‘‘Don’t come 
home.’’ She said, ‘‘You stay right 
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where you are. Stay there, and leave 
your bones at Kalaupapa.’’ 

Mr. President, such testimony is not 
uncommon. For years, former patients 
from Kalaupapa struggled for respect 
and dignity. Though attitudes have 
changed over the years, much more 
needs to be done. We must take every 
opportunity to educate our Nation on 
Father Damien’s life and the history of 
Kalaupapa. The history of Kalaupapa 
holds a universal lesson that is still 
valid as we deal with social issues of 
today, be it homelessness, AIDS, dis-
abilities, or cultural differences. 

While my resolution honors Father 
Damien, it also honors the people of 
Kalaupapa as a living American legacy 
of human spirit and dignity. It cele-
brates the achievements of modern 
medicine in combating the once-dread-
ed leprosy. And it remembers the vic-
tims of this disease that still suffer so-
cial banishment in many parts of the 
world. 

I ask my colleagues for their support 
in the adoption of my resolution. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
REPORT 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the adjournment of the Sen-
ate, on Wednesday, May 31, committees 
have from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. to file any 
legislative or executive reported busi-
ness. 

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

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in execu-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate immediately proceed 
to the consideration of the following 
nominations reported today by the 
Governmental Affairs Committee: 

Inez Smith Reed, Ronna Lee Beck, 
Linda Kay Davis, Eric Tyson Wash-
ington, Robert F. Rider, S. David 
Fineman, G. Edward Deseve, and John 
W. Carlin. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that the nominations be confirmed, en 
bloc, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, en bloc, that any state-
ments relating to the nominations ap-
pear at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD, and that the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion. 

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

The nominations, considered and 
confirmed, en bloc, are as follows: 

Inez Smith Reid, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals for the term of 
15 years. 

Ronna Lee Beck, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia for the 
term of 15 years. 

Linda Kay Davis, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia for the 
term of 15 years. 

Eric T. Washington, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an Associate Judge of the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia for 
the term of 15 years. 

Robert F. Rider, of Delaware, to be a Gov-
ernor of the United States Postal Service for 
the remainder of the term expiring Decem-
ber 8, 1995. 

S. David Fineman, of Pennsylvania, to be a 
Governor of the United States Postal Service 
for the term expiring December 8, 2003. 

G. Edward DeSeve, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Controller, Office of Federal Financial Man-
agement, Office of Management and Budget. 

John W. Carlin, of Kansas, to be Archivist 
of the United States. 

STATEMENT ON THE NOMINATION OF JOHN 
CARLIN 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, earlier this 
week, it was my privilege to introduce 
former Kansas Governor John Carlin, 
President Clinton’s nominee to be Ar-
chivist of the United States, at his con-
firmation hearing before the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. 

That nomination has now been 
unanimously reported out of that Com-
mittee with a favorable recommenda-
tion. And as Governor Carlin is con-
firmed by the entire Senate, I wanted 
to repeat some of the comments I made 
at his hearing. 

Mr. President, the National Archives 
is an invaluable source of information 
and, no less important, inspiration for 
millions of Americans who yearn to 
know more about our origins and our 
collective history. 

Last year alone, more than one mil-
lion of our fellow citizens visited the 
Archives building in Washington. An-
other 1.3 million visited the Nation’s 
Presidential libraries. Countless more 
visited Federal records centers to ex-
plore their family genealogy, or at-
tending public programs sponsored by 
the Archives. 

It is important to note that only a 
very small percentage of those who use 
the National Archives every year have 
Ph.D’s. The vast majority have some-
thing more important than a Ph.D— 
They have curiosity and they have 
pride in America’s history. 

These are the people who made Ken 
Burns’ ‘‘The Civil War’’ a national phe-
nomenon. These are the readers who 
made David McCullough’s ‘‘Truman’’ a 
deserved best seller. And these are the 
Americans to whom the Archivist of 
the United States must answer. 

In this, the Archivist is no different 
from the rest of us who are temporarily 
entrusted with our positions. In the 
last two elections, voters have insisted 
on a government that serves their 
needs, while reflecting their values. 
The National Archives should be in the 
forefront of this grassroots revolution. 

I believe that the National Archives 
should reach out beyond the Wash-
ington beltway to the very heart of 
America. And the heart of America is 
where John Carlin comes from. 

I have known Governor Carlin for 
many years, and worked with him on 

countless occasions during his 8 years 
as Governor. Though we are from dif-
ferent parties, Governor Carlin was 
more interested in partnership than in 
partisanship, when it came to doing 
what was right for Kansas. 

I believe John Carlin is uniquely 
qualified to serve as our National Ar-
chivist. Following a period of internal 
strife and serious morale problems, the 
Archives needs a leader—someone with 
the ability to frame a coherent vision, 
the skills to communicate it, and the 
willingness to tap the talents of every 
single employee of the agency. Gov-
ernor Carlin is such a leader. 

He demonstrated as much in spear-
heading the magnificent Kansas State 
History Museum and in his continuing 
involvement with the Kansas State 
Historical Society. 

Far from disqualifying him, as some 
professional historians have suggested, 
Governor Carlin’s political experience 
will make him a persuasive advocate 
for an agency whose cultural and edu-
cational possibilities are limited only 
by its resources. 

As a member of the National Ar-
chives Foundation Board, the nominee 
understands better than anyone, that 
in this era of shrinking budgets, the 
Archives will need to enlist private 
support to carry out its public obliga-
tions. His years as a legislator and 
speaker of the Kansas House also afford 
him a unique perspective on Congress 
and its oversight functions. 

Finally, Governor Carlin also has a 
wealth of first hand experience in the 
preservation of Government records. 
When he left the Governor’s Office, he 
not only turned over all his papers to 
the Kansas State Historical Society, he 
did so with the assurance that the en-
tire collection would be open as soon as 
possible and with no restrictions placed 
upon it. He proved to be a man of his 
word, to the benefit of future students 
of Kansas history, and I am confident 
his service as Archivist of the United 
States will be of benefit to all students 
of American history. 

f 

FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE 
BOARD 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to the consideration 
of the following nominations reported 
today by the Banking Committee: J. 
Timothy O’Neill, of Virginia, and 
Bruce A. Morrison, of Connecticut. And 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be confirmed en bloc, the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table en bloc, that any statements re-
lating to the nominations appear at 
the appropriate places in the RECORD, 
and that the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action. 

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

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed en bloc, as follows: 

J. Timothy O’Neill, of Virginia, to be a Di-
rector of the Federal Housing Finance Board 
for the remainder of the term expiring Feb-
ruary 27, 1997. 
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Bruce A. Morrison, of Connecticut, to be a 

Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Board for a term expiring February 27, 2000. 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate immediately proceed to the consid-
eration of Executive Calendar nomina-
tions Nos. 117 through 123 en bloc. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc, and that any state-
ments relating to the nominations ap-
pear at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD, and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action. 

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

The nominations were cosidered and 
confirmed, en bloc, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Rose Ochi, of California, to be an Associate 
Director for National Drug Control Policy. 

THE JUDICIARY 

Susan Y. Illston, of California, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Northern District of 
California. 

George A. O’Toole, Jr., of Massachusetts, 
to be U.S. District Judge for the District of 
Massachusetts. 

John Garvan Murtha, of Vermont, to be 
U.S. District Judge for the District of 
Vermont. 

Mary Beck Briscoe, of Kansas, to be U.S. 
Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Patrick M. Ryan, of Oklahoma, to be U.S. 
Attorney for the Western District of Okla-
homa for the term of 4 years. 

George K. McKinney, of Maryland, to be 
U.S. Marshal for the District of Maryland for 
the term of 4 years. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to the consideration 
of Executive Calendar nominations 
Nos. 144 through 163 and all nomina-
tions placed on the Secretary’s desk; 
further, that the Senate proceed to all 
military nominations reported out of 
the Armed Services Committee today, 
en bloc. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table en bloc, that any statements 
relating to the nominations appear at 
the appropriate place in the RECORD, 
and the President be immediately noti-
fied of the Senate’s action, and that 
the Senate then return to legislative 
session. 

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

The nominations were cosidered and 
confirmed, en bloc, as follows: 

AIR FORCE 

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the U.S. Air Force to the grade of 
brigadier general under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Patrick O. Adams, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Theodore C. Almquist, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Col. Robert P. Bongiovi, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Roger A. Brady, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Hugh C. Cameron, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. John H. Campbell 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Bruce A. Carlson, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Howard G. DeWolf, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Daniel M. Dick, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. David A. Herrelko, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Robert C. Hinson, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Stephen E. Kelly, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Tiiu Kera, 000–00–0000, Regular Air 
Force. 

Col. Michael S. Kudlacz, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Arthur J. Lichte, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. William R. Looney III, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Col. Earl W. Mabry II, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. David F. MacGhee, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. James E. Miller, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Glen W. Moorhead III, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Larry W. Northington, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Col. Everett G. Odgers, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Ralph Pasini, 000–00–0000, Regular Air 
Force. 

Col. William A. Peck, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Gerald F. Perryman, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Col. Harry D. Raduege, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Leonard M. Randolph, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Col. Randall M. Schmidt, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Norton A. Schwartz, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Ronald T. Sconyers, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Arthur D. Sikes, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Lance L. Smith, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Linda J. Stierle, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. William E. Stevens, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Todd I. Stewart, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Philip G. Stowell, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Charles F. Wald, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Olan G. Waldrop, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Tome H. Walters, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Herbert M. Ward, 000–00–0000, Regular 
Air Force. 

Col. Joseph H. Wehrle, Jr., 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

Col. Michael E. Zettler, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the U.S. Air Force to the grade of 
major general under the provisions of title 
10, United States Code, section 624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Kurt B. Anderson, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. William J. Begert, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Frank B. Campbell, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Paul K. Carlton, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John P. Casciano, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. James S. Childress, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Roger G. Dekok, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John A. Gordon, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Marcelite Jordan Harris, 000–00– 
0000, Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. William S. Hinton, Jr., 000–00– 
0000, Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Walter S. Hogle, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Clinton V. Horn, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Ronald T. Kadish, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. George P. Lampe, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Eugene A. Lupia, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. David J. McCloud, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. George W. Norwood, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Richard R. Paul, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Donald L. Peterson, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Ervin C. Sharpe, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Eugene L. Tattini, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Arthur S. Thomas, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. David L. Vesely, 000–00–0000, 
Regular Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. John L. Welde, 000–00–0000, Reg-
ular Air Force. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of general while assigned 
to a position of importance and responsi-
bility under Title 10, United States Code, 
Section 601: 

To be general 

Lt. Gen. Joseph W. Ralston, 000–00–0000, 
United States Air Force. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, 000–00–0000, 
United States Air Force. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general on 
the retired list pursuant to the position to 
Title 10, United States Code, Section 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Malcolm B. Armstrong, 000–00– 
0000, U.S. Air Force. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under title 10, United 
States Code, section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Charles T. Robertson, Jr., 000–00– 
0000, U.S. Air Force. 

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under title 10, United 
States Code, section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Edwin E. Tenoso, 000–00–0000, 
United States Air Force. 
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ARMY 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Ronald V. Hite, 000–00–0000, U.S. 

Army. 
The following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Charles E. Dominy, 000–00–0000, 

U.S. Army. 
The following U.S. Army National Guard 

officer for promotion to the grade indicated 
in the Reserve of the Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of Sections 3385, 
3392 and 12203(a), Title 10, United States 
Code: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Sam C. Turk, 000–00–0000. 
The following-named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade of general while assigned 
to a position of importance and responsi-
bility under Title 10, United States Code, 
Section 601(a) and 3034: 

TO BE GENERAL 
To be vice chief of staff of the Army 

Lt. Gen. Ronald H. Griffith, 000–00–0000, 
U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of general while assigned 
to a position of importance and responsi-
bility under Title 10, United States Code, 
Section 601(a): 

To be general 
Gen. John H. Tilelli, Jr., 000–00–0000, U.S. 

Army. 
The following-named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade of lieutenant general 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. George A. Fisher, Jr., 000–00–0000, 

U.S. Army. 
The following U.S. Army Reserve officer 

for promotion to the grade indicated in the 
Reserve of the Army, under title 10, U.S.C., 
sections 3384 and 12203(a): 

To be brigadier general 
Col. James R. Helmly, 000–00–0000. 
The following U.S. Army Reserve officers 

for promotion to the grades indicated in the 
Reserve of the Army of the United States, 
under the provisions of Sections 3371, 3384 
and 12203(a), Title 10, United States Code: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. John T. Crowe, 000–00–0000. 
Brig. Gen. Charles A. Ingram, 000–00–0000. 
Brig. Gen. Herbert Koger, Jr., 000–00–0000. 
Brig. Gen. Calvin Lau, 000–00–0000. 
Brig. Gen. Bruce G. MacDonald, 000–00–0000. 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Lloyd D. Burtch, 000–00–0000. 
Col. Robert L. Lennon, 000–00–0000. 
Col. Raymond E. Gandy, Jr., 000–00–0000. 
Col. Robert W. Smith III, 000–00–0000. 
Col. Harry E. Bivens, 000–00–0000. 
Col. Kenneth P. Bergquist, 000–00–0000. 
The following-named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army, without 
specification of branch component, and in 
the Regular Army of the United States to 
the grade indicated in accordance with Arti-
cle II, Section 2, Clause 2 of the Constitution 
of the United States, as Dean of the Aca-
demic Board, U.S. Military Academy, a posi-
tion established under title 10, United States 
Code, section 4335: 

DEAN OF THE ACADEMIC BOARD 

To be permanent brigadier general 

Col. Fletcher M. Lamkin, Jr., 000–00–0000, 
U.S. Army. 

NAVY 

The following-named officer to be placed 
on the retired list in the grade indicated 
under the provisions of Title 10, United 
States Code, Section 1370: 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. David M. Bennett, 000–00–0000, 
U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral while as-
signed to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility under Title 10, United States 
Code, Sections 601 and 5137: 

CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND 
SURGERY AND SURGEON GENERAL 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Harold M. Koenig, Medical 
Corps, 000–00–0000, U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral while as-
signed to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility under Title 10, United States 
Code, Section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. James R. Fitzgerald, 000–00– 
0000, U.S. Navy. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral while as-
signed to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility under Title 10, United States 
Code, Section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Brent M. Bennitt, U.S. Navy, 
000–00–0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE CORPS 

Air Force nominations beginning David R. 
Andrews, and ending Benjamin F. Lucas, II, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 2, 1995. 

Army nominations beginning Scott L. Ab-
bott, and ending 0732x, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of May 11, 1995. 

Marine Cops nominations beginning Wil-
liam E. Acker, and ending Ronny L. Yowell, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 24, 1995. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning 
James C. Addington, and ending James W. 
Washington, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 2, 1995. 

Army nominations beginning Thomas H. 
Aarsen, and ending Michele E. Williams, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on May 24, 1995. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning 
Christian R. Fitzpatrick, and ending Brett 
Greene, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 24, 1995. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 26, 1995 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 10 a.m. 
on Friday, May 26, 1995; that, following 

the prayer, the Journal of proceedings 
be deemed approved to date; the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day; and the Senate 
then immediately resume consider-
ation of S. 735, the antiterrorism bill. 

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

f 

APPOINTMENT BY THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces, on behalf of the Re-
publican leader, pursuant to Public 
Law 101–509, his appointment of Dr. 
William L. Richter, of Kansas, to the 
Advisory Committee on the Records of 
Congress. 

f 

APPOINTMENT BY THE 
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair announces, on behalf of the Sec-
retary of the Senate, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 101–509, her appointment of 
Richard N. Smith, of California, to the 
Advisory Committee on the Records of 
Congress. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will resume the antiterrorism bill to-
morrow. Therefore, rollcall votes can 
be expected throughout the day. 

It is the hope of the majority leader 
that we may complete action on the 
antiterrorism bill tomorrow. 

f 

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask that the Senate 
stand in recess under the previous 
order. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 8:32 p.m., 
recessed until tomorrow, Friday, May 
26, 1995, at 10 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 25, 1995: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

KENNETH H. BACON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. (NEW 
POSITION) 

FEDERAL RETIREMENT THRIFT INVESTMENT 
BOARD 

SHERYL R. MARSHALL, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL RETIREMENT THRIFT IN-
VESTMENT BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 11, 
1998, VICE STEPHEN NORRIS, TERM EXPIRED. 

CIVIL LIBERTIES PUBLIC EDUCATION FUND 

PEGGY A. NAGAE, OF OREGON, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CIVIL LIBERTIES 
PUBLIC EDUCATION FUND FOR A TERM OF 3 YEARS. (NEW 
POSITION) 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive Nominations Confirmed by 
the Senate May 25, 1995: 

FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE BOARD 

BRUCE A. MORRISON, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE A DIREC-
TOR OF THE FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE BOARD FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING FEBRUARY 27, 2000. 
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J. TIMOTHY O’NEILL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A DIRECTOR 

OF THE FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE BOARD FOR THE RE-
MAINDER OF THE TERM EXPIRING FEBRUARY 27, 1997. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
ROSE OCHI, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE DI-

RECTOR FOR NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY. 

THE JUDICIARY 

SUSAN Y. ILLSTON, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE U.S. DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALI-
FORNIA. 

GEORGE A. O’TOOLE, JR., OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE 
U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHU-
SETTS. 

JOHN GARVAN MURTHA, OF VERMONT, TO BE U.S. DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF VERMONT. 

MARY BECK BRISCOE, OF KANSAS, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT. 

INEZ SMITH REID, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE TERM OF 15 YEARS. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

PATRICK M. RYAN, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE U.S. ATTOR-
NEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

GEORGE K. MCKINNEY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE U.S. MAR-
SHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND FOR THE TERM 
OF 4 YEARS. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

RONNA LEE BECK, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF 15 
YEARS. 

LINDA KAY DAVIS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF 15 
YEARS. 

ERIC T. WASHINGTON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF 15 
YEARS. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

G. EDWARD DESEVE, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE CON-
TROLLER, OFFICE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET. 

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 

S. DAVID FINEMAN, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE A GOV-
ERNOR OF THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE FOR THE TERM EX-
PIRING DECEMBER 8, 2003. 

ROBERT F. RIDER, OF DELAWARE, TO BE A GOVERNOR 
OF THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE FOR THE REMAINDER OF 
THE TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 8, 1995. 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS 
ADMINISTRATION 

JOHN W. CARLIN, OF KANSAS, TO BE ARCHIVIST OF THE 
UNITED STATES. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE OF BRIGADIER 
GENERAL UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. PATRICK O. ADAMS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. THEODORE C. ALMQUIST, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. ROBERT P. BONGIOVI, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. ROGER A. BRADY, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. HUGH C. CAMERON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. JOHN H. CAMPBELL, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. BRUCE A. CARLSON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. HOWARD G. DEWOLF, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. DANIEL M. DICK, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. DAVID A. HERRELKO, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. ROBERT C. HINSON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. STEPHEN E. KELLY, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. TIIU KERA, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. MICHAEL S. KUDLACZ, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. ARTHUR J. LICHTE, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. WILLIAM R. LOONEY III, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. EARL W. MABRY II, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. DAVID F. MACGHEE, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. JAMES E. MILLER, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. GLEN W. MOORHEAD III, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. LARRY W. NORTHINGTON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. EVERETT G. ODGERS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. RALPH PASINI, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. WILLIAM A. PECK, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 

COL. GERALD F. PERRYMAN, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

COL. HARRY D. RADUEGE, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. LEONARD M. RANDOLPH, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

COL. RANDALL M. SCHMIDT, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. NORTON A. SCHWARTZ, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. RONALD T. SCONYERS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. ARTHUR D. SIKES, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

COL. LANCE L. SMITH, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. LINDA J. STIERLE, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. WILLIAM E. STEVENS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. TODD I. STEWARD, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. PHILIP G. STOWELL, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. CHARLES F. WALD, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR FORCE. 
COL. OLAN G. WALDROP, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. TOME H. WALTERS, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. HERBERT M. WARD, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. JOSEPH H. WEHRLE, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 
COL. MICHAEL E. ZETTLER, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 

FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE OF MAJOR GEN-
ERAL UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. KURT B. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM J. BEGERT, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. FRANK B. CAMPBELL, 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. PAUL K. CARLTON, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN P. CASCIANO, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JAMES S. CHILDRESS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. ROGER G. DEKOK, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN A. GORDON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. MARCELITE JORDON HARRIS, 000–00–0000, REG-
ULAR AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM S. HINTON, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. WALTER S. HOGLE, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. CLINTON V. HORN, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. RONALD T. KADISH, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. GEORGE P. LAMPE, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. EUGENE A. LUPIA, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. DAVID J. MCCLOUD, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. GEORGE W. NORWOOD, 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. RICHARD R. PAUL, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. DONALD L. PETERSON, 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. ERVIN C. SHARPE, JR., 000–00–0000, REGULAR 
AIR FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. EUGENE L. TATTINI, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. ARTHUR S. THOMAS, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. DAVID L. VESELY, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN L. WELDE, 000–00–0000, REGULAR AIR 
FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A PO-
SITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be general 

LT. GEN. JOSEPH W. RALSTON, 000–00–0000, U.S. AIR FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. RALPH E. EBERHART, 000–00–0000, U.S. AIR 
FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ON THE RE-
TIRED LIST PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS TO TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. MALCOLM B. ARMSTRONG, 000–00–0000, U.S. AIR 
FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-

SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CHARLES T. ROBERTSON, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. 
AIR FORCE. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE 
ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPON-
SIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TION 601: 

To be lieutanant general 

LT. GEN. EDWIN E. TENOSO, 000–00–0000, U.S. AIR FORCE. 

IN THE ARMY 
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 
601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. RONALD V. HITE, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTION 1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CHARLES E. DOMINY, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING U.S. ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OFFICER 
FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 3385, 3392 AND 12203(A), 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. SAM C. TURK, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A PO-
SITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601(A) AND 3034: 

To be general 
To be vice chief of staff of the Army 

LT. GEN. RONALD H. GRIFFITH, 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO 
A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be general 

GEN. JOHN H. TILELLI, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 
601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. GEORGE A. FISHER, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING U.S. ARMY RESERVE OFFICER FOR 
PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE ARMY, UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 3384 
AND 12203(A): 

To be brigadier general 

COL. JAMES R. HELMLY, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING U.S. ARMY RESERVE OFFICERS FOR 
PROMOTION TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 3371, 3384 AND 12203(A), 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN T. CROWE, 000–00–0000. 
BRIG. GEN. CHARLES A. INGRAM, 000–00–0000. 
BRIG. GEN. HERBERT KOGER, JR., 000–00–0000. 
BRIG. GEN. CALVIN LAU, 000–00–0000. 
BRIG. GEN. BRUCE G. MACDONALD, 000–00–0000. 

To be brigadier general 

COL. LLOYD D. BURTCH, 000–00–0000. 
COL. ROBERT L. LENNON, 000–00–0000. 
COL. RAYMOND E. GANDY, JR., 000–00–0000. 
COL. ROBERT W. SMITH III, 000–00–0000. 
COL. HARRY E. BIVENS, 000–00–0000. 
COL. KENNETH P. BERGQUIST, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE U.S. ARMY, WITHOUT SPECIFICATION OF BRANCH 
COMPONENT, AND IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN ACCORD-
ANCE WITH ARTICLE II, SECTION 2, CLAUSE 2 OF THE 
CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES, AS DEAN OF THE 
ACADEMIC BOARD, UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY, 
A POSITION ESTABLISHED UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 4335: 

DEAN OF THE ACADEMIC BOARD 
To be permanent brigadier general 

COL. FLETCHER M. LAMKIN, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON 
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
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THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTION 1370: 

To be vice admiral 

VICE ADM. DAVID M. BENNETT, 000–00–0000, U.S. NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 601 AND 5137: 

CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND 
SURGERY AND SURGEON GENERAL 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. HAROLD M. KOENIG, MEDICAL CORPS, 000–00– 
0000, U.S. NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. JAMES R. FITZGERALD, 000–00–0000, U.S. NAVY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. BRENT M. BENNITT, U.S. NAVY, 000–00–0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID R. AN-
DREWS, AND ENDING BENJAMIN F. LUCAS II, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 2, 1995. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING SCOTT L. ABBOTT, 
AND ENDING 0732X, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE-

CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 11, 1995. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING THOMAS H. AARSEN, 
AND ENDING MICHELE E. WILLIAMS, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 23, 1995. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WILLIAM E. 
ACKER, AND ENDING RONNY L. YOWELL, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON ARPIL 24, 1995. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JAMES C. 
ADDINGTON, AND ENDING JAMES W. WASHINGTON, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MAY 2, 1995. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CHRISTIAN 
R. FITZPATRICK, AND ENDING BRETT GREENE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 24, 
1995. 
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IN MEMORY OF EVELYN
CHRISTINE HALL

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with
great sadness to ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring Evelyn Christine Hall who passed
from this life on April 16, 1995, at the age of
60.

Evelyn Hall was born on November 8, 1934,
in Covington, TN. Fondly referred to as ‘‘Mick-
ey,’’ Evelyn was a loving wife, mother, and
friend who touched the hearts of many.

After completing high school in 1952, Evelyn
moved to Chicago where she met her hus-
band, Johnnie Marshall Hall. To this union
were born five loving children, two sons and
three daughters. She was employed by the
U.S. post office in 1964, and retired from serv-
ice in 1976. However that did not slow her
down. In 1985 she received her salespersons
license in real estate and eventually her bro-
kers license. She even added another feather
to her cap in 1994 when she received her as-
sociate of arts degree from South Suburban
College in Illinois.

Evelyn leaves to cherish her memory, a lov-
ing husband, Johnnie M. Hall, Sr.; 2 sons:
Rev. Gregory R. Hall and Johnnie M. Hall, Jr.;
3 daughters: Natalie D. Hall, Cora J. Layrock,
and Shiela A. Hall-Frazier; a stepdaughter,
Margaret A. Hall; 2 brothers: Eddie and Lloyd
Coward; 16 grandchildren; 2 great-grand-
children; 1 special aunt, Evelyn Bates; and a
host of cousins and friends. As you can well
see, she will be greatly missed by many.

I am honored to enter these words of tribute
to Ms. Evelyn Christine Hall into the RECORD.

f

AMERICA’S CITIES

HON. BILL RICHARDSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call to the attention of my colleagues
a wonderful article written by the Honorable
Raymond L. Flynn, United States Ambassador
to the Vatican. Ambassador Flynn had a dis-
tinguished career as mayor of Boston before
his current service as Ambassador, and is
very well informed of the problems and crises
facing American cities. As an acknowledged
expert in Urban Affairs, Ambassador Flynn
has a keen interest and useful insight into
solving the pressing problems of our cities. I
would like to share a copy of Ambassador
Flynn’s article as published recently by Urban
Affairs Review and commend it to my col-
leagues.

AMERICA’S CITIES—CENTERS OF CULTURE,
COMMERCE, AND COMMUNITY—OR COLLAPS-
ING HOPE?

(Raymond L. Flynn)
Perhaps the greatest obstacle facing cities

today is the changing nature of the defini-
tion of city. The term city formerly signified
a social center wherein large populations
gathered to live, to exchange goods and
ideas, and to develop and sustain a system
that provided for the needs of its inhab-
itants. The very word had connotations of
hopelessness, a place where ‘‘they’’ live. Peo-
ple demand greater measures against crime,
welfare fraud, and illegal immigration. Un-
derlying these demands, however, is the sen-
timent held by many Washington officials
that few resources should be dedicated to
urban areas—and to those who dwell within
them.

In 1968, the Kerner Commission (U.S. Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
orders) issued a warning that America was in
danger of being divided into two nations: one
white, one black. Presently, the United
States faces the prospect of becoming a
gated community—confining the poor within
the city limits, separating them from those
better off in the suburbs. Instead of seeking
solutions to the problems of the cities, the
cities themselves, along with the people liv-
ing in them, have been incorrectly identified
as the problem. If this misperception contin-
ues, more will be at stake than our cities. In-
deed, the very values on which our nation
was founded—equality, and life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness—will be placed in
jeopardy.

The question has been asked, Why should
we concern ourselves with cities? It has been
suggested by some high-ranking officials and
sociologists that cities have outlived their
usefulness. It is argued that new technology
and the world economy have made cities ob-
solete and that we should discard them like
unproductive units in a company that needs
downsizing.

This utilitarian approach to the modern
city ignores the reality that cities are made
up of much more than material and human
resources. The people are the heart of the
city and cannot be reduced to a pool of dis-
posable ‘‘goods’’ in an economic system.
Cities are much more than economic enti-
ties; therefore, the human side of urban life
cannot be ignored.

There are many compelling motives for
turning our attention to the problems of the
modern city. Among them are the following:

1. Cities have always been, and will always
be, places of refuge, where those in need seek
the support and comfort of others. They are
centers for opportunities and hopes, where
ideas, talents, and native intelligence are
translated into a mutually energizing and
life-giving environment conducive to the de-
velopment of both culture and commerce.
The historic roots of our nation remind us
that nearly all of our families entered the
American mainstream through cities. Most
of these families arrived by ship, crossing
one border or another, legally or illegally
(and, many times, in the ‘‘gray area’’ in be-
tween). Cities in the United States kept the
promise inscribed at the base of the Statue
of Liberty—to receive ‘‘Your tired, your
poor, your huddled masses yearning to
breathe free.’’ No matter how far we may
have come since then, we cannot forget the

values of the cities that were home to them.
To do so would be hypocritical, denying to
new immigrants the promise offered to our
ancestors by American cities.

2. From a purely economic perspective, it
would actually be less expensive to spend
more rather than less on cities and the peo-
ple living within them. The cost of urban
misery is astronomic. From furnishing pris-
on beds to caring for low-birth-weight ba-
bies, from providing for health care for AIDS
victims and the elderly to feeding the urban
poor, the cost of the barely living index is
exorbitant. This growing moral deficit pulls
not only on our consciences but also on our
economy. The expense of preventive pro-
grams can reduce the cost of urban neglect.

3. From a socioeconomic perspective, sav-
ing urban America might be in everyone’s
self-interest. It seems that the rumors of the
death—and decrease in importance—of cities
are greatly exaggerated. Cities are again
seen for what they have always been—eco-
nomic engines that create and distribute
wealth. In an upcoming book, Neil Pierce ar-
gues that city-states are replacing nations as
the key units of production in the modern
global economy (Spence 1994, 11). Micheal
Porter, author of The Competitive Advan-
tage of Nations (1990), talks about the ‘‘un-
tapped economic potential’’ of cities, espe-
cially as hosts for the ‘‘clusters’’ of industry
he sees as the driving force in the new econ-
omy (Porter 1994, 11). Yes, capital is mobile,
but is has to land somewhere. Invariably, it
is in cities. But which ones? A new school of
thought, with proponents such as Paul
Romer, an economist at the University of
California at Berkeley, Lester Thurow of
M.I.T., and Michael Porter of Harvard, holds
that cities attract investment to the degree
that they can bridge the income gap with
their surrounding suburbs. Romer states
that ‘‘maybe even the rich can be worse off
from inequality’’ (Bernstein 1994, 79).

These sentiments are being echoed on the
political front by Democrats and Repub-
licans alike. Labor Secretary Robert B.
Reich recently warned that ‘‘A society di-
vided between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’
or between the well educated and the poorly
educated . . . cannot be prosperous or sta-
ble’’ (Bernstein 1994, 79). Republican theorist
Kevin Phillips, who traces the growing in-
equality to a transfer of wealth from the
middle class not down to the poor but up to
the rich (Bernstein 1994, 79) agrees with this
assessment. He remarks that economic strat-
ification is contrary to the American sense
of fairness and equality.

Where did we go wrong? How did we lose
the idea of equal opportunity that has been
part and parcel of city life? At the moment,
it is fashionable to ascribe the plight of our
cities to the failure of the urban policies of
the 1960s and 1970s. Fashionable, but false.
There are at least four factors that have con-
tributed to the present situation.

1. Even as the urban policies of the 1960s
and 1970s were being initiated, the ‘‘sub-
urbanization’’ policies that began in the
1950s were continuing. Superhighway sub-
sidies and low-interest mortgages acceler-
ated the process of urban disinvestment.
Cities began to spruce up their front yards
and put out the welcome mats while the
moving trucks were pulling up to the back
door, carrying away not only the furniture
but, more important, the families that form
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the fabric of a strong and vibrant commu-
nity.

2. Those who did stay to ‘‘fight the good
(urban) fight’’ found themselves embroiled in
an unproductive and unnecessary civil war
(well documented by urban expert Nicholas
Lemann, 1991) over whether these new poli-
cies should be administered from the bottom
up (by community-based organizations) or
from the top down (by local government). It
is not clear who won that war, but it is clear
who lost—the cities and the people in them.
It is also clear that with few exceptions,
mayors began to see themselves more as
CEOs than as community champions, while
people in the neighborhoods increasingly
found themselves having to fight City Hall.

3. The urban policies of the 1960s and 1970s
were preempted by the ‘‘What’s in it for
me?’’ policies of the 1980s. Tax and invest-
ment policies were enacted by an antiurban
administration in Washington that favored
the wealthy corporations at the expense of
the community. This political about-face
prevented any progress that had begun in
urban areas from taking root.

4. Finally, America still has not dealt with
the issue of race. Federal government man-
dates, quota systems, and reckless policies
have divided poor whites and blacks, pitting
one against the other. Until we deal with
this problem, our urban areas will remain
fragmented.

So what are we going to do about it? Iron-
ically, the 1994 election gives us a new oppor-
tunity to finally ‘‘get it right.’’ Let’s begin
by not repeating the mistakes of the past.
Let’s recognize the importance of U.S. cities
and support them, just as we support any
valuable institution in American society,
such as home ownership and business invest-
ment. It is imperative to encourage owner-
ship and investment in our cities—by indi-
viduals and corporations—at least as much
as we do in the suburbs. We need to promote
policies that will halt the flight of the work-
ing middle class, the backbone of our soci-
ety, from our cities.

Too costly? Many say so. However, those
who call for cuts in support to the cities
might eventually have to consider equal cuts
in the suburbs. No enterprise zones down-
town? Fine, but let’s stop building express
roads to the suburban shopping malls, roads
that carry away both shoppers and jobs.

Further, let’s not force a false choice be-
tween community and local government.
During my 10 years as mayor, the city of
Boston was able to enjoy unprecedented suc-
cess in building affordable housing by col-
laborating with community development
corporations, in promoting jobs for Boston
residents by working together with employ-
ers and unions, in caring for the hungry and
the homeless by uniting our efforts with a
network of charitable organizations, in pro-
viding quality community health care by
working with neighborhood-based health
centers, and in fighting crime by facilitating
cooperation between police and residents to
form ‘‘crime-watch’’ groups. Citizens and
governments have enough to fight against
without fighting each other.

Moreover, mayors should be the leaders in
working for economic and social justice.
They should be out in the communities,
fighting for the rights of their people in the
neighborhoods and not just in boardrooms,
up at the state House (where much of the po-
litical power has shifted), and down in Wash-
ington. The present generation of ‘‘button-
down’’ mayors needs to return to a more
grassroots approach if they want their con-
stituents to recognize that they are working
for their benefit and to avoid the divisive-
ness of a citizen-versus-City-Hall mentality.
Urban America needs players, not spec-

tators; fighters, not promoters; activists not
actors.

I believe that city mayors have some pow-
erful and active allies in their effort to serve
the well-being of their citizens. One such ally
is the religious community. I have some ex-
perience in this area and can personally tes-
tify that the Catholic Church, for example, is
not motivated by what is considered liberal
or conservative or by labels such as Demo-
crat or Republican but, rather, by the quest
for Truth and Justice. The Catholic Church
may be perceived as conservative on moral
issues, but is liberal and progressive regard-
ing economic and social issues such as strong
concern for working families and the needy
(once traditional Democratic voters). This,
of course, is true for other religious organi-
zation as well.

You have only to read the documents from
Annual U.S. Bishop’s Conference to be con-
vinced that on many social and economic is-
sues, the positions of the Catholic Church
are very much like those of the Clinton ad-
ministration, whose agenda support working
families, the needy, and the American cities.
Furthermore, their stated positions are in
strict opposition to those set forth in the
‘‘Contract with America.’’ Although the
Catholic Church does not support the Demo-
cratic party platform on abortion, it is they
make this country work. We must bring
cities back if we’re going to remember who
we are, where we came from, and what we
hope to be. We must bring cities back if
we’re going to continue to care.
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IN HONOR OF ‘‘UNCLE DAN’’
BEARD

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today com-

memorate the life of a great American, Daniel
Carter Beard.

Daniel, or ‘‘Uncle Dan’’ as he was known to
the thousands of young men whose lives he
affected, was the cofounder of the Boy Scouts
of America. Born in 1850, Daniel Beard was
vigorous enough to be active in the Boy
Scouts until his passing in 1941, just months
shy of his 91st birthday. While his presence
lives on in the design of the original Scout uni-
form, far more important are the effects that
he had on the teaching, thoughts, and philoso-
phies of the Boy Scout movement which is
with us to this day.

Daniel Beard cofounded the Boy Scouts in
1910 when he was 60 years young. At an age
when most people would think of slowing
down and retiring, Daniel Beard began to
speed up. By profession he was an illustrator,
editor and author of books for boys. His abili-
ties complemented his love of nature, and so
he organized groups of young men and taught
them the skills of America’s pioneers. He
would later merge these groups into the Boy
Scouts. He became the first National Scout
Commissioner of the Boy Scouts and added
the title of Chairman of the National Court of
Honor in 1913. During this time he was editing
and writing articles for Boys’ Life magazine as
well as continuing his fight as an early pro-
ponent of conservation. He was thus one of
America’s first environmentalists. Daniel Beard
carried on his tradition of helping and teaching
the young men of this country until his death.

Daniel Beard spent the final years of his life
at his home, Brooklands, in Rockland County,

NY, in my 20th Congressional District of New
York State. One might think that he no longer
continued in his practice of working with young
men but this is not the case. On moving to
Brooklands in 1928, Dan Beard hosted a na-
tional Scout rally at his home. At the age of
78, he appeared in his famous buckskin outfit
and spoke at length to the boys in attendance.
Subsequently he joined an honor guard of
Rockland Eagle Scouts when they attended
the National Scout Jamboree in Washington,
DC, at which he was the guest of honor. He
attended all of the major Scout gatherings dur-
ing those years and his popularity with the
young men involved was amply proved. At the
1939 World’s Fair, his introduction received
louder applause than most of the other guests
of honor, including President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt.

In the last years of his life, Dan Beard con-
tinued to be active in the Scout community of
Rockland County. In 1940, at the age of 90,
he led 100 Scouts from the county in the dedi-
cation of a community site. In the same year
he presided over a meeting of the Campfire
Girls of Arden, NY, in Orange County, NY,
showing his support and love for all young
people. Thus, he was one of the first Ameri-
cans to express support for gender equality in
our society.

Daniel Beard’s life of service cannot be
lauded enough. His effect upon so many of
the young men whose values were shaped by
their time in the Scouts is immeasurable. He
summed up the course of his life when he
said: ‘‘Once a Scout, always a Scout.’’ He
proved this sentiment with his unending dedi-
cation to the organization that he cofounded.
Many of the young men and women of this
Nation, and of Rockland and Orange Counties
in particular, owe this man a debt of gratitude
for his influence and service.

On June 3, 1995, Daniel Beard will be hon-
ored in Rockland County by the Dan Beard
Committee and the Rockland County Council
of the Boy Scouts of America. The council and
the committee will host a day of dedication for
Daniel Beard in the Village of Suffern, Rock-
land County, NY.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to invite our col-
leagues to join us in honoring Daniel Beard.
Fifty years after his death Daniel Beard is still
considered a great American and an outstand-
ing example of how many lives one dedicated
person can affect.

f

IN OBSERVANCE OF MEMORIAL
DAY

HON. STENY H. HOYER
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in ad-
vance of Memorial Day, to remember the men
and women who made the ultimate sacrifice in
defense of this great Nation and the ideals for
which it stands. It is fitting that before we
Americans celebrate the arrival of summer, we
set aside a special day in honor of all those
brave and selfless individuals who have died
to defend our freedom and security. Each of
the patriots whom we remember on Memorial
Day was first a beloved son or daughter, sib-
ling, spouse and friend. Each had hopes and
dreams not unlike our own.
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The loss of these Americans—indeed, the

loss of any life to war—fills us with sorrow and
strengthens our resolve to work for peace. Yet
it would be a great injustice to our fallen serv-
ice members to observe this day solely as one
of mourning. On this Memorial Day, our hearts
should swell with thankfulness and pride as
we reflect on our Nation’s heritage of liberty.

Gen. James A. Garfield was the main
speaker at the first national Memorial Day on
May 30, 1868 at the National Cemetery in Ar-
lington. He best expressed the utmost respect
and reverence we as a nation should have for
those who lost their lives in defense of our
country, and its ideals.

I am oppressed with a sense of impropriety
of uttering words on this occasion. If silence
is ever golden, it must be here beside the
graves of fifteen thousand men whose lives
were more significant than speech and whose
death was a poem the music of which can
never be sung. With words we make prom-
ises, plight faith, praise virtue. Promises
may not be kept; plighted faith may be bro-
ken; and vaunted virtue be only the cunning
mask of vice. We do not know one promise
these men made, one pledge they gave, one
word they spoke; but we do know they
summed up and perfected, by one supreme
act, the highest virtues of men and citizens.
For love of country they accepted death, and
thus resolved all doubts, and made immortal
their patriotism and virtue.

I, too, have no illusions about what little I
can add to the silent testimony of those who
gave their lives willingly for their country. Yet,
we must honor them—not for their sakes
alone, but for our own. And if words cannot
repay the debt we owe these men and
women, surely with our actions we must strive
to keep faith with them and with the vision that
led them to battle and to final sacrifice.

As one looks out across the rows upon rows
of white crosses and Stars of David in military
cemeteries in our country and across the
world, the willingness of some to give their
lives so that others might live never fails to
evoke in me a sense of wonder and gratitude.
They span several generations of Americans,
all different and yet all alike, like the markers
above their resting places.

And how they must have wished, in all the
ugliness that war brings, that no other genera-
tion of young men would have to undergo that
same experience. At this time each year we
should instill in every generation, now and yet
to come, a deep appreciation and full under-
standing of the meaning of why they died. The
sacrifices we remember on Memorial Day
must be made meaningful to every new gen-
eration of Americans, so that those sacrifices
shall not have been made in vain.

The passage of years has dimmed the
memories of many who have witnessed the
destruction and tragedy of war, but we need
only look at the ‘‘reminders’’ of the price of
freedom paid in places such as Gettysburg,
Omaha Beach, Normandy, and ‘‘Hamburger
Hill.’’ Each is a name that invokes memories
of patriotism and valor. Each reminds us that
our Nation was founded on the belief that our
democratic ideals are worth fighting for and, if
necessary, worth dying for. We have a sacred
obligation to remember for all time the names
and the deeds of the Americans who paid that
price for our freedom. Memorial Day has now
become an occasion for honoring all those
who died protecting that freedom. One re-
minder, engraved in the stone memorial at the
Omaha Beach Cemetery, eloquently states,

‘‘To these we owe our highest resolve, that
the cause for which they died shall live.’’

Mr. Speaker, Memorial Day is a day to
honor Americans who gave their lives for their
country. It is their deaths, not the wars which
claimed them, that we honor today. This day
is our way of keeping alive the spirits and ac-
complishments of those who made the ulti-
mate sacrifice for their country. It is a time of
reflection, it is a time of honor, it is a time of
renewal. Today, and every day, we must re-
member what was sacrificed for the many
freedoms we enjoy today. We must honor
those who made that sacrifice for us. And we
must renew our commitment to the ideals
which their sacrifices preserved, always with
the hope that future generations of Americans
will never need to make those same sac-
rifices.

f

SIXTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF
BESFI

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, today I would
like to congratulate Madame Valia Seiskaya
and the Ballet Education and Scholarship
fund, Inc. (BESFI) on the occasion of the
fund’s 16th anniversary. Madame Seiskaya is
a cofounder and current director of BESFI,
and it is appropriate that she receive the hon-
ors she so richly deserves. Madame Valia
Seiskaya has elevated the standards by which
all ballet teachers are judged while enriching
the cultural life of Long Island immeasurably.

Her students have won awards and scholar-
ships far too numerous to mention. If one had
to pick a defining moment it would be in 1994,
when Michael Cusumano, a 14 year old pupil
of Madame Seiskaya, won not only a bronze
Medal and Special recognition at the 16th
International Ballet Competition in Bulgaria,
but a Gold Medal level Jury Award at the 6th
Prix de Danse, in Paris, France.

A leader in dance education, Madame
Seiskaya was honored at the Varna, Bulgaria
competition with a nomination for best teacher
and coach.

Under Madame Seiskaya’s leadership
BESFI has developed several programs rang-
ing from a scholarship program, a stipend sup-
port program, and the renowned Summer In-
tensive Workshop, which draw students from
across the Metropolitan area. Some have
gone on to join the New York City Ballet, the
Joffrey Ballet, and the American Ballet Thea-
ter.

Madame Seiskaya and BESFI have en-
riched the education and artistic maturity of
scores of young dancers. I wish them contin-
ued success in all their endeavors.
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TRIBUTE TO DONALD O. BROOK

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Donald O. Brook who is being
honored this evening by the Clinton Township

Goodfellows. He is being named as a Good-
fellow of the Year at a recognition dinner at
the Fern Hill Country Club in Clinton Town-
ship, MI.

Donald Brook is currently Deputy Chief of
Police in the Clinton Township Police Depart-
ment. During his 26 years of service he has
served the people of Clinton Township faith-
fully in his role as a police officer. During this
time, Deputy Chief Brook managed to earn
four college degrees, including a doctorate
from Wayne State University in Administration
and Supervision.

In addition to applying his academic knowl-
edge in his profession as a police officer,
Chief Deputy Brook teaches at Macomb Com-
munity College and Central Michigan Univer-
sity. As an adjunct faculty member of both in-
stitutions, he teaches students in the areas of
criminal justice and management and super-
vision.

Taking an active role in one’s community is
a responsibility we all share, but few fulfill.
Donald Brook has dedicated much of his life
to this endeavor. His time, talents, and energy
are appreciated by many. I thank Donald
Brook for his efforts and commend him for his
good work.

I applaud the Clinton Township Goodfellows
for recognizing Chief Deputy Donald Brook.
For 25 years, nearly as long as he has been
an officer of the law, Donald Brook has also
served the community-at-large as a Good-
fellow. He has provided outstanding leadership
to the community of Clinton Township and I
am sure he is proud to be honored by the
Goodfellows.

The devotion the Goodfellows and Chief
Deputy Brook have displayed to their commu-
nity is an inspection. Their contributions are
many and they deserve our gratitude for their
compassion and work.

On behalf of the Clinton Township Good-
fellows, I urge my colleagues to join me in sa-
luting Doctor and Chief Deputy Donald Brook.
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CELEBRATING THE SERVICE OF
MARK JAFFE

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, we have in re-
cent weeks spent a great deal of time talking
about educational opportunities for our young
people, and the value of education. We should
never forget that the quality of education is
most dependent upon the people who are in-
volved in the day to day efforts to make our
schools the best in the world.

The people who have been served by the
Essexville-Hampton Public School system
have had the good fortune of twenty-eight
years of service from Mark Jaffe as a trustee
of the Essexville-Hampton Board of Education
from July 1966 to 1970 and 1972–73, and as
its President from 1971 to 1972, and again
from 1973 to the present. He is recognized as
a tenacious doers, who has always acted on
his belief of what was best for the school sys-
tem, even if that meant taking unpopular
stands.

And the Essexville-Hampton Public Schools
are better because of it. During his tenure, Mr.
Jaffe was responsible for the establishment of
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Quintin E. Cramer Junior High School in 1969,
and also saw Garber High School designated
as one of the top 10 high schools in the State
of Michigan in 1987 as well as being a Na-
tional Excellence in Education Honoree that
same year.

His capabilities and commitment extended
to business where he held a number of direc-
torships and offices with a number of area
companies, including First of America Bank
Michigan Airgas, Mid-Michigan Welding Sup-
ply, Bay City Inns, Peoples National Bank and
Trust, Valley Oxygen Company, Thermal Con-
centrates, Inc., and Bay Welding Supply. He
also exhibited a strong sense of other civic in-
volvements with many organizations, including
the Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, the
Great Lakes Center Foundation, United Way,
Delta College, Saginaw Valley State Univer-
sity, the YWCA, the University of Michigan,
the Rotary Club, the Bay Medical Center Fund
Drive, and as Chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee of the Essexville-Hampton Citizens Ad-
visory Committee.

Mark Jaffe has had a sense of responsibility
to his community and to his work that is ex-
ceeded only by his commitment to his family.
His wife Judith, and his children Lynne Gold-
stein, Ellen Conginundi, and David, have all
been key components of his lifetime of caring,
and remain important anchors for those times
when we all need to rest on calmer shores.

Mr. Speaker, people of accomplishment
send the best kind of message to our young
people—that hard work and perseverance
have their just rewards. Mark Jaffe has been
a lifetime model for thousands of young peo-
ple in the Essexville-Hampton Public Schools,
and I am sure that he will continue as a leader
worthy of respect and honors in all else that
he might chose to do. I urge you to and all of
our colleagues to join me in wishing him the
very best on his retirement.
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SALUTE TO JEROME W. WILLIAMS

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to pay tribute to an outstand-
ing American and former employee of the U.S.
House of Representatives, Mr. Jerome W. Wil-
liams. Jerome served as administrative assist-
ant in my Washington office from January
1976 until his retirement in December 1992.

A native of St. Louis, MO, Jerome Williams
first distinguished himself in the field of edu-
cation. He graduated from Stowe Teachers
College and earned his master’s degree in
education administration from St. Louis Uni-
versity. He began teaching at Bates Schools
in September 1955 and later served as prin-
cipal of Sumner, Beaumont, and Hadley high
schools and Lexington and Cole elementary
schools. In September 1970 Jerome was
named district assistant superintendent of the
McKinley-Roosevelt District for the St. Louis
public schools and in June 1974 he became
director of the Inservice Center of the St.
Louis Board of Education. Jerome is a mem-
ber of the Missouri State Teachers’ Associa-
tion, the National Education Association, and
National Association for Curriculum Develop-
ment.

In 1976 Jerome Williams left St. Louis and
came to work on Capitol Hill where he served
as my administrative assistant. He organized,
supervised, and maintained my congressional
office in a manner that effectively and effi-
ciently served the people of the First District of
Missouri. His dedication and commitment to
this institution were unsurpassed.

In addition to 20 years of service in the St.
Louis public school system and 17 years on
Capitol Hill, Jerome served his Nation in the
U.S. Army from November 6, 1953, until Au-
gust 10, 1955.

Jerome Williams has exercised a lifelong in-
terest in his avocation, public speaking and
drama. He has studies radio announcing and
acting and has been a member of several
drama groups. Jerome has also manifest a
special interest in young people and is an out-
standing father of four children—Yvette Wil-
liams, Karla Wallace, Jerome Williams, Jr.,
and Andrea Williams, and is grandfather of
Darrell Banks. In 1970 Jerome Williams was
honored as recipient of the Harris-Stowe Col-
lege Outstanding Alumni Award.

Mr. Speaker, Jerome W. Williams has truly
led a distinguished life of public service and
devotion to is family, community, and Nation.
I salute Jerome in his retirement and wish him
godspeed.

f

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
HARTFORD’S PARKS

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, 100 years
ago, the leaders of my hometown of Hartford,
CT, made an important decision. They created
the Hartford Park system, that now comprises
many parks that have served countless resi-
dents throughout the past century.

One of the driving forces behind the cre-
ation of the park system was Mr. Frederick
Law Olmsted, also known as the Father of
Landscape Architecture. A native of Hartford,
born in 1822, Mr. Olmsted went on to design
almost 100 public recreation grounds and
planned communities nationwide, including
Central Park, Boston’s Emerald Necklace, and
the U.S. Capitol grounds.

In Hartford, our parks have remained places
of enjoyment in so many ways. They provide
recreational and cultural activities for our com-
munity. At Keney Park, families gather for a
variety of events throughout the summer
months, including golf, tennis, and swimming.
Elizabeth Park features beautiful rose gardens
through which to stroll, and ponds for watching
the ducks in summer and for ice skating in
winter. Goodwin Park is a premier location for
bike rides, golf, tennis, and other recreational
activities. These and Hartford’s other scenic
spots continue to enrich the lives of the resi-
dents of our community and surrounding
areas.

As we celebrate this important anniversary
in Hartford, I commend the city parks and
recreation department, the Hartford Parks Ad-
visory Commission, and the many park advi-
sory groups that have been instrumental in en-
suring our parks continue to serve residents
for generations to come.

TRIBUTE TO THE SAN
BERNARDINO AMERICAN LEGION
AUXILIARY

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to bring to your attention the fine
work and outstanding public service of the
American Legion auxiliary, San Bernardino
unit, which recently celebrated its 75th anni-
versary of service to our community and our
Nation.

The San Bernardio American Legion auxil-
iary has a long and proud tradition of dedica-
tion and outstanding service. At the very first
meeting held on April 10, 1920, at the Wom-
en’s Club House and presided over by Mrs.
R.F. Gardner, 18 names were listed on the
original charter. At that time, the auxiliary was
organized to safeguard and convey to Ameri-
ca’s youth the ideas and principles upon which
our Republic was built, to foster allegiance
and respect for our flag, and to offer support
for the men and women who served in the
Armed Forces. These responsibilities the
women of the San Bernardino auxiliary took
seriously in their service to our community,
State, and country.

The minutes from those early meetings are
intriguing and offer insights into the concerns
of that time. Purchasing savings bonds, enter-
taining patients at Arrowhead Hospital, work-
ing with the poor, and honoring our flag were
several subjects discussed in those early
days.

Over the years, auxiliary members have
served in World War II, Korea, Vietnam, Pan-
ama, and Operation Desert Storm. Its mem-
bers have participated in Operation Send-Off
at the former Norton Air Force Base, savings
bonds drives, health programs for the children
of our veterans, scholarships to our commu-
nity youth, and working with the American Red
Cross, and other worthy organizations. That
spirit of giving and support continues to this
day as members of the auxiliary work with and
provide assistance for the veterans, their fami-
lies, and children in their homes, and at the
Jerry L. Pettis VA Hospital in Loma Linda.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, our col-
leagues, and our many friends in recognizing
the many fine achievements and selfless con-
tributions of the American Legion auxiliary in
San Bernardino. Over the years, the auxiliary
has touched the lives of many people and it is
only fitting that the House of Representatives
recognize this outstanding organization today.

f

SUBTLE TRADE BARRIERS BLOCK
U.S. FIRMS

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I submit for
the RECORD the following excerpt taken from
the article ‘‘Protectionism Plays a Subtler
Hand’’ in the Washington Post on Sunday,
May 14. This article addresses the problems
which American firms are having in overseas
trade. Despite the dismantling of many of the
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old tariffs and quotas, many ‘‘nontariff trade
barriers’’ still exist. By eliminating these bar-
riers, the United States can greatly reduce its
$108 billion trade deficit.

One industry which is affected by these bar-
riers is energy. American corporations, such
as Westinghouse and General Electric, control
about 30 percent of the world’s powerplants
and equipment. However, in the lucrative Ger-
man market, these corporations have been
blocked. U.S. officials claim that this is blatent
trade discrimination, although it is not done
through traditional practices of tariffs and
quotas. Germany has repeatedly denied con-
tracts to American firms and then given them
to European firms.

Another industry which has been affected is
automobile and truck tire manufacturing. Coo-
per Tire, despite the promises made under
NAFTA, has been shut out of the valuable
market in Mexico. New restrictions placed on
the industry by the Mexican Government have
blocked imports from the United States, while
exports to the United States have increased.

The Clinton administration has made some
steps by putting pressure on the German Gov-
ernment. This pressure must be continued to
help American corporations prosper in over-
seas markets. This will help to alleviate the
trade imbalance which the United States now
suffers.

The article referred to follows:
[From the Washington Post, May 14, 1995]

PROTECTIONISM PLAYS A SUBTLER HAND

(By Martha M. Hamilton)
GE had a recent experience in Germany

that was similar to the Westinghouse prob-
lem in Cottbus, according to U.S. trade offi-
cials.

GE spent more than a year and $750,000 bid-
ding for the right to supply turbine genera-
tors for a power plant in Lippendorf in the
former East Germany, only to find itself ex-
cluded from the final round of negotiations
for the $250 million contract. Asea Brown
Boveri’s German subsidiary was awarded the
contract.

GE and U.S. trade officials have been
joined by the European Union in protesting
the actions of the Veag, the privatized east-
ern German electric utility. The EU agreed
that Germany doesn’t allow foreign compa-
nies a fair crack at its public sector con-
tracts—a market valued at about $160 bil-
lion.

So far, administrative reviews and chal-
lenges in German courts have failed to pro-
vide GE with the remedy it seeks, and Ger-
many has maintained there was no unfair
discrimination against GE.

Last month, U.S. Trade Representative
Mickey Kantor and Commerce Secretary
Ronald H. Brown wrote Germany’s minister
of economics, Guenther Rexrodt, that they
consider the GE case ‘‘a test’’ of Germany’s
willingness to abide by the rules of the
memo of understanding and willingness to
allow U.S. companies fair access to public
sector contracts. Brown is expected to meet
with Rexrodt later this month.

One argument that U.S. trade officials
hope will persuade Germany to open up pub-
lic sector contracts is that the German pub-
lic is paying a higher price than needed for
services because its markets are protected
from competition.

GE still hopes it may win the Lippendorf
contract, according to Gadbaw. He said chal-
lenging the German government has been
hard for GE, which doesn’t like to find itself
suing a potential customer. ‘‘We had to
weigh the fact that we are very successful in
the German market in a whole range of prod-

uct lines with the fact that one of our prin-
cipal product lines was being shut out of
that market,’’ he said.

f

H.R. 971 AND ITS EFFECTS ON
INDIAN TRIBES

HON. BILL RICHARDSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, last week
when the House passed H.R. 961, the Clean
Water Amendments of 1995, certain provi-
sions were included in the bill that would seri-
ously undermine the tribes’ authority to regu-
late their environments through Clean Water
Act programs. These provisions, amending
section 518 of the Clean Water Act, would
change current Federal law and the estab-
lished Federal policy of maintaining a govern-
ment-to-government relationship between
tribes and the Federal Government, a relation-
ship that has been affirmed by every President
of the United States for the past 30 years. The
practical effect of the amendments would be
to reverse the current authority for tribes to
safeguard their environments, as currently pro-
vided for in the Clean Water Act. This would
leave reservation waters less protected, and
less capable of being protected, than the rest
of the Nation’s waters. In certain situations,
this arguably would abrogate Federal obliga-
tions to the tribes.

The implementation of the Clean Water Act
provisions for tribal authority since 1987 has
been an environmental success story. The im-
petus for these amendments is a few hypo-
thetical situations which stem from long-stand-
ing disputes over tribal-State jurisdiction.
These jurisdictional disputes are the product of
the variety and contradictions among the
changing Federal laws and policies governing
tribal land tenure over the past century and a
quarter—including termination, assimilation,
and the General Allotment Act. If the authority
to set water quality standards is determined by
the checkerboard pattern of tribal and non-In-
dian fee lands left by these laws and policies,
it would create a water management scheme
that is administratively unworkable and envi-
ronmentally destructive.

State-tribal cooperative agreements may be
an effective tool for environmental manage-
ment where those agreements are freely ne-
gotiated and mutually agreeable. However, the
agreement process outlined in H.R. 961 will
likely lead to coerced negotiations. Also, the
amendments will create burdensome proce-
dures for dispute resolution and judicial re-
view. They also may sharply limit tribal author-
ity to regulate waters within reservation bound-
aries, a function consistent with tribal self-gov-
ernance and the general trend to allow more
local control over local environments.

In the past few years, EPA and the tribes
have begun to build strong partnerships to
protect tribal environments. The bill as passed
will undermine that progress and should not
be a part of any reforms to the Clean Water
Act.

RIVERWOOD INTERNATIONAL’S
MACON PAPERMILL AWARDED
ISO 9002 CERTIFICATION

HON. SAXBY CHAMBLISS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. Speaker, Riverwood
International Corp. is a global paperboard,
packaging, and packaging machinery com-
pany headquartered in Atlanta, GA, with 1994
annual sales of $1.3 billion and 6,200 employ-
ees worldwide. On May 17, 1995, Riverwood
International announced its Macon papermill,
in Georiga’s Eighth Congressional District,
was awarded ISO 9002 certification, reflecting
the companies adoption of international quality
standards for its global packaging customers.

The first steps in the implementation proc-
ess for Macon was the formation of a Quality
Improvement Team. This team became the
guide to the installation of the ISO standards.
The Quality Improvement Team consists of
department managers, the director of manu-
facturing, and the vice president/resident man-
ager. Department managers were chosen to
participate on the team because they could
provide the implementation resources in their
respective area. The largest single resource
recognized was the participation of the oper-
ational personnel.

ISO 9002 certification includes all of the pro-
duction and installation systems of a facility,
and covers all areas of the mill from the
woodyard to warehouse. The mill, which re-
ceived its certification from Lloyd’s Register
Quality Assurance Ltd., has the capacity to
produce more than 500,000 tons per year of
coated and linerboard.

We should all be proud of the economic
leadership provided by Riverwood in conjunc-
tion with the fine people of Macon, GA. This
unique focus on team-work and commitment
to the community are examples we should
strive to emulate. Congratulations to all of the
folks at Riverwood who worked so hard to
gain this distinction.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE RICHARD
E. LEMASTER

HON. JOHN SHADEGG
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the heroism of Mr. Richard E.
Lemaster, who was, on this date, post-
humously awarded the distinguished National
Hero award by the National Association of Let-
ter Carriers for his heroic actions of February
15, 1994. On that date, Mr. Lemaster lost his
life while rescuing his niece and attempting to
rescue his brother and sister-in-law from their
burning mobile home. Mr. Lemaster’s widow,
Margie Lemaster, her son, Chris, Mr.
Lemaster’s brother and sister in-law and sev-
eral other members of his family were present
in the District of Columbia today for the award
ceremony in his honor. I would like to formally
acknowledge ultimate sacrifice made by Mr.
Richard E. Lemaster, a U.S. Postal Service
letter carrier for more than 23 years, and a
true American hero.
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IN MEMORY OF WILLIAM ROBERT-

SON, MILWAUKEE POLICE OFFI-
CER SLAIN IN 1994

HON. THOMAS M. BARRETT
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
the somber memorial held last week on the
Capitol Mall in Washington, DC, honoring the
157 police and Federal agents killed in the line
of duty in 1994 included an excellent police of-
ficer who worked and lived in my community.

In the early morning hours of Wednesday,
September 7, 1994, Officer William Robertson,
age 31, was shot and fatally wounded by a
sniper while on patrol with his partner. An un-
known assailant, without any provocation or
confrontation, murdered a dedicated Milwau-
kee Police officer and in the process shattered
the lives of many people.

William Robertson joined the Milwaukee Po-
lice Department in September 1993 after 6
years of exemplary service with the Whitefish
Bay Police Department. Mr. Robertson re-
ceived three commendations for outstanding
service while serving the citizens of Whitefish
Bay, including one for removing an uncon-
scious driver from a burning car after an acci-
dent. He was respected by his peers and re-
ceived much praise from his supervisors for
his willingness to learn and to teach others.

William Robertson’s ultimate career goal
was to be in a classroom teaching recruits at
the Milwaukee Police Academy. Helping oth-
ers, especially disadvantaged children, was a
way of life for Mr. Robertson. He volunteered
much of his time helping the Special Olym-
pics, including raising funds for the charity. He
was a key organizer of the Wisconsin Law En-
forcement Torch Run, a statewide relay race
that benefits the Special Olympics.

Less than eight weeks after his untimely
death, Mary Robertson, his widow, gave birth
to healthy twins. A son named William Arthur
and a daughter named Kayla Mary were born
into the world oblivious to the perils that had
taken their father’s life.

As Americans pause to honor the 157 fallen
law enforcement officials, I especially salute
the service of Milwaukee Police Officer William
Robertson and offer my sincere condolences
to his family and friends. I am grateful for all
the police officers who, like Officer Robertson,
risk their lives everyday to make Milwaukee a
safe place to live.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LAKE BRADDOCK
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL SYM-
PHONIC BAND

HON. THOMAS M. DAVIS
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great
pleasure to rise today and pay tribute to the
Lake Braddock Senior High School Symphonic
Band of Burke, Virginia has been selected for
1995 as a recipient of the Sousa Foundation’s
Sudler ‘‘Flag of Honor’’, the highest recogni-
tion of excellence in concert performance that
can come to a High School band. During the
13 years the award has been in existence,

only 31 bands from the entire United States
Japan and Canada have been selected for the
Flag of Honor award. They will be presented
this award on Thursday, May 25, 1995 in the
Lake Braddock High School Auditorium by
Colonel Bryan Shelbourne, Leader of the Unit-
ed States Army Band and member of the
Sudler Flag Selection Jury.

To be eligible for nomination for the Sudler
Flag a high school band must have main-
tained an outstanding concert band over a pe-
riod of seven or more years. Although the
band’s concern activities receive the most at-
tention in the selection process the band pro-
gram in the school must be a complete one
and include a marching band, small ensem-
bles, and solo participation by its members in
contest-festival opportunities.

The band director must have been the con-
ductor of the band for seven or more consecu-
tive years including the year of the award and
is expected to have been involved in profes-
sional band and music education organiza-
tions and activities at the local, state, and na-
tional level.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me
in honoring this fine symphonic band and its
conductor Mr. Roy C. Holder for their out-
standing achievement.

f

TRIBUTE TO JIM HENRY

HON. JAMES M. TALENT
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer my congratulations to Jim Henry, a con-
stituent of mine who was recently awarded the
Small Business Administration’s ‘‘1995 Small
Business Person of the Year’’ award for the
State of Missouri.

Ten years ago Mr. Henry left his job with
Emerson Electric and bought R.C. Wilson Co.,
a small collection agency in St. Louis, Mis-
souri. At the time Mr. Henry bought R.C. Wil-
son he had no small business experience or
background, but he did have a can-do philoso-
phy, which has helped him build one of the
most successful collection companies in out
city. Over the past ten years, sales, employ-
ment and clientele at R.C. Wilson have grown
significantly. Sales have increased by 200 per-
cent, while employment at R.C. Wilson have
grown from 25 to 118. At the same time, his
company’s collection success rate is over 30
percent—higher than the 22 percent average
for the industry.

Mr. Henry explains his success this way:
‘‘The way a business owner treats employees
makes or breaks a business. The key to long-
term success is to treat your employees with
dignity and always maintain the highest level
of integrity and honesty in all dealings.’’ This
attitude is reflected in the companies em-
ployee benefit policies. R.C. Wilson Co. has a
generous tuition reimbursement program
which enables many employees to continue
their education through post-graduate levels.
The company also provides an annual schol-
arship for Missouri Business Week to the child
of one employee. The company also shares
profits with its employees.

Mr. Speaker, I want to close by again offer-
ing Mr. Henry my congratulations on being
named the 1995 Missouri Small Business Per-

son of the Year, and to wish him and the em-
ployees of R.C. Wilson Co. continued suc-
cess.

f

HONORING DISABLED VETERANS

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, on April 2,
1995, the Disabled American Veterans and
Auxiliary, Department of New Jersey, held its
Eighth Annual Legislative Breakfast.

Ms. Linda Trulio, 2d junior vice president of
the auxiliary, wrote the following poem in
honor of all disabled veterans and the mission
of the DAV toward our fallen veterans.

I believe that her words are worthy of my
colleagues consideration and commend them
to you herewith.

SERVING THOSE WHO SERVED

By: Linda A. Trulio

Dedicated to the motto of the disabled
American Veteran, Presented at the New
Jersey Legislative Breakfast April 2, 1995.
We rode the waves together, and sailed the

stormy seas.
We braved the intense jungles and hid

among the trees.
I pulled you from the waters deep and muddy

sinking sands.
I gave you my last cigarette, without ques-

tion or demand.
When flying high through stormy clouds and

dodging rockets flares,
I looked behind our aircraft and saw you

praying there.
We shared our jokes and memories, and

thought so much of home
We knew that with a buddies arm, we

never were alone.
And when the snipers’ bullets found my leg

and shoulder torn,
I looked to you now for some help, my life

now surely gone.
I made it home alas, all tattered and all

torn,
And wondered what my future held, not

much just pain and scorn.
I felt so useless, just what would I do?

Will they still love me when they see I
have one shoe?

How will I eat; how will I write?
Will I still work with partial sight?

And then I looked up from my bed,
and saw you standing there.

My friend, my pal, your hand on my head,
Your eyes they held a tear.

I’m here my friend; I’m here to help and
never will I stray.

We’ll fight together, I’11 lead you on and
still take time to pray.

I’ll visit you and give you strength in hos-
pitals far and near.

I’ll look in on your family and those you
hold most dear.

And when your rights and benefits are under
threat or endangered,

I’ll fight the fight for you my friend. You’ll
keep what was created.

I’ll be your eyes and write the words. I’ll
lead you step by step.

I’m here to serve, the one who served, the
one I’ll not forget.
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HONORING THE METRO-DADE

URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE
TEAM FOR THEIR HEROIC RES-
CUE EFFORTS AT THE OKLA-
HOMA CITY BOMBING ON APRIL
19, 1995

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, recently, America
has been faced with great tragedy. America as
a whole has been greatly affected by the
bombing of the Edward R. Murrah federal
building in Oklahoma City. I am sure you all
join me in mourning the loss of those Ameri-
cans whom we lost, and praying for this trag-
edy’s survivors to recover as best they can
from this injustice.

The Metro Dade Urban Search and Rescue
Team has been a great aid to the unfortunate
victims of the Oklahoma City bombing, and I
would like to take this time to thank them. As
you may remember this is the same group of
fearless workers who gave us Floridians so
must support in recovering from Hurricane An-
drew.

Oftentimes, while grieving the loss of disas-
ter’s victims, we forget how courageous and
fearless these team members are. I am not
only grateful but very proud that you are mem-
ber of my community. Thank you.

f

TRIBUTE TO RHODES COLLEGE
MOCK TRIAL TEAM

HON. HAROLD E. FORD
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize and pay tribute to members of the
Rhodes College Mock Trial Team for winning
the 1995 National Intercollegiate Mock Trial
Tournament. Rhodes College, a prestigious
four year liberal arts college in my congres-
sional district, has for six consecutive years,
sent a group of students to the National Inter-
collegiate Mock Trial Tournament. For four out
of six years, the Rhodes College Mock Trial
Team has captured this distinguished award.

These undergraduates deserve special
mention because they have developed the
vital skills of communication, advocacy and
rhetoric. Mastery of these skills will make them
well qualified for careers in public service, the
professions or business. Led by Political
Science Professor Marc Pohlman and Mem-
phis Attorney Whit Gurkin, the team consisted
of the following Rhodes students: Melissa
Berry of Searcy Arkansas, Ryan Feeney of
Marietta, Georgia, Jenny Hall of Bartlett, Ten-
nessee, Mike Hart of Monroe, Louisiana, Nikki
Holzhauer of Columbus, Mississippi, Karen
Jones of Collierville, Tennessee and Gina
Yannitell of Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The team
participated in a trial involving a train which
struck an automobile. Because evidence ex-
isted that both parties were negligent, the
court had to decide proportional responsibility
what damages would be awarded.

This year, the team competed in the re-
gional tournament which qualified it to com-
pete in the national tournament in Des

Moines, Iowa on April 5, 1995. A distinguished
panel of Iowa Supreme Court Justices and
federal judges judged the competition. The
jury was comprised of prominent state and
local citizens including Iowa Governor Robert
Ray. Rhodes joined 72 other colleges and uni-
versities in Des Moines and defeated St.
Johns University, Northwestern University,
University of Minnesota, Dayton University and
Loras College to win the national champion-
ship. Among the prominent schools that par-
ticipated in the competition were Brown, Cor-
nell, Duke, Grinnell, Johns Hopkins, North-
western, and Yale.

The Rhodes Mock Trial Team is carrying on
the college’s tradition of advocacy and debate.
Its continued success is a tribute to the quality
of higher education in Tennessee’s Ninth Con-
gressional District. I am proud and honored to
recognize this important milestone.

f

IN TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. MER-
CHANT MARINE IN THE SECOND
WORLD WAR

HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, today, we ob-
serve National Maritime Day to pay honor and
tribute to those who served our country in the
merchant marine during the Second World
War.

We have observed this day since 1945,
when President Franklin D. Roosevelt, by
proclamation, designated this day. For our ob-
servance this year, the 50th since the end of
the war, the Administrator of the Maritime Ad-
ministration, Vice Adm. Albert J. Herberger,
has written a moving tribute to the merchant
mariners who gave of themselves a half-cen-
tury ago. It is my pleasure to share this tribute
with my colleagues:

THE MERCHANT MARINE DURING WORLD
WAR II

By Maritime Administrator Albert J.
Herberger)

Fifty years ago, America celebrated Na-
tional Maritime Day in inland cities such as
Kansas City, Akron and Salt Lake City, as
well as in the Nation’s Capitol and many
port cities.

Governors of West Virginia, Nebraska, New
Mexico and Indiana joined their coastal col-
leagues in issuing proclamations or state-
ments honoring those who built and sailed
the merchant ships so vital to the war effort.

The President, too, asked the people of the
United States to observe May 22, 1945 as Na-
tional Maritime Day. It was the last procla-
mation issued by Franklin D. Roosevelt.

In his Maritime Day proclamation, Presi-
dent Roosevelt saluted the ‘‘. . . many thou-
sands of patriotic men and women [who] are
toiling through the long hours of the day and
night in the construction of the great fleets
of vessels that carry the goods of victory to
the distant battlefronts of the United Na-
tions . . .

‘‘Our ships, sailing every ocean, have been
manned by courageous officers and seamen
all of whom have left the security of their
firesides and many of whom have given their
lives for the land of their allegiance. . . .’’

Many civilian American seafarers made
the ultimate sacrifice; more than 6,000 were
killed, and 733 American cargo ships were
lost to enemy action.

Thousands were injured during attacks.
Many were forced to wait aboard lifeboats
and rafts, hoping for rescue after their ves-
sels were lost.

The story of Capt. James F. Harrell, mas-
ter of the SS GULF STATES, was told in
this contemporary account:

‘‘Proceeding in convoy through an area of
enemy submarine activity, he sighted, at a
great distance, two drifting lifeboats heavily
loaded with survivors apparently too ex-
hausted to signal. Though fully aware of the
danger to his own ship, he obtained permis-
sion from the Commodore to leave the pro-
tection of the convoy and succeeded in tak-
ing aboard 106 survivors of a torpedoed
Dutch ship in a rescue operation which re-
quired three hours to effect.

‘‘On a subsequent voyage, his ship, carry-
ing 78,000 barrels of crude oil, was hit by two
torpedoes. Fire immediately enveloped the
entire after part of the ship trapping all but
the Master and eleven of his crew.

‘‘Captain Harrell directed the launching of
the one remaining life raft, ordered the men
with him over the side, and chose to give his
life in a heroic attempt to rescue the trapped
men.’’

Capt. Harrell was one of nine officers and
seamen of the nation’s wartime merchant
fleet who were awarded the merchant marine
distinguished Service Medal during May 1945.
His was presented posthumously to his wife,
Alice Harrell, of Port Arthur, Texas.

Another recipient was Paul Irwin Valen-
tine, of Tiffin, Ohio. He served as second
cook and baker aboard the SS DANIEL
HUGER. Following is his story, as recounted
in 1945:

‘‘His ship was subjected to a two-hour high
level bombing attack by seventeen enemy
planes. As a result of a near miss, bomb frag-
ments pierced the hull and the cargo of high
octane gasoline exploded.

‘‘Despite heroic efforts to combat the
flames two to three hundred feet high, the
fire was soon out of control and the ship was
abandoned.

‘‘Upon arrival of the shore fire brigade it
was decided to try to save the ship with
foamite. It was necessary to have a few men
return to the ship, enter the adjacent hold,
and play a hose on the heated bulkhead to
prevent the raging fire from spreading.

‘‘Second Cook and Baker Valentine was
one of four who volunteered to risk his life in
an attempt to save part of the cargo, which
was so necessary to the continuance of war
operations. That the fire was eventually
brought under control and most of the cargo
saved, was due in no small measure to his
outstanding bravery.’’

As the citation issued to him 50 years ago
said, ‘‘His willingness to risk his life to save
his ship, and his heroic conduct during the
fire are in keeping with the finest traditions
of the sea.’’

These are just two examples of the heroism
of America’s civilian seafarers. From the be-
ginning of the war to May 31, 1945, awards to
merchant mariners included 113 Distin-
guished Service Medals, 11 Meritorious Serv-
ice Medals, 3,893 Mariner’s Medals, 32 con-
gratulatory letters, 192,282 Merchant Marine
emblems, 84,697 combat bars, 5,957 defense
bars and 363,292 was zone bars for service in
the Atlantic, Pacific, or Mediterranean-Mid-
dle East war zone bars.

Merchant mariners came from all parts of
the country to serve the nation. Those re-
ceiving awards in May 1945 represented the
states of Alabama, California, Colorado, Con-
necticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi,
Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
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Texas, Virginia and Washington, as well as
the District of Columbia and the then-terri-
tory of Hawaii.

As has been the case in recent years, vir-
tually all 1995 National Maritime Day ob-
servances will be in port cities. In Washing-
ton, D.C., we will remember the war time
service of our merchant mariners at a cere-
mony at the U.S. Capitol.

No doubt we will recall the Maritime Day
tributes received a half century ago from the
leaders of America’s armed forces.

For example, Lieutenant General Alexan-
der A. Vandegrift, United States Marine
Corps Commandant, pointed out how the Ma-
rine Crops had been aided by the merchant
marine:

‘‘The men and ships of the Merchant Ma-
rine have participated in every landing oper-
ation by the United States Marine Corps
from Guadalcanal to Iwo Jima—and we know
they will be at hand with supplies and equip-
ment when American amphibious forces hit
the beaches of Japan itself. On Maritime Day
we of the Marine Corps salute the men of the
merchant fleet.’’

The devotion to duty by the men at sea
was praised by the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, General Dwight D. Eisenhower:

‘‘The officers and men of the Merchant Ma-
rine, by their devotion to duty in the face of
enemy action, as well as natural dangers of
the sea, have brought us the tools to finish
the job. Their contribution to final victory
will be long remembered.’’

Earlier, ‘‘Ike’’ had said, ‘‘When final vic-
tory is ours there is no organization that
will share its credit more deservedly than
the Merchant Marine.’’

I hope all Americans, whether from desert,
mountain, or prairie regions or coastal
states, will pause on National Maritime Day,
May 22, 1995, to remember General Eisen-
hower’s words and the heroic deeds of our
merchant marine war veterans.

Like our military veterans, they deserve
our thanks and our recognition for securing
the freedom we enjoy today.

f

TRIBUTE TO JOHN MORLEY

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, on May 31, 1995,
Mr. John Morley will be retiring after 51 years
of dedicated service to millions of baseball,
football, hockey, basketball, racing, and soccer
fans, as well as concert-goers, circus fans,
and many others in stadiums, arenas, parks,
and zoos across the country. Mr. Morley will
be retiring from his position as the vice presi-
dent of operations for Harry M. Stevens, Inc.,
now a member of the Aramark family of com-
panies. At Harry M. Stevens he has been a
leader of the team that provides food, bev-
erages, souvenirs, and service to Presidents
and Popes, athletes and actors, musicians
and many more.

Mr. Morley began his career vending hot
dogs at Yankee Stadium, and then moved on
to be a steward in Washington. He later
moved back to New York as a manager, and
then on to Kentucky for the Derby. As the
Mets began playing in Shea Stadium, Mr. Mor-
ley returned to New York in order to serve as
general manager of the stadium. While in New
York he also worked in Nassau Coliseum after
the Islanders were established. Throughout his
career he has set the highest standards of

service to American fans at thousands of
games and events including several World Se-
ries, Super Bowls, Stanley Cups, Kentucky
Derbies, and many concert tours from the
Beatle’s first stadium appearance in the United
States to the Who’s farewell tour.

John Morley’s professional life has been
characterized by a commitment to excellence,
a commitment to respect for fellow employees,
and a commitment to making the best possible
experience for the fans. His commitment to
the fans is reflected in the smiling faces of
children enjoying that first ballpark hot dog or
wearing their teams’s hat; his commitment to
employee excellence is demonstrated by the
tens of thousands of men and women whose
working careers began in a stadium, many of
whom have chosen careers staying in the
service sector and many of whom have cho-
sen to use the experience as a foundation for
other industries; his commitment to the fan ex-
perience is reflected in the many new serv-
ices, menu items and quality programs that
enable fans to maximize their entertainment
experience.

Mr. Morley will be missed by all those he
has served and especially by those with whom
he has worked. His commitment to excellence
will continue through the legacy he has left
after half a century of service to sports fans
and music lovers.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE PASSAIC
COUNTY DARE PROGRAM

HON. MARGE ROUKEMA
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, substance
abuse—and the crime it breeds—is a real and
terribly dangerous threat to our communities,
our neighborhoods and our families. Winning
the war on abuse requires aggressive interdic-
tion, vigorous enforcement, effective treatment
and tireless education. No one is more aware
of this and no one has worked harder to fight
the scourge of drug abuse than the men and
women of the Passaic County Drug Abuse
Resistance and Education Program.

DARE is the largest and most effective
drug-abuse prevention and education program
in the United States and is now taught to 25
million youths in school from kindergarten to
12th grade. The DARE curriculum was origi-
nally developed by the Los Angeles Unified
School District. Today it is taught by veteran
police officers across the country. After com-
pleting 80 hours of specialized training, the of-
ficers enter the classroom, where they provide
children with the skills and self-esteem needed
to resist peer pressure and the temptation to
use drugs.

The DARE program is clearly a success.
Independent research has determined that
DARE substantially affects students’ attitudes
toward substance abuse. It has helped stu-
dents improve study habits, achieve higher
grades and gain a greater respect for police
officers, decreasing vandalism and gang activ-
ity in the process. I can testify that among the
police departments and educators in my Con-
gressional district, DARE is unanimously sin-
gled out for the highest praise.

On June 11, the Passaic County DARE
family will celebrate the program by holding a

parade. DARE students, police officers, teach-
ers, public officials and members of local civic
and fraternal organizations from 16 municipali-
ties will march together to send the message
loud and clear that we will not tolerate sub-
stance abuse in our communities and schools.

Today, I ask my colleagues in the House to
join with me by showing our appreciation for
the dedication of the thousands of DARE vol-
unteers in Passaic County who have made a
life-and-death difference for countless young
people in their communities. They make us all
proud.

f

A SPECIAL SALUTE TO GLENORA
STARKS 1995 CONGRESSIONAL
SENIOR CITIZEN INTERN

HON. LOUIS STOKES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, during the

month of May, our Nation celebrates National
Senior Citizen Month. In communities through-
out the United States, senior citizens are rec-
ognized for their contributions to their commu-
nities and the Nation. This week, seniors from
congressional districts across the Nation will
gather on Capitol Hill for the annual Congres-
sional Senior Citizen Intern Program. During
their internship, seniors receive a firsthand
look at the legislative process. They attend
meetings and issue forums on topics which
impact the elderly community, and have an
opportunity to engage in extensive dialogue
and congressional leaders and administration
officials.

Mr. Speaker, over the years, I have been
proud to participate in the Congressional Sen-
ior Citizen Intern Program. I rise to congratu-
late an outstanding senior citizen in my con-
gressional district who has been selected to
participate in this year’s program. I want to
share with my colleagues and the Nation
some information regarding my 1995 Congres-
sional Senior Citizen Intern, Mrs. Glenora
Starks.

Mrs. Starks is a resident of Oakwood Vil-
lage, OH. She retired from the catering staff of
the Marriott Inn in Beachwood. The proud
mother of two sons, Bruce and Keith, Mrs.
Starks in a member of Liberty Hill Baptist
Church.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to state that the
Greater Cleveland area has benefited greatly
from Mrs. Starks strong commitment and lead-
ership. She is the founder and director of the
Do Good Club, an organization which greatly
benefits seniors throughout the Greater Cleve-
land area. Under Mrs. Starks’ tutelage, young
children lend assistance to seniors who reside
in the neighborhood and area nursing homes.
Because of the Do Good Club, the quality of
life for those individuals is greatly improved.
Mrs. Starks is also a member of the National
Council of Negro Women; the NAACP; and a
member of the Missionary Support and Prayer
Club at the Oakwood Senior Center.

Glenora Starks is also politically active in
the community. She is a member of the exec-
utive committee of the Cuyahoga County
Democratic Party; a member of the Demo-
cratic Club and a precinct committeeperson. In
addition, Mrs. Starks is a member of the 11th
Congressional Caucus where she provides as-
sistance to the Senior Citizen Committee. Mrs.
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Starks is also a member of an organization,
100 Plus One Women for Congressman Louis
Stokes, which has benefited my congressional
efforts. I am proud to have her support of my
legislative activities.

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Glenora Starks lives by
the adage, ‘‘Don’t ask God for strength to
move mountains—ask Him for strength to
climb mountains.’’ I take this opportunity to
recognize Mrs. Starks for her service to our
community. I am proud to welcome her to
Capitol Hill as my Congressional Senior Citi-
zen Intern, and I am pleased to salute her on
this occasion.

f

SALUTE TO MR. BRETT J. BUSH

HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to Mr. Brett J. Bush, the 1995
recipient of the Union League’s Good Citizen-
ship Award.

Upon his receipt of the Good Citizenship
Award, Brett was selected by the Freedom
Foundation to be a participant in the 1995
International Youth Leadership Conference
with over 250 other Union League Award win-
ners. The conference was held May 11
through May 14, 1995 at the Freedom Foun-
dation headquarters in Valley Forge PA.

Brett is a sophomore at Bishop McDevitt
High School in Wyncotte, PA. An honor stu-
dent and athlete, Brett is involved in numerous
extra-curricular activates at Bishop McDevitt
High School. Additionally, Brett participates in
community volunteer work with the Super Kids
baseball program and the Fox Chase Cancer
Center.

I join Brett’s family, friends and teachers in
commending him for his excellent service to
his community. Brett is truly an inspiration to
us all in demonstrating the importance of hard
work and community service. I wish Brett the
best of luck in all his future endeavors.

f

BILL CLINTON RECORD

HON. BILL RICHARDSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, during the
more than 2 years that President Clinton has
been in office, he has withstood a great deal
of criticism from an array of opponents. He
has been attacked from all directions. The
number of lies that have been told to tarnish
the President’s record has been astonishing.

But, President Clinton has not only survived
the attacks, he has excelled in his duties. This
isn’t just my opinion. This is the conclusion of
an outstanding nonpartisan article published in
the May edition of the Washington Monthly.

The article’s author, Daniel Franklin, com-
pares President Clinton’s record with that of
President Truman. Mr. Franklin’s conclusion is
that, ‘‘Clinton’s first 2 years have put Truman’s
to shame.’’ Mr. Franklin cites many of Presi-
dent Clinton’s successes including his han-
dling of the economy, the creation of 6 million
new jobs, his passage of numerous legislative

initiatives from the Family and Medical Leave
Act to a domestic Peace Corps, and his for-
eign triumphs from trade pacts to Haiti to the
Middle East peace process.

For those of my colleagues who have taken
the time in the past to criticize our President,
I urge you to take the time now to read this
fair, objective, nonpartisan analysis of the
President’s first 2 years in office. The article
which follows should be a must read for all
Americans.

[From the Washington Monthly, May 1995]
HE’S NO BILL CLINTON

(By Daniel Franklin)
It was tough year for the President. For-

eign policy errors bogged down his domestic
programs; nominations were stonewalled by
a hostile Congress; party insiders even con-
sidered recruiting a challenger for the Demo-
cratic nomination. He was, in the words of
one journalist, ‘‘essentially indecisive * * *
essentially vacillating.’’ Quite simply, Amer-
icans began to doubt seriously that he had
the character to be the country’s top execu-
tive.

Yes, 1946 just wasn’t Harry Truman’s year.
But he bounced back, won reelection in 1948,
and has received from history a reverence
that borders on the Rushmoric. For many
Americans now, Truman is seen as a model
president—a man of integrity, modesty, and
decisiveness. Walter Isaacson of Time called
him ‘‘America’s greatest common-man presi-
dent.’’ Eric Sevareid said that ‘‘Remember-
ing him reminds people what a man in that
office ought to be like * * * . He stands like
a rock in memory now.’’ So revered is the
Man from Independence that in 1992, both
parties’ nominees fought to be considered
‘‘the Truman candidate.’’

Now that Republicans have both houses of
Congress for the first time since 1946, Clinton
aides are scanning David McCullough’s best-
selling Truman biography in search of the
magic bullet that will hand Bill Clinton a
Trumanesque comeback in 1996. Clinton took
the Truman title in 1992, but now the coun-
try—and the press—is skeptical. ‘‘Bill Clin-
ton,’’ wrote historian James Pinkerton in
the Los Angeles Times, ‘‘is no Harry Tru-
man.’’

That’s true, but those White House staffers
looking for a magic bullet are missing the
point. Clear away the historical fogs and set
aside the acerbic press coverage and you can-
not escape a startling conclusion: Clinton’s
first two years have put Truman’s to shame.
By April 1995, Clinton has accomplished far
more for the American people than ‘‘give ’em
hell’’ Harry had by April 1947. Clinton has
guided the economy more successfully. He
has enacted more laws with real impact. Yet
while Truman is held in near-Jeffersonian
regard, Bill Clinton is written off as a War-
ren Harding in jogging shorts.

Consider one of the core issues of any pres-
idency: the economy. With the war over, the
country began the painful conversion to a
peacetime economy. Hundreds of thousands
of veterans returned from World War II to an
economy that had reached record production
levels without them. In Chicago alone, at
least 100,000 veterans were jobless. Major in-
dustries—including coal, railroad, and
steel—convulsed with labor strikes that
threatened to paralyze the entire country.
Truman’s response was heavy-handed and in-
effectual. He threatened to seize coal mines
and draft striking railroad workers into the
military. Both measures were rebuffed by
the Supreme Court and Congress, respec-
tively, for being blatantly unconstitutional.

The economy grew but the growth was
more than overshadowed by inflation rates
that soared to 14.6 percent in 1947. There

were shortages in many of the products peo-
ple needed, including housing, automobiles,
sugar, coffee, and meat. And with the Great
Depression fresh in the American memory,
many wondered whether another economic
crash, one even greater than before, was just
around the corner.

Truman could have prevented the infla-
tion. After the war, Republicans in Congress
launched an effort to repeal wartime price
controls. Truman saw that decontrol had to
be gradual, so that it would not unleash in-
flation. But, as The New Republic’s ‘‘TRB’’
columnist wrote in 1946, ‘‘The trouble is,
Truman didn’t make a real fight. . . . He
didn’t carry through. . . . He saw and pre-
dicted the recession but let Congress and
business have their way. Truman won the ar-
gument all right, but that isn’t quite enough
in politics.’’

Clinton knows this. He is the first presi-
dent in the last 30 years to achieve both job
growth and low inflation. The ‘‘misery
index’’—inflation plus unemployment—is
currently below nine; under Bush it was
above 11; under Truman it was nearly 20.

The key to this achievement is Clinton’s
budget plan, which passed through Congress
in 1993 only after a knock-down, drag-out
fight led by the President—a fight won with
only the votes of fractious Democratic party,
and against a vehement and united Repub-
lican front. Phil Gramm was one of the loud-
est critics, predicting that ‘‘hundreds of
thousands of Americans will lose their jobs
because of this bill.’’

Gramm was dead wrong. By cutting the
deficit to $192 billion in 1995, from $290 bil-
lion just three years ago, the President has
succeeded in bringing down long-term inter-
est rates and encouraging business invest-
ment that has stimulated extraordinary job
growth. Already, the economy has produced
nearly six million new jobs—five million
more than it did during Bush’s entire term.
The unemployment rate, which was 7.6 per-
cent when Clinton took office, has dropped
to 5.5 percent.

In his first two years as president, Truman
never seemed to have the stomach to enter
the ring and fight like Clinton has. In Sep-
tember 1945, Truman delivered a 21-point
program to Congress that rivaled the New
Deal in its scope. The plan increased federal
funding to agriculture, housing programs,
and a variety of public works projects. But
Truman let nearly every major component of
his domestic program go down in defeat
without a fight. In a way, says McCullough,
that was the point. ‘‘His whole strategy on
these domestic issues was to go for the high
ground. Be more liberal in the program, and
if they knock it down, you’ll have something
to run on.’’

This is fine if your only concern is winning
reelection, not so fine if you want to solve
the country’s problems. Clinton has staked
his presidency on the passage of his eco-
nomic and social programs and fought like a
junkyard dog for his victories. Elizabeth
Drew recounts in On the Edge that during
the battle to pass the North American Free
Trade Agreement, ‘‘Clinton threw himself
into the fight—meeting members of Congress
in one-on-one sessions, making many phone
calls to them, giving speeches, meeting with
opinion leaders, meeting with individual
members. Shortly before the vote, there were
White House dinners for undecideds.’’ He
brought the same energy and conviction to
the fight to pass the Global Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade. Clinton was willing to al-
ienate the labor interests that are among the
Democrats’ strongest constituents because
he believed that the treaty would produce
jobs for the country. Regardless of your
opinion of these treaties, you must respect
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the fact that he risked his neck to get them
passed.

Clinton has stuck to the path of ambitious
achievement throughout his presidency and
tried to avoid the partisan posturing that
might serve him better at the polls. His suc-
cess, by any objective measure, has been as-
tonishing. Eighty-six percent of the legisla-
tion he endorsed has passed through Con-
gress, a record unmatched by any president
since Johnson.

The bills he has passed will make real con-
tributions to the welfare of millions upon
millions of Americans. Take education pol-
icy. While the economy has changed, putting
a higher premium on education and skills,
the American education system hasn’t. Ev-
eryone knows that a high school diploma no
longer guarantees a good job. But before
Clinton took office, high school graduates
who did not go on to college—nearly 40 per-
cent—were stranded because the United
States was the only major industrial nation
without a vocational apprenticeship pro-
gram.

Clinton’s Schools-to-Work program cre-
ated a network of apprenticeship programs
to give those students real job skills that
can’t be learned in high school. The students
intern with workers—electricians, plumbers,
carpenters—and learn the skills needed to
find and keep a job. When the program
reaches full implementation, one-half mil-
lion students will be enrolled annually.
That’s one-half million more skilled workers
entering the workforce every year than be-
fore the program.

To counter the staggering growth in col-
lege tuition, Clinton reformed the student
loan program so it would lend money di-
rectly to college students, and collect the
debt as a percentage of their income. Pre-
viously, students received their college loans
through banks and paid back a set amount
for 10 years. From 1985 to 1991, the size of the
average college graduate’s total debt had
jumped 150 percent. For many, the debt was
stifling; 40 percent of graduates said their
debt payments forced them to work two jobs.

But under Clinton’s plan, defaults will be
cut drastically because the debt payments,
extended over a 25-year-period and based on
the graduate’s income, are manageable. A
graduate with a $30,000 income and a $50,000
debt will pay $345 per month, instead of the
$581 under the previous plan. As graduates’
salaries rise, so do the amounts of their debt
payments. As a result, graduates are able to
perform low-paying but meaningful work,
such as teaching or social work, that the
country desperately needs.

Then there’s Americorps. While Repub-
licans seek to slash this domestic Peace
Corps, 20,000 volunteers are on the streets
immunizing babies, restoring national parks,
and counseling troubled teens. For their 10-
to 12-month commitment, the volunteers
earn vouchers worth $4,725 toward tuition or
for paying off student loans. And, carried out
properly, the program has the potential to
radically change the way Americans view
community and national service. ‘‘It pro-
vides what might be called a social glue,’’ ar-
gues Labor Secretary Robert Reich, ‘‘by
bringing young people from all different
backgrounds and incomes together to work
on community projects, and enhance the
health and safety or beauty of a community.
It not only improves community but it cre-
ates community * * * connecting people to
other people across socioeconomic barriers.’’

Truman’s contribution to equal oppor-
tunity and economic fairness—the heart of
the Democratic Party—was meager during
the first two years of his term. Yet again, his
proposals that did aim to aid the poor—un-
employment compensation, minimum wage
increases, and housing funds—were all aban-

doned to high-minded defeat in Congress. As
with his economic programs, and in stark
contrast to Clinton, Truman refused to enter
the fray. ‘‘I don’t think,’’ says Stanford his-
torian Barton Bernstein, ‘‘Truman really
committed himself,’’

Even Clinton’s harshest critics must grant
that the President is committed to economic
fair play. An that commitment has led him
to push through a program that gave signifi-
cant help to the most deserving group of so-
ciety: the 3.2 million working poor, who are
struggling to break themselves out of the
cycle of poverty. The Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC) guarantees that any person
working 40 hours a week, even at minimum
wage, will not fall below the poverty line.
Whereas earlier a mother of two may have
received more money by staying on welfare
and other aid programs, the EITC goes a long
way toward making work more profitable
than the social dole. Thus, without any of
the messy bureaucracies that rankle con-
servatives, Clinton made the road out of pov-
erty substantially easier. And to pay for his
deficit-reduction program and the EITC,
Clinton wisely raised taxes on the very rich,
who have benefited most from this country
and can afford to give something back.

Nearly as significant has been Clinton’s
fight to reform and expand Head Start. Near-
ly one out of every five children in the coun-
try lives in poverty. Head Start takes poor
children as young as three years old and
gives them pre-school education, immuniza-
tions, healthy meals, and other services.
Clinton increased federal funding by nearly
50 percent from 1992, and added 100,000 chil-
dren to the program’s rolls. And Clinton
moved to address the deficiencies in individ-
ual Head Start programs by instituting rigid
quality standards. If a program does not
meet the standards, the government can cut
its funding and find a more worthy recipient.
Even if Congress fails to pass a single line of
welfare reform legislation, between the EITC
and Head Start reforms, Clinton will have
made one of the more significant contribu-
tions to social policy in decades.

And let’s not forget Clinton’s efforts to
solve what many consider the most serious
and vexing of America’s problems: crime.
Amid the partisan attacks and counter-
attacks, which the press recorded faithfully,
the clear benefits of the President’s bill were
lost. Even the most conservative estimates
say that the bill will put around 20,000 more
police officers on the nation’s streets
through support to community policing pro-
grams. And the $8.8 billion that Clinton’s bill
allocates to prisons will help ensure that vio-
lent criminals are not forced back on the
streets due to overcrowding.

Clinton is also the first president in his-
tory to have the courage to take on the 800-
pound gorilla of special interests: the Na-
tional Rifle Association. The organization is
the ninth-largest PAC in the country, donat-
ing nearly $2 million to congressional cam-
paigns in 1994. For years their money and
ability to mobilize their 3.3 million members
led many to consider them the single most
powerful interest group in Washington. For
the past 25 years, their friends in Congress
have stalled the banning of armor-piercing
bullets and assault weapons. But Clinton has
defied the gun lobby, including in his crime
bill a provision that bans 19 different kinds
of assault weapons. He also passed the Brady
Bill, which requires five-day waiting periods
for all gun purchases so background checks
can be conducted. The law, which had been
stonewalled by the NRA’s congressional
proxies since it was first introduced in 1986,
prevented 44,000 convicted felons—and 2,000
fugitives—from purchasing weapons in the
first year of its enactment.

Other domestic triumphs? The President
early in 1993 passed the Family and Medical
Leave Act, which ensures that family mem-
bers who take time off from work to care for
a newborn child or a sick relative will have
their jobs waiting for them when they re-
turn.

And his ‘‘Reinventing Government’’ initia-
tive has had several notable successes, such
as the elimination of over 1,200 field offices
of the bloated and overextended Department
of Agriculture. Perhaps no government func-
tion is more burdened by red tape than the
government procurement process. Before the
President’s plan, buying an office computer
could take as much as three months of wad-
ing through the swamp of regulations that
nearly doubled the retail cost of computers.
Now a government worker can go to a com-
puter store and buy one off the shelf like
anyone else. This may sound picayune until
you realize that 70 to 80 percent of govern-
ment acquisitions are small, everyday pur-
chases like these. And it is only through this
concern for government reform, for which
Clinton is unique among recent presidents,
that government will begin to work under
the guidelines of common sense.

One of the most lasting legacies of any
president is the lifetime appointments he
makes to the nation’s highest court. In this,
too, Clinton outshines Truman. Stephen
Breyer and Ruth Ginsburg breezed through
Senate confirmation with bipartisan support
both on Capitol Hill and within the legal
community and are universally hailed as
being pragmatic, intelligent, and moderate.
‘‘These two have helped calm the waters and
soothe what had been an inflamed Supreme
Court process—inflamed by Bork, inflamed
by Thomas,’’ says Yale Law Professor Akhil
Amar. ‘‘The long-term stability of the Court
and the Republic is not well served by con-
firmation donny-brooks and spectacles.’’ In
his first two years, Truman nominated Fred
Vinson and Harold Burton, two men whose
mark on the Supreme Court was far from ex-
emplary. It was Chief Justice Vinson who,
with Burton’s assent, delivered one of the
most damaging blows to the First Amend-
ment in the Court’s history. The Dennis v.
United States decision, written by Vinson,
declared that even the teaching of com-
munism was illegal and punishable by im-
prisonment.

Truman himself didn’t have the most pris-
tine record on civil liberties. He instituted
the Federal Employees Loyalty Program,
which directed the FBI and the Civil Service
Commission to weed out those federal em-
ployees suspected of communist or socialist
activities. As a result, 212 federal employees
were dismissed; thousands more resigned in
protest or fear. It was, writes McCullough,
‘‘the most reprehensible political decision of
his presidency.’’

It had its competitors. Under Truman,
Navy ships were ordered to sail into the fall-
out zone around Bikini Island after a nuclear
weapons test. When the tragic effects of the
test were brought to Truman, he decided to
keep them secret for fear the embarrassment
would hurt the country’s nuclear programs—
and his reelection changes. This set an ugly
precedent: In succeeding years, the govern-
ment tested the effects of radioactivity on
humans and then covered it up.

By marked contrast, it was under Clinton
that the government began an active effort
to reveal incidents ostensibly classified for
national security, but actually hidden to
prevent political embarrassments. And it has
been under Clinton that the government has
finally made a concerted effort to make rep-
arations to the victims of the nuclear tests.

In general, Truman steered clear of the na-
tion’s dealings with nuclear issues. In one
cabinet meeting, Truman admitted to not
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knowing, and not wanting to know, the exact
number of nuclear weapons in the country’s
arsenal. ‘‘ Mr. President, you should know,’’
said Secretary of Agriculture Henry Wallace.
But Truman kept his distance, leaving nu-
clear arms production to the military and
Atomic Energy Commission.

Once again, it is Clinton who has stepped
up to plate and explained the extent of the
mess: It will take, the administration an-
nounced, 70 years and between $230 and $350
billion to clean up the toxic waste produced
by the production of nuclear arms.

You do not have to stop at our shores to
come to the conclusion that Clinton has thus
far outshone Truman. The great foreign pol-
icy decisions attributed to Truman, remem-
ber, did not come until later in his term. In
the spring of 1947, the country was reeling
from the succession of communist victories.
Every Eastern European country had fallen
to communism except Czechoslovakia, which
would not be far behind. China’s fall to com-
munism was imminent. And with the reck-
less use of its veto in the United Nations, the
Soviet Union was halting American efforts
to shape the post-war world. The United
States, it seemed, was on the ropes.

Meanwhile, Clinton’s foreign policy,
though ridiculed mercilessly by Republicans,
has been, on the whole, refreshingly success-
ful. The passage of NAFTA and GATT were
hard-fought and significant victories. Other
successes have been jawdroppers. Answer me
this: If you were told two years ago that Is-
rael would sign peace agreements with the
PLO and Jordan; that Haiti would have a
democratically elected president; that there
would be a cease-fire in Northern Ireland;
and that the third-largest nuclear power in
the world would voluntarily disarm its nu-
clear capability, what would you say? That’s
what I thought.

All four developments, to varying extents,
can be credited to a foreign policy team that
has been derided as hopelessly incompetent.
The success has even impressed Owen Har-
ries, editor of the conservative National In-
terest. ‘‘The charge against the Clinton Ad-
ministration has been that it is all show and
no substance,’’ Harries wrote in The New Re-
public. ‘‘But the opposite may be nearer the
mark.... [S]ome sensible decisions have been
made and some dangers avoided. It could
have been a lot worse if the advice given by
many of the people now criticizing Clinton
had been followed.’’

Take Ukraine, a newborn Soviet successor
state with a government considerably less
than stable, which suddenly found itself
holding the third-largest arsenal of nuclear
weapons in the world. Clinton, Gore, and
Secretary of State Warren Christopher pres-
sured and cajoled the country to abandon its
hopes of becoming a nuclear power. Under
this constant pressure. Ukraine agreed last
November to dismantle its 1,800 nuclear war-
heads. Kazakhstan and Belarus, with consid-
erably smaller nuclear forces, followed suit,
giving the world three less nuclear night-
mares to worry about.

In the Middle East, the first praise for
peace accords certainly goes to the major
players: Israel, the PLO, and Jordan. But the
Clinton Administration deftly walked a very
fine line: Israel would never have agreed to
the deal without a strong friend in Washing-
ton, while the Palestinians and Jordanians
would have balked if they felt the adminis-
tration was one-sided or unfair to their con-
cerns. It is a testament to the trust won
from both sides that the peace treaty was
signed on the White House lawn.

Most pundits felt that democracy in Haiti
was a pipe dream. Bush hemmed and hawed
as the military junta settled in and terror-
ized the Haitian people; thousands fled to the
United States. But Clinton’s policy, despite

messy appearances, has led to the bloodless
overthrow of a military dictatorship and the
restoration of that country’s first democrat-
ically elected president.

And in an effort to bring an end to the dec-
ades-long fighting in Northern Ireland, Clin-
ton has stood up to England (our ‘‘special re-
lationship’’ notwithstanding) to force it to
deal with its troubles in Northern Ireland.
When in 1993 Clinton agreed to grant a visa
to Sinn Fein leader Gerry Adams to visit the
United States for the first time, British leg-
islators openly insulted the President, say-
ing that America had betrayed its trust. But
over British objections, Clinton has allowed
Adams to return twice more to meet with
the administration and continue the push for
peace. Eight months into the cease-fire,
Clinton’s persistence has paid off in lives.

True, there is no ‘‘Clinton Doctrine’’ by
which to measure every foreign policy ques-
tion that comes down the pike. It would no
doubt make things easier if there were. But
simple doctrines work in simple worlds.
Presidents from Truman to Reagan could
vow to fight communism wherever it reared
its head. Whether or not they met their
promise, they at least had the pose.

Clinton, then, is being penalized because
there is no mortal threat to the country. The
vast majority of armed conflicts in the world
today are either civil wars or ethnic con-
flicts. No simple formula applies. The proc-
ess has at times seemed messy, but in a sub-
tle and deft fashion, Clinton has loosened
diplomatic knots of Gordian complexity.

Truman went on, of course, to make some
the shrewdest and politically courageous de-
cisions of the century: the Marshall Plan in
the summer of 1947; the desegregation of the
military in 1948; and the Berlin Airlift that
same year, which, without provoking war
with the Soviet Union, broke the blockade of
West Berlin. While pundits hang the lame-
duck tag on Clinton, they ignore that if Clin-
ton maintains this pace, and continues to
better Truman domestically and abroad,
Americans could see an enormously success-
ful presidency.

Similarly, the predictions that Clinton has
no chance in 1996 miss a crucial point. Like
Truman, Clinton has an uncanny ability to
project an empathy with the American peo-
ple. Truman was profoundly unpopular at
this point in his first term. In November of
1946, his approval ratings stood at 32 percent.
But in 1948, voters compared the warmth and
humility of Truman to the arrogance of
Thomas Dewey and chose the man they felt
cared most about their problems. By this
standard, Bill Clinton will never suffer from
comparison to a man like, for example, Phil
Gramm. Clinton could still pull off that
Trumanesque comeback, and those who wish
to make parallels between the Man from
Independence and the Man from Hope will
have one more comparison to draw.

f

CLEAN WATER ACT AMENDMENTS

HON. FRANK RIGGS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased
that the House approved amendment No. 66
to H.R. 961, the Clean Water Amendments of
1995, without objection. Under its terms, mu-
nicipal wastewater reuse facilities that utilize
advanced treatment will be added to the exist-
ing section 404(f) activities not requiring per-
mits. By facilitating the regulatory process for
those cities that have treated wastewater to a

high degree, the effect of the amendment will
be to encourage the use of properly treated
wastewater to restore degraded wetlands and
create new wetlands.

In specifying municipal wastewater treat-
ment facilities in the amendment, I was not im-
plying that other, nonmunicipal wastewater
reuse activities that utilize advanced treatment
for similar purposes now require a permit
under the act if exempted by other provisions.
My amendment does not affect those other
provisions of the Clean Water Act. Thus
wastewater reuse facilities which have long
been exempt, such as those operated suc-
cessfully by the forest products industry, would
continue to be exempt from the permit proc-
ess.

f

HONORING ESSAY WINNERS

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, one of the
pleasures of serving in this body is the oppor-
tunity we occasionally get to recognize truly
outstanding and talented citizens of this coun-
try. Today, I am especially pleased to recog-
nize the winners of the fifth annual drug avoid-
ance essay contest.

The first place winners are Tracey Barnes of
PS 93, Gloria Milan of PS 380, Jessica Schu-
mer of PS 230, Aisha Matthew of PS 138,
Danielle Moseley of PS 244, Shameka Jack-
son-Barrington of PS 214, Michael Falanga of
PS 205, Alexis Legister of PS 139 Annex,
Bryan Small of PS 327, Jennifer Fringo of PS
86K. I am also pleased to acknowledge the
runners up: Radiance Salem of PS 11, Latoya
Sanabria of PS 257, Iasia Holloway of PS
124, Grace Berry of PS 221, Lauren Stambler
of PS 114, Jamece Grey of PS 149, Meghan
O’Brien of PS 127, Michael Albala of PS 206,
Stacy Adams of PS 298, Joseph Williams of
PS 75K, Glenfield Browne of PS 305,
Charnise Sutton of PS 297, Enas Ahmed of
PS 131, Blas Brown of PS 167, Tristan Brath-
waite of PS 268, Giselle Cabon of PS 158,
Lyndsay Adesso of PS 204, Jason Wilk of PS
312, Candice McMeans of PS 73, Juan
Arcena of PS 384K.

Reading over the essays I cannot help but
think of how wise these young students are.
They know the terrible cost of drugs on indi-
viduals, families, cities and our country. These
essays challenge us to do better by out chil-
dren; they deserve to grow up in a safe, drug-
free environment. I know my colleagues in the
House of Representatives will join me both in
congratulating the winners and runners up of
the drug-free essay contest, and in wishing
them the best of luck in the future.

f

RESCISSION BILL VETO THREAT

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, despite his
rhetoric, the President obviously cares nothing
about balancing the budget. He leaves a con-
spicuous open seat at the budget cutting
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table. After 4 months of silence and no appar-
ent plan of his own to balance the budget, he
has issued a completely irresponsible veto
threat. Should he win the veto battle, any
chance at a early start on deficit reduction this
year will be eliminated.

What is more unconscionable than his lack
of action on the issue, is his timing. He is at-
tempting desperately to reassert the relevancy
of his presidency by playing politics with the
rescissions bill. This politicizing threatens to
jeopardize the expeditious funding of emer-
gency disaster aid to the victims in California
and Oklahoma. The $7.2 billion in emergency
appropriations are paid for by cutting wasteful
spending elsewhere in the budget. And we did
not add more to the taxpayers tab, something
virtually unheard of in Washington.

The reasoning for his veto threat is pork in
the bill, yet this bill slashes $16.4 billion in
spending by eliminating unauthorized pro-
grams, consolidating duplicative programs,
cutting unspent funds piling up from one year
to the next and eliminating funding for waste-
ful, ineffective programs. Where’s the pork?
This bill eliminates funding from legislation
signed by the President himself. The pork he
says we failed to target is the pork he sanc-
tioned.

The President seems to have forgotten the
will of the American people. Last November,
the citizens of this country voted for change.
His lack of attention to the budget and spend-
ing cuts continues the status quo and dims the
future of our children.

f

MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FUNDS
TRANSFER EXPANSION ACT OF
1995

HON. JIM LIGHTFOOT
OF IOWA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to introduce legislation which will save tax-
payer money, reduce theft and fraud of Fed-
eral payments and make the Government run
more efficiently. I am proud to join Represent-
atives STENY HOYER, BILL CLINGER, PETER VIS-
CLOSKY, and STEPHEN HORN in introducing the
Mandatory Electronic Funds Transfer Expan-
sion Act of 1995.

Under this legislation, recurring Federal pay-
ments such as Federal salaries and pensions
would be issued by electronic funds transfer
[EFT] instead of paper checks. The Depart-
ment of the Treasury’s Financial Management
Service, the Federal Government’s primary
disburser, has testified that it costs the Fed-
eral Government 43 cents to issue a paper
check. But an electronic funds transfer costs
just 1.5 cents, saving the Government over 41
cents for nearly every salary or retirement
check it issues.

The Government is already realizing savings
from the use of EFT. Of the 841 million pay-
ments issued by FMS, 49 percent were dis-
bursed electronically. But we can realize addi-
tional savings, while making salaries and ben-
efits more convenient for recipients. The sav-
ings add up quickly, into the millions of dollars.
The extensive use of EFT will reduce Federal
spending and diminish the opportunity for theft
and fraud.

THE HOMELESS AND COMMUNITY
COOPERATION ACT OF 1995

HON. LINDA SMITH
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker,

today, I am introducing the ‘‘Community and
Homeless Cooperation Act of 1995’’ which will
amend the McKinney Homeless Assistance
Act.

The Act was originally designed to make
under-utilized or unutilized Federal buildings
available for sheltering our Nation’s homeless.
In Olympia, one of the largest cities in my dis-
trict, there were plans to make a vacant and
dilapidated Federal building into a large shel-
ter for the homeless yet over 30 percent of the
beds for the homeless in Olympia’s existing
shelters went unused. Common sense would
dictate that we didn’t need another shelter, we
needed additional resources for outreach and
services for existing shelters.

Recently, Thurston County commissioners
in my home State of Washington pointed out
to me in a recent letter, ‘‘With the current ‘use
it or lose it rule’, a social service agency has
a difficult time saying ‘‘no’’ to a free building—
even one requiring extensive and expensive
upgrades.’’ My legislation will allow these
buildings to be sold and a portion of the
money used to help existing shelters meet
their daily funding needs while the remainder
will be returned to the Federal treasury exclu-
sively to reduce the deficit. And, for the first
time in the 7-year life of this legislation, the
homeless and the community will have a voice
in the selection of buildings to be used. As the
Olympian, newspaper stated, ‘‘* * * location
of these services is key.’’

The Community and Homeless Cooperation
Act of 1995 gives a city and its homeless a
sense of community and cooperation in deter-
mining what is in their best interest. Through
community forums to determine building place-
ment or through making proceeds from sales
of these buildings available to increase home-
less assistance services on Main Street, we
empower the people on Main Street, homeless
and homeowner alike.

f

TRIBUTE TO AMBROSE JOSEPH
(JOE) MANLEY

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 24, 1995

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, It gives me
great pleasure to rise today and pay tribute to
an outstanding citizen of Indiana’s First Con-
gressional District, Mr. Ambrose Joseph (Joe)
Manley. On Friday, June 2, 1995, Joe, along
with his friends and family, will celebrate his
retirement from the Northwest Indiana District
Council of Carpenters, Merrillville Union Local
No. 1005. This testimonial dinner will take
place at the Radisson Hotel celebrity ballroom
in Merrillvile, IN.

Joe has dedicated a substantial portion of
his life to the betterment of union members
and the community of northwest Indiana, as
well as the entire State.

Joe’s distinguished career in the labor
movement has made his community and Na-

tion a better place in which to live. For the
past 20 years, Joe has aspired as an impor-
tant figure in Local No. 1005. Joe has held
several position throughout his tenure, but
none as important as business manager, a po-
sition from which he retired on Dec. 31, 1994.

Moreover, Joe fought for union rights in sev-
eral other capacities. Joe has been active as
past president of the Indiana State Council of
Carpenters and past vice-president of the
State of Indiana AFL–CIO. These positions
have allowed him to fully exercise his fight for
labor rights.

As a result of Joe’s caring and nurturing na-
ture, he has been spreading his goodwill
throughout northwest Indiana by serving on
several boards over the past years. Joe is well
known in the Indiana State Democratic Party
where he was once the vice chairman. During
his reign as vice chairman, he was chosen to
be a delegate for the State of Indiana to the
1992 National Democratic Convention. Fur-
thermore, Joe served as a past Admiral of the
Pirates for Tradewinds Rehabilitation Center.
Currently, Joe is a board member for the Ar-
thritis Foundation, Hoosier Boys Town, and
the Northwest Indiana Forum, Inc. Joe also is
a member of the Hammond Times editorial
board.

On this special day, I offer my heartfelt con-
gratulations. Joe’s large circle of family and
friends can be proud of the contributions this
prominent individual has made. His work in
the labor movement has made America Work.
Those in the movement will miss Joe’s dedica-
tion and sincerity. Fortunately, the community
as a whole will continue to profit from his un-
selfish involvement to make northwest Indiana
a better place in which to live and work. I sin-
cerely wish Joe a long, happy, and productive
retirement.

f

OUR NATION’S FLAG

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
testified before the House Judiciary Committee
on an amendment I am proposing to protect
our Nation’s flag. This matter is very dear to
my heart and to the hearts of many Ameri-
cans. The American flag always brings our na-
tion together, rich or poor, in good times or
bad. This symbol is recognized the world over
for the good that we have done and will do as
long as we have this flag. Do we, as Ameri-
cans, really believe that the passage of this
amendment to protect our national symbol will,
in any way, harm or detract from, the Bill of
Rights and the U.S. Constitution? I say no,
this amendment does not remove rights, it re-
stores them.

I can recall scenes I have seen from Civil
War battles where Union soldiers would drop
their weapon and pick the Stars and Stripes
off the ground from a fallen comrade who had
been killed holding up these colors for Amer-
ica. Mr. Speaker, now is our time to pick up
the American flag and treat it with the greatest
amount of reverence.

I would like to draw your attention to the re-
marks of one American who has picked up the
flag and who is carrying and protecting our
flag for many Americans. Ron James, an ex-
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Marine and patriot, has been an example and
a role model to many Americans who have the
deepest respect for America’s symbol and
should be commended.

I am a member of the Citizens Flag Alli-
ance, a Marine Veteran and a United States
Citizen.

While on the show, I was read a telegram
alleged to have been written by Senator Bob
Kerry, or one of his aides, on his thoughts of
not defending my right to have the U.S. Sen-
ate pass Resolution 31.

He speaks before the Members of the Unit-
ed States Senate as a United States Senator.
He does not speak as a private citizen or as
a voter and he does not speak as a Veteran.
He speaks as a Representative of the people
of these United States. The majority of the
People of the United States want this
Amendment passed. As do the people in his
own home state.

In that telegram, he mentioned that he
was a Navy Seal in Vietnam. At the time he
was in his mid-twenties. I am positive that
his opinion at that age would be to defend
the Flag of this Nation and it would be the
same feeling of all his Comrades.

Then how, since for about 100 years until
1989 there have been laws to protect the Flag
of the United States and this had nothing to
do with changes in our Nation, can he say
that, in essence, our Flag does not need this
Protection Amendment.

On that television show, there was another
guest speaker, who would allow the burning,
who kept insisting that we should not
‘‘amend our Bill of Rights’’. What she appar-
ently forgot was that those original Bill of
Rights were the first ten Amendments to the
original Constitution of 7 Articles and were
declared in force on Dec. 15, 1791.

Also, she would have done well, as should
anyone against this Amendment, to read the
preamble to that Bill of Rights.

No Veteran was ever told that he would
protect the Right of someone to urinate
upon, burn or otherwise desecrate the Flag
he had sworn to protect and defend and
honor.

Senator Kerry feels that there is no need
to pass this Resolution because of the few in-
cidents that may occur. My reply to that is
that incidents will always occur and can in-
crease in tremendous numbers. But that does
not make flag desecration acceptable with-
out accountability for those actions.

All any of those opposed to this Resolution
need to do is to actually read the content
and purpose of all those previous Amend-
ments.

So . . . all of you who speak against this
Amendment . . . who are you really speaking
for???

Certainly not the Navy Seals, not the U.S.
Marines, not the Army, not the Navy, not
the Air Force, not the police and, most im-
portantly, not the nearly 260 million Amer-
ican people and their representatives in both
the State assemblies and State Senates. All
these Americans want the flag protection
resolution passed at the Federal level!!!!

You, at the Federal level, who are opposed
to this Resolution . . . why don’t you ask
your own Constituents in your home States
to vote on this??? You already know what
they want!!!

So, just who do you represent by your op-
position to your own people’s will????? Not
most of America!

The American Flag always brings our Na-
tion together, rich or poor, in good times or
bad. This Symbol is recognized the world
over for the good that we have done and will
do now and forever for as long as we have
this Flag and the Honor and Respect for it
that it so richly deserves. Do we, as Ameri-
cans, really believe that the passage of this

Amendment will, in any way, harm or de-
tract from, the Bill of Rights and the Con-
stitution?? I say no!!!!

The Rights of all Americans guaranteed
under the First Amendment (the argument
that opponents are using to stop this Protec-
tion Amendment) have already been taking
away by that Supreme Court decision in 1989.

This Amendment does not remove Rights
. . . it restores them!

It does not remove the Rights of destruc-
tive scores . . . but it does restore the rights
of constructive millions!

Please pass Senate Resolution 31 and
House Resolution 79!!!!

If you do not heed the generous voices of
millions of Americans then whose selfish
voices do you heed????

Search your hearts for that age when you
were in the service and not a Senator . . .
when someone worried that you may not be
coming home at all. You and your Comrades
felt that Flag Desecration was wrong then
and most feel that way now which is why
those same Comrades want this Protection
Amendment passed.

I want to be heard in the Congressional
Chambers but I cannot because I am not a
U.S. Senator or Congressman.

However, I do represent millions of Ameri-
cans who want this desecration stopped.

Honor those Comrades-in-Arms and those
Citizens who have a dedication to, and love
for, this Naiton.

I, personally have walked over 400 miles
holding the American Flag and have heard
the cheers and cries of Americans who also
want their Flag Federally protected. I, per-
sonally, have heard and spoken with thou-
sands of Americans as we walked through
the land to Honor our Flag.

The oldest man to walk with me (now 65)
was a Marine Veteran of the Korean War and
survivor of the Chosin Reservoir battle as
well as being 100% D.A.V. One of the state-
ments made by him relative to Flag protec-
tion was: ‘‘I feel very strongly (about it) . . .
it’s something I believe in. I lived for it. I
fought for it and I’d die for it’’. In all of the
time of the two walks (covering 2 years) he
spoke only once about that battle. It was in
a Firehouse when we stopped for a rest on
the walk to Washington and where he met
another Marine who also had been there.
They spoke of the overwhelming odds of
fighting off about 120,000 communist troops
against our nearly 15,000 in sometimes 60
below zero weather. From this and other bat-
tles he somehow lived long enough to walk
for the Honor of the Amerian Flag 44 years
later. His son did years in the Marines and
now is in the Army flying helicopter
gunships.

If you can figure a way that we will not
lose thousands of lives in wars . . . lives
which will be honored with and by their
American Flag . . . Fine!!! But it never can
be. Honor thy Flag as ‘‘thy Mother and thy
Father’’.

I, personally, have never sought harsh pun-
ishment.

As a Representative of those who gave you
the key to the hearts of America by their
vote for you and trust in you . . . PASS
THIS BILL!!

Those who put you in office . . . the aver-
age persons . . . trust them!

Give them that which you already know
they want . . . their American Flag to be
protected.

Let it be said by all that, at least, this Na-
tion protects, reveres and honors its Symbol
with, dignity, respect and justice!

If someone makes a mistake, the system in
our courts will not be harsh but they must
be just.

I thank you for your time and I hope you
will pass the Resolution in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Please pass on this information by reading
any part of all of it to our Senators and Con-
gressmen on the floor of our Congress.

I thank you for our Nation.
Always for Flag and Country

RON JAMES

f

75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
ROTARY CLUB

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Mount Clemens Rotary Club.
Next Friday evening, June 2, 1995, the club is
celebrating its 75th anniversary. Officially char-
tered on May 1, 1920, the initial 19 members
of the Mt. Clemens Rotary were some of the
first of what is now an international organiza-
tion with over a million members.

Begun in Chicago in 1905, the Rotary was
established by Paul Harris, an attorney who
hoped to meet individuals from other profes-
sions and encourage civic responsibility. The
Rotary motto of ‘‘Service Above Self’’ is exem-
plified by the members of the Mount Clemens
Rotary Club. The club originated, organized,
and to this day continues to support the
Macomb County Crippled Children’s Society of
the Easter Seals, one of the first crippled chil-
dren’s societies organized in the State of
Michigan. They have sponsored projects to aid
the aged, our youth, the ill, the poor, the illit-
erate, and the homeless. Over 105 charitable
and civic organizations have been supported
with time, energy, and over one million dollars
during the past 75 years.

Taking an active role in one’s community is
a responsibility we all share, and the members
of the Mount Clemens Rotary have been fulfill-
ing this role for 75 years. Of the 25,000 Rotary
Clubs in 184 countries, none are any more de-
voted to improving their community or the
world than the Mount Clemens Club. Their
contributions are many and they deserve our
gratitude for their compassion, hard work, and
good will.

I applaud all the Rotary members who serve
our communities around the world and encour-
age them to continue their good work. I urge
my colleagues to please join me in saluting
the Mount Clemens Rotary Club on the event
of their diamond anniversary.

f

JOHN BURTON: SUI GENERIS

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, for those of my
colleagues who served with John Burton in
this House or have known him otherwise,
there’s no need for me to say that John is a
one and only. The brother of the late Phil Bur-
ton, John is now an Assemblyman in the Cali-
fornia legislature representing the city of San
Francisco.

Sunday, April 9, 1995, the San Francisco
Examiner Magazine published a feature that
catches the essence of the John Burton I
know and love. John tells it the way it is and
he doesn’t spare himself. His commitment to
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his constituents, especially those that can use
a helping hand, comes through loud and clear,
as does his love for his city.

Some might ask why, in these days of
penny-pinching stewardship, I devote limited
resources to spreading the John Burton story
over a few lines of this RECORD. Anyone with
an ounce of compassion will know after read-
ing what follows. Serving the public involves
more than a green eye shade and a sharp
pencil. John Burton has that extra ingredient.
Maybe by putting these words before my col-
leagues some of what John Burton has will
rub off. I hope so.

[From the San Francisco Examiner
Magazine, Sunday, April 9, 1995]

THE LAST TANGLE

(By Edvins Beitiks)
Caught up in the memory of Jimmy

Durante’s how’s-by-you scene from The Man
Who Came to Dinner, Assemblyman John
Burton swung around in his chair, imaginary
fedora tipped back on his head, imaginary
nose groaning under the weight of a Holly-
wood gone by, ran his fingers across an invis-
ible piano on the desktop in his office and
sang, ‘‘Didju ever have the feeling that you
wanted to go and still have the feeling that
you wanted to stay. . .’’

Burton laughed. ‘‘Saw Durante in Vegas
once,’’ he said. ‘‘What a show. I goddamn tin-
gled.’’

There are other names that get Burton
smiling: Burl Ives, doing his version of ‘‘Big
Rock Candy Mountain.’’ Louis Prima and
Keely Smith. Phil Harris and ‘‘That’s What I
Like About the South.’’ June Christy singing
‘‘Something Cool.’’

Burton remembered listening to Christy on
the hi-fi in the mid-’50s, when he pulled a
tour with the 2nd Armored in Germany.
‘‘ ‘Midnight Sun’ ‘I’ll Take Romance,’ ’’ he
said. ‘‘That got me through the Army.’’

When California’s term limit kicks in on
the veteran Democrat, forcing him to leave
office in 1996, he’ll be going back to Ives,
Harris and Christy for some soothing words.
Not that he needs to be soothed—politics
these days isn’t what it used to be, said Bur-
ton, and leaving the Assembly won’t be that
hard.

‘‘It’s tougher to do the public’s business,
every day,’’ he said. ‘‘You’re fighting a bat-
tle against people who want to cut off a
whole hand. I’ve never been one to take any
satisfaction in being able to say, ‘We saved
two fingers.’ I’ve never been happy with say-
ing, ‘Well, we got them to cut only $10 in-
stead of $20 from the old people’s pension.’
That’s no thrill for me.’’

These are miserly times, said Burton, who
publicly underlined his disgust by introduc-
ing legislation at the end of last year to
‘‘criminalize’’ poverty. His Swiftian bill,
AB44, suggested that if a family of four ‘‘in-
tentionally or maliciously’’ falls below the
federal poverty guideline of $14,763, the par-
ents should go to jail.

Republicans brushed the bill off as another
piece of windmill-tilting by Burton, but the
longtime liberal said he just wanted some
honest debate on the issue. At the time, he
explained: ‘‘Maybe during the hearings it
might come out that . . . you can’t make it
a crime for someone to be poor because a lot
of people don’t want to be poor.’’

Sitting behind the desk at his Sacramento
office, Burton said, ‘‘It was something I felt
like doing. The idea is to let somebody have
a reasonable chance at a decent job and a
good standard of living. You know, people
don’t want to be poor. They don’t want to
live that way.

‘‘I’m very pessimistic at the way things
are going,’’ he said. ‘‘Your basic Republican

comes goddamn near to being an anarchist.
They accuse the Democratic party of steam-
rolling, but they did something Democrats
haven’t done—threatening their moderates
that if they don’t go along with this b.s. they
won’t get committee chairs, they won’t get
anything.’’

Republicans have also pushed for a con-
stitutional amendment on a balanced budg-
et—a concept Burton has always opposed.
‘‘It’s government by minority,’’ he said.
‘‘Businesses are allowed to go into debt, indi-
viduals are allowed to go into debt, individ-
uals are allowed to go into debt to buy a
home or a car. But to say the entity respon-
sible for providing for the common defense
and promoting the general welfare . . . isn’t
allowed to go into debt? That’s crazy.’’

After 30 years of political give and take,
said the 62-year-old Burton, ‘‘The thing I
miss most is . . . your word is your bond. A
guy gave you a handshake and that was it.
No more.’’

Although he didn’t see eye to eye with
former governor George Deukmejian, Burton
acknowledged that ‘‘Duke at least stood up
for what he said. And Ronald Reagan, for all
his faults, was much more human than Pete
Wilson.’’

Burton dismissed the current governor as
‘‘this p— —. He’s not reactionary. He’s not
moderate. He’s nothing. He was for affirma-
tive action when it was popular, now he’s
against it. It was OK to bring in Mexican
farmworkers, now he’s against immigration.
I don’t like people like that.’’

He hasn’t changed much since his first
election to the Assembly in 1964, Burton
said, ‘‘except that I’m more tolerant of view-
points different than mine. I don’t consider
that members who are conservatives are, on
the face of it, fascists, although some right-
wingers would put on brownshirts in a
minute if they could.’’

Burton learned to distrust conservatives
on his daddy’s knee. His father, Thomas, was
a traveling salesman who decided to go to
medical school when he was 36 years old and
brought his family west to set up shop in San
Francisco—making house calls in Hunters
Point, not charging patients who couldn’t
pay.

‘‘The guy always had a social conscience,’’
said Burton. ‘‘He was always very color-
blind. . . . I can remember driving once down
Golden Gate with him and we saw these kids
playing, 6 to 7 years old, black and white,
and he said, ‘Kids that age don’t have a prob-
lem, but when they grow up they’re told,
‘You can’t play with those people.’ ’’

Thomas Burton, a native of Indiana, was
an early supporter of Franklin Roosevelt and
the liberal wing of the Democratic party. ‘‘In
1956, he sent a $1,000 check to Adlai Steven-
son, which was a lot of money for anybody,
much less our family,’’ Burton said.

Their father’s liberal leanings were passed
on to his three sons, starting with Phillip
Burton. ‘‘He ran the first time in 1954,’’ John
Burton said of his legendary older brother.
‘‘Challenged an incumbent who died two
weeks before the election and the guy still
won.

‘‘In ‘56, just after I got out of the army, he
went against Tommy Maloney, who’d been in
city politics forever. I told my brother,
‘You’re f————g nuts! If you lost to a dead
man, how are you going to beat this guy?’
But he did, and when he won it, it was a
great tonic for me. The beginning of my po-
litical career, really.’’

In 1964, John Burton was elected to the As-
sembly from the old 20th District, a district
so Democratic he couldn’t lose.

‘‘It was different in Sacramento back
then,’’ he remembered. ‘‘I was calling the
sergeant-at-arms ‘Sir.’ Jesse Unruh was
speaker, I voted against him and he started

to s——— on me a little bit. That kind of
stuff happened all the time.’’

Unruh, son of a Texas sharecropper who
boasted of not wearing socks until he was 12
years old, was of the old school, said Burton.
‘‘People like Unruh and my brother ate,
slept and breathed politics. Not many people
up here are into it like that anymore.’’

His longtime friend Speaker Willie Brown
belongs to the old school, too, and it made
Burton grin to see the way Brown out-ma-
neuvered Republicans to win back his spot
after the last elections. ‘‘Some Republicans
objected to even calling him ‘co-speaker.’
They didn’t want to even give him a share,
and now he’s the speaker. The kind of tickles
me.’’

Calling back faces from the past, Burton
remembered San Francisco Supervisor Bill
Blake, who once arrived late to a restaurant,
threw the keys to his car to a man standing
at the curb, thinking he was a valet, and
came out after dinner to find his car stolen.
And then there was Congressman Eddie Pat-
ton, who ‘‘used to talk out of the side of his
mouth like this,’’ Burton said, tossing
frogtones out of his lower lip. ‘‘Eddie was a
piece of work.’’

The phone rang and Burton talked a little,
chuckled a little, then offered the three gold-
en rules for a man getting old: ‘‘Never pass
a urinal, never ignore an erection and never
trust a fart.’’ He leaned back in his chair and
smiled, nodding his head to the laughter that
came bursting from the other end of the
phone.

Burton turned to talk about his growing-
up years, when he lived at the edge of West
Portal and the whole city was his play-
ground. ‘‘I went to Jefferson Grammar
School, played behind Colonial Creamery on
Irving Street. When I was at Lincoln High,
we used to go out to McCoppin Park, 24th
and Taraval, regular. Drank some beer,
played some basketball.

‘‘I can remember, as a 12-year-old kid,
working at the YMCA on Friday nights, get-
ting out about 9:30 and walking down Leav-
enworth and up Market. You’d have all these
hucksters out on the street, selling trick
packs of cards, ducks with their heads dip-
ping in water, and never thought for a
minute anything could happen to you.

‘‘Sometimes I’d walk all the way out to
Sloat Boulevard, rights through the tunnel.
If the streetcar came through, you had to
step to one side, let it go past. Walk all that
way, and never worry.’’

Burton drew other pictures of San Fran-
cisco in the air, including the image of John
D. Monaghan, bartender at No. 10 Sanchez.
‘‘I used to take my daughter there on St.
Patrick’s Day—John standing behind the
bar, answering the phone, ‘No. 10,’ kind of
rocking back and forth on his feet, talking
to everybody, more full of s— than a Christ-
mas turkey. Oh, man, how could you not love
it?’’

But those days are gone, said Burton.
‘‘Society’s getting worse, therefore the

city’s getting worse. You had the ‘homeless’
at Third and Howard, a few drunks sleeping
at night in Union Square * * * but now
‘homeless’ is a part of our society. Not since
the Depression has there been the underclass
we have now.’’

Because the government flat gave up on
the War on Poverty, said Burton, ‘‘we’re
reaping a whirlwind of neglect.’’

There has been plenty of speculation about
Burton’s options after he leaves the Assem-
bly. He waves it away, saying, ‘‘When I get
out, there are two things I want to do—learn
Italian and play some bocce ball.’’

But he’s not getting out anytime soon.
Last month, he threw his fedora into the

ring for state senate—the 3rd District seat
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belonging to Sen. Milton Marks. Burton’s ul-
timate decision, though, will take into ac-
count whether Willie Brown runs for mayor
of San Francisco or Marks’ seat.

‘‘I think it’s important for somebody to be
doing battle with the right-wing Repub-
licans, who are more and more taking over
the Republican party in this state,’’ said
Burton. ‘‘To thwart their efforts to cripple
public education, cripple environmental pro-
tection and take away women’s right to
choose. These are tough times, and you
should get in the fight and stay in the fight—
not drop out and kind of bitch and moan.’’

Burton’s name has been mentioned for The
City’s mayoral race, but he doesn’t see him-
self running. ‘‘My mother didn’t raise me to
cut back on libraries or playgrounds or AIDS
funding, or go after poor people on the
street,’’ he said.

Lately, San Francisco has been ‘‘penny
wise and pound foolish,’’ added Burton. ‘‘But,
to be fair, the city just doesn’t have the re-
sources.’’

It doesn’t seem that long ago that Burton’s
best friend, George Moscone, was assas-
sinated at City Hall on Nov. 27, 1978. But it’s
been a long time, and—for Burton—a hard
road.

Moscone was his friend from the day they
met in 1946 until the day the mayor was shot
to death with Supervisor Harvey Milk, said
Burton, who still can’t understand the
killings.

‘‘It was such a f——g nutty thing,’’ he said,
looking down at his hands. ‘‘I heard some po-
litical forces were egging (Dan White) on—
‘Somebody ought to kill that f——r,’ things
like that. I don’t know.

‘‘During that period I was, shall we say, in-
volved in doing drugs, and I started doing
more,’’ Burton said. ‘‘I don’t know if what
happened to George was the reason for it,
but I guess I used it as a reason. I mean,
George was as close to me as my brothers.’’

Burton found himself hooked on ‘‘what
they call crack now, called it free-basing
back then. I would get so depressed I
couldn’t move. I’d stop for a couple of days
and had to start again, just to get energy.

‘‘I got into nitrous oxide, too,’’ said Bur-
ton. ‘‘I’m a very addictive-compulsive person
* * * went on a four-month run once, like
you see on TV or in the movies, the guy’s OK
one day and the next he’s in the gutter.

‘‘I learned you can’t quit for six months
and go out and celebrate with a couple of
toots or a couple of tokes and quit the next
day. The only way to do it is not to do it at
all.’’

By the time of Moscone’s death, Burton
was already known for stream-of-conscious-
ness speeches from the floor of the legisla-
ture that made no sense. In ‘‘A Rage for Jus-
tice: The Passion and Politics of Phillip Bur-
ton,’’ a biography due out this fall, Sac-
ramento political columnist John Jacobs
writes, ‘‘John Burton was going downhill
fast. Rumors surfaced that a dry cleaner
found packets of cocaine in his coat pocket
* * * friends feared they would find him dead
somewhere.’’

Burton got the message himself, calling an
end to his brief Congressional career two
days before the filing deadline for the 1982
elections. He remembers the date exactly:
Sept. 30.

‘‘I went back to vote against the balanced
budget amendment. That was on Thursday.
Sunday, I flew down to a hospital in Arizona
and checked myself in. It was easy after I
really decided to do it, after I acknowledged
half-assed to myself that I’ve got a problem,
instead of, ‘It’s no big deal.’

‘‘Haven’t had a drink since then,’’ he said.
‘‘Not too long ago I was at a party where
they had that Australian beer—Foster’s—I
took a little sip and I could feel it going

down. I knew I’d be in trouble if I took a
good gulp. And nonalcoholic beer? I had
some once and the guy says, ‘Tastes good,
huh?’ and I said, ‘Yeah, it does taste good. I
better not have anymore.’

‘‘I don’t miss it,’’ Burton said. ‘‘I don’t
really like being around people who drink.
Three drinks and they have a heat on, don’t
even know what they’re saying. Women who
take a drink and just get silly.’’

Burton, who has been married twice and
remains divorced, smiled and said, ‘‘I’m sure
it breaks their hearts, but I just have to
pass.’’

In Jacobs’ book, one Republican argued it
was worth keeping Burton in office because
‘‘at least John Burton stood back in his stu-
por and didn’t do much but vote wrong.’’

But Burton’s legislative record has been
anything but passive.

‘‘At one point, before the Republican gov-
ernors got ahold of it, our aged, blind and
handicapped had a better standard of living
than the aged or blind anywhere else in the
country,’’ said Burton, who sponsored SSI
bills for the handicapped. ‘‘And our autistic
children’s program was the first in the na-
tion.’’

Burton was also proud of his ‘‘asset forfeit-
ure law—keeping law enforcement officers
from just coming in and grabbing property
without cause.’’

But he acknowledges his own political ca-
reer doesn’t compare to the record of his
brother, Phillip.

Some of Burton’s best memories come
from sharing the spotlight with his brother
back in Washington. ‘‘I kept thinking about
what Phil and I together were doing to all
those conservatives in the Old Guard. Driv-
ing them up the wall. I laughed my ass off.

‘‘You look at what Phillip’s done, it’s awe-
some. There hasn’t been a minimum-wage
bill since he did it, and he’s been dead 10
years. Redwood Park, Golden Gate National
Park, miners’ lung legislation, and on and on
and on. He just brought me along for some of
it.’’

And Burton enjoyed the ride, every minute
of it. He remembered walking down the steps
of the Capitol with his brother, making up
words to a song about angry Republicans,
then making them angrier with new legisla-
tion.

‘‘Nowadays, there are so many intrusions
into people’s rights to live decently,’’ said
Burton. ‘‘If I did something for the quality of
life for people, just helped a little, who gives
a s— whether they erect a statue to you or
not?’’

Having his political life wrapped up in the
wonder of California has made it all worth-
while, Burton said. ‘‘California’s got so
much, you know? Like Pat Brown used to
say—‘When I fly over this great, big beau-
tiful state of ours. . .’ ’’

Burton, whose desk holds a glass ball that
beams, ‘‘God Made the Irish #1’’ and a name-
plate with shamrocks on either side, remi-
nisced about the power of Irish districts
when he first started out, when ‘‘the Mission
was Irish, Noe Valley was Irish, the Sunset.
Around the Castro it was the Scandinavians,
the Excelsior was Italian, Potrero Hill—Rus-
sians and Slavs, the Richmond was kind of
Irish, kind of Russian, there was Manila
Town off Kearny, and the Haight was a mix-
ture.

‘‘The mix has changed, but it’s still a melt-
ing pot, and it’s wonderful. You can’t beat
it,’’ said Burton, grinning all at once.

‘‘San Francisco. You’ve got to fll love
San Francisco,’’ he said. ‘‘I remember once
when I went out to eat at a restaurant, must
have been down around Westlake, and there’s
all this fog. I got out there, wound up just
walking around the parking lot for 10 min-
utes, maybe more, taking it all in.

‘‘The woman I was with must have thought
I was nuts, but being away from San Fran-
cisco and coming back to the fog . . . you’ve
got to love it.’’

Burton looked around his office, filled with
photos from three decades of political hand-
shaking and head-shaking and hand-wringing
and loud singing in the front room with peo-
ple from the Mission and Sunset and
Bayview. He smiled to himself, hummed a
bit of ‘‘Big Rock Candy Mountain,’’ and said
once more ‘‘You’ve got to love it.’’
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UNION CITY, NJ, CELEBRATES ITS
70TH ANNIVERSARY

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize an outstanding community, the
city of Union City, NJ, and to congratulate the
residents on the celebration of the city’s 70th
anniversary. This is a special anniversary be-
cause this year the city, which I am proud to
call home, is opening a new addition to its his-
toric city hall.

Union City was originally comprised of two
smaller and separate communities, named
West Hoboken, incorporated in 1861, and the
town of Union Hill, incorporated in 1864. In
June of 1925, the two towns merged to form
the dynamic, bustling place we know today as
Union City.

Union City typifies this Nation’s proud immi-
grant heritage. It has always been home to im-
migrants seeking a better way of life. The
founders of West Hoboken and Union Hill
were German and Dutch immigrants who
moved to the western shore of the Hudson
River to escape the crowded conditions of
Manhattan. In fact, many of the original munic-
ipal documents were written in German.

In the 1870’s, industry discovered Union
City and the population began to grow. Woods
and fields were transformed into homes and
businesses. Streets were cut through, and
sewer, water, and gas mains laid. Breweries,
silk, chocolate, cigar, and pencil factories
moved to the city. It became a hub of the U.S.
embroidery industry.

The immigrant tradition continued through-
out the years, drawing Irish and Italian immi-
grants during the first half of the 20th century.
Cubans fleeing the tyranny of a brutal dictator-
ship came in growing numbers during the
early 1960’s. They established hundreds of
thriving businesses along the main commercial
strip, known as Bergenline Avenue. They were
followed by immigrants from throughout Latin
America, who make up the largest segment of
the current population. During a short walk on
Bergenline one can sample the cuisine of doz-
ens of nations. Goods and merchandise from
around the world are sold on the bustling
streets.

The people of Union City have always been
its greatest asset. Diversity in our schools and
in government is viewed as a strength not an
impediment. I was proud to serve the resi-
dents as their first Hispanic mayor from 1986
through 1992. Earlier, I served on the city’s
board of education and later as chief financial
officer for the school system. Union City is in
the forefront of promoting the use of computer
technology in the classroom. The new city hall
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addition is another example of a city that is
not content to rest on past accomplishments.
Its programs for the elderly and recreation pro-
grams for its youth are second to none.

Union City is a city on the move, ready to
take on the challenges of the 21st century.
The residents are proud of where they have
been and proud of where they are going. I am
proud to be a resident of Union City. I ask my
colleagues today to join with me in honoring
Union City, a great place to live and raise a
family.

f

TRIBUTE TO MR. CARL
GERSTACKER

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, it is with sadness
that I rise today to honor and pay tribute to a
man who devoted much of his life to helping
and improving the lives of others. Mr. Carl
Gerstacker passed away recently and took the
heart of a city with him. Midland, MI, my
hometown, was the proud recipient of Mr.
Gerstacker’s generosity and leadership for
most of his life.

Carl was born in 1916, and received the
typical upbringing of a child in the Midwest. In
1938, he received his engineering degree from
the University of Michigan. Two years later,
Carl, like many of the brave young people at
the time, answered the Nation’s call to duty
and enlisted in the Army. He valiantly served
his country from 1940 to 1946 and returned
home to a grateful nation and community.

He began working for the Dow Chemical
Co. Although he possessed an engineering
degree, his abilities with numbers and figures
won him praise from his superiors and he was
placed in charge of the finance department.
His powerful character and charisma came to
the forefront and his proficiency and demeanor
made him a highly respected manager. In
1948, he became a member of Dow Chemi-
cal’s board of directors at age 32 and was
later named chairman of the finance commit-
tee. In 1960, he was elected chairman of the
board.

Carl’s business and personal talents made
him a vital component of Dow Chemical’s sen-
ior management team. He assumed respon-
sibility of the corporation as head of a com-
pany with $820 million in annual sales. His
hard work and determination inspired others to
achieve the most and when he left the com-
pany 26 years later, Dow Chemical had sales
of approximately $4.9 billion. This enormous
increase in sales was partly due to Carl’s busi-
ness acumen but more importantly it was his
ability to recognize talent in his employees
and his ability to inspire their best work and
loyalty to the company.

Carl was a strong advocate for education.
He served on the boards of several univer-
sities and worked tirelessly on behalf of stu-
dents. His hiring practices were among the
most progressive of his era not because he
was trying to institute social policy, but be-
cause he constantly sought the best people.
His investment in them reaped tremendous re-
wards. His policies went beyond company
profits to ensuring the company invested in
the people and community.

Carl was committed to environmental pro-
tection. He helped institute many of the re-
forms that made the Dow Chemical Co. a
leader in environmental protection and accom-
plished this while continuing to expand job op-
portunities and assisting the community.

Carl had the power to understand people. A
tireless champion of community projects, Carl
established the Gerstacker Awards in 1956,
which honors outstanding citizens. Teachers,
law enforcement officers’ and firemen are
among those who have received the
Gerstacker Award for outstanding community
service. In addition, Carl established the Rollin
M. Gerstacker Foundation in honor of his fa-
ther to help fund civic projects in the Midland
area.

Carl donated his home to the local church
as a parsonage and later bought it back to
provide office space for local foundations. He
gave generously to the city to help build hous-
ing for seniors. Although his financial contribu-
tions helped fund the projects, it was his time,
effort, and encouragement that made these
projects successful. His commitment went be-
yond financial contributions to include personal
involvement.

His community activism continued far into
his retirement years. He served on the board
of the Midland Rotary Club, and the Midland
Red Cross. He founded the Midland Commu-
nity Foundation and served as campaign
chairman for the United Way of Midland. He
was a man who wished to be measured not
by what he could get out of something but by
what he was able to give back.

Carl Gerstacker’s unbounded generosity
and exuberance inspired everyone he met. His
sense of humor put people at ease and his
ideas and dreams challenged people to think
and challenge themselves. Carl Gerstacker
helped build a city and a company, but more
importantly, he helped build a community and
a family. His loving wife, Esther Gerstacker;
family members including our colleague, Bill
Schuette, Bette, Lisa, Sandra, and Gretchen
continue in his path of community service and
dedication. As a neighbor, Carl’s counsel and
wisdom were invaluable to my family and
friends and his words and deeds continue to
influence us today.

Mr. Speaker, I know you will join my col-
leagues and me in honoring Mr. Carl
Gerstacker, his many contributions, and his
enduring legacy. He has provided us with the
tools to succeed; now it is up to us to continue
his work.
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COMMEMORATION OF THE FIRST
AFRICAN-AMERICAN CONGREGA-
TION IN NEW JERSEY

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
this weekend a very special ceremony will be
held in Newark, NJ to commemorate an event
of historic importance, the founding of the first
African-American congregation in our State
160 years ago.

It was on April 27, 1835, that 37 freed
slaves and free-born blacks left the Old First
Presbyterian Church and resolved to become
the First Colored Presbyterian Church of New-

ark. In May of that year, the Presbytery of
Newark acted upon the resolution and they or-
ganized into a Church with the Reverend John
Hunt as their pastor. The Church later became
the Thirteenth Avenue Presbyterian Church,
which merged with Clinton Avenue Pres-
byterian Church in October of 1967.

The establishment of the Church in 1835 by
37 men and women of courage and vision re-
flected their determination to affirm their own
culture and identify in their worship.

Now, 160 years later, the pastor and the
congregation continue the proud tradition of
the founders. In a spirit of love and service,
the Church continues its commitment to the
community.

This weekend, on Memorial Sunday, a Serv-
ice of Remembrance and Thanksgiving will be
held. It will include the lighting of 37 candles
to honor the founders of the Church; a dra-
matic presentation by the Youth Group; a
wreath laying ceremony in honor of loved
ones and friends of Thirteenth Avenue whose
names will be recorded in an Annual Memorial
Booklet, and the dedication of a Computer
Learning Center to provide training for the
youth of our community as a commitment to
the future and a renewed affirmation of our
self-determination.

I have asked that during the memorial serv-
ice a wreath be laid to honor Mr. Marcellus
Marble, a long-time member of the church.
During my childhood, Mr. Marble and his wife,
Jeanette, showed great kindness in including
me in special church-related activities. I re-
member with great fondness the yearly church
picnic, held at Eagle Rock Reservation, where
youngsters were able to enjoy games and
other recreational activities.

I will always be grateful to Mr. and Mrs.
Marble for the guidance they gave me during
those years and the positive role they played
in my development.

I ask my colleagues in the U.S. House of
Representatives to join me in honoring the
pastor of the Clinton Avenue Presbyterian
Church, Reverend Dr. Alfred B. Johnson and
the entire congregation in wishing them many
more years of success, joy and spiritual
growth.
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PHYLLIS A. WARD AND FOREST
CRUMPLEY HONORED AS OUT-
STANDING VOLUNTEERS

HON. ZOE LOFGREN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise, today,
to acknowledge and extend my heartfelt con-
gratulations to Phyllis A. Ward and Forest
Crumpley, who are being honored by the
Committee on Political Education [COPE], as
Outstanding South Bay AFL–CIO Labor Coun-
cil Volunteers. Ms. Ward and Mr. Crumpley
will be honored at the COPE Award Banquet
on Friday, June 2, 1995.

COPE is about working people joining to-
gether to participate in our political process.
Since 1955, COPE has fought to secure full
rights for working people and to increase gov-
ernment responsiveness to the needs of the
labor movement. This responsiveness includes
a commitment to public service.
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Phyllis Ward has a long record of public

service, dating back to 1942 when she en-
listed in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps
[WAAC] during World War II. She was eventu-
ally promoted to the rank of captain, while
serving at General MacArthur’s Headquarters
in Manila, Philippines.

Ms. Ward served in the U.S. Foreign Serv-
ice from 1952–1954, as a High Commissioner
of Germany for Political Affairs. She then
transferred to the U.S. Information Service
[USIS] in 1954. Ms. Ward worked as an agent
of the USIS in Kenya, Ethiopia, Germany, and
Washington, DC., until 1964.

After 1965, Ms. Ward returned home and
worked as a social worker for the Santa Clara
County Department of Social Services. She
retired in 1981.

Phyllis Ward has been an active participant
in the political process. Dating back to 1947,
when she worked for presidential candidate
Harold Stassen, Ms. Ward has been a grass-
roots activist. She has encouraged political
participation through voter registration and get
out the vote efforts. Ms. Ward has been active
in the Democratic Party, having served on the
California State Central Committee for the
past 10 years.

Phyllis Ward is a shining example of what
America is all about. She demonstrates prin-
ciples of caring, giving, and self-sacrifice, that
all of us should emulate.

Mr. Forest Crumpley has long been commit-
ted to public service. Dating back to 1940
when he went to work for the Census Bureau,
and became an activist for minority rights in
Washington, DC., Mr. Crumpley has sacrificed
his time and resources for the causes he
champions. Mr. Crumpley’s commitment to
human rights and freedom led him to join the
Army to fight fascism in World War II.

After returning from the war, Mr. Crumpley
became a lithographer. He eventually opened
Fidelity Printing. The very first items he printed
at Fidelity Printing were posters and leaflets
for John Castro, a union plumber who was
running for county supervisor. From that point
on, Mr. Crumpley produced countless cam-
paign materials for union endorsed can-
didates, and helped open the door to more di-
verse representation in local government.

Forest Crumpley has been a voice for the
voiceless, working on behalf of farm workers
and the people of Chile, El Salvador, and
Cuba. His work contributes to the
empowerment of all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express my own
congratulations and gratitude to Ms. Ward and
Mr. Crumpley on behalf of my constituents in
the 16th District and the United States House
of Representatives.
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COMMEMORATION OF ASIAN PA-
CIFIC–AMERICAN HERITAGE
MONTH

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 25, 1995

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, as we celebrate
Asian Pacific-American Heritage Month, I think
we should take a moment to consider the
need for the United States to engage in a
more extensive dialogue with India, which will
be the world’s most populous democratic na-
tion by the year 2050.

As a member of the Congressional Caucus
on India and India Americans, I want to help
promote greater understanding between the

United States and India, particularly in eco-
nomic, political and cultural areas.

Our shared geopolitical interests dictate that
we make a concerted effort to improve Indo-
American relations. In the last several years,
India has embarked on a sweeping reform
program that opened the way for economic
growth and increased foreign trade and invest-
ment. However, we cannot ignore the difficulty
involved in the ongoing economic trans-
formation, and progress must continue if bilat-
eral trade is to grow.

About 1 million Indian-Americans live in the
United States. Many Americans assume that
Indian-Americans, because they are often
well-educated, do not face the same problems
as other minorities. They are wrong. In many
parts of this country, Indian-Americans are vic-
tims of hate crimes and racial harassment.
They are the victims of discrimination in busi-
ness and education. Members of Congress
cannot ignore these issues.

The Glass Ceiling Commission reports that
minorities plateau at lower levels in the
workforce than women. Educational institu-
tions and the Department of Labor need to ag-
gressively enforce laws barring discriminatory
practices in recruitment and advancement,
and no one should be denied an education or
job because of their race or ethnic origin.

The United States has always been consid-
ered a melting pot of peoples, religions and
ethnic groups. We in Congress cannot allow
people who come to this country to be victim-
ized or subjected to bigotry.

I urge my colleagues in Congress to pay
more attention to concerns of India and In-
dian-Americans. I can think of no more appro-
priate time to reflect on our shared interests
than during the observance of Asian Pacific-
American Month.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed Supplemental Rescissions Conference Report and Congres-
sional Budget Resolution.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S7405–S7581
Measures Introduced: Sixteen bills and five resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 851–866, S.
Res. 125–127, and S. Con. Res. 15 and 16.
                                                                                            Page S7497

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 333, to direct the Secretary of Energy to insti-

tute certain procedures in the performance of risk as-
sessments in connection with environmental restora-
tion activities, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 104–87)

S. 291, to reform the regulatory process, to make
government more efficient and effective, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept.
No. 104–88)                                                         Pages S7496–97

Measures Passed:
Congressional Adjournment: Senate agreed to H.

Con. Res. 72, providing for an adjournment of the
two Houses.                                                           Pages S7422–23

Honoring Father Joseph Damien de Veuster:
Senate agreed to S. Res. 125, honoring the contribu-
tions of Father Joseph Damien de Veuster for his
service to humanity.                                          Pages S7578–79

Congressional Budget: By 57 yeas to 42 nays
(Vote No. 232), Senate passed H. Con. Res. 67, set-
ting forth the congressional budget for the United
States Government for the fiscal years 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, after striking all
after the resolving clause and inserting in lieu there-
of the text of S. Con Res. 13, Senate companion
measure, and after taking action on amendments
proposed thereto, as follows:                         Pages S7408–73

Adopted:
(1) By a unanimous vote of 99 yeas (Vote No.

206), Exon (for Leahy) Amendment No. 1170, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate regarding the nutri-
tional health of children.                                Pages S7409–10

(2) Exon (for Leahy) Amendment No. 1171, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that Federal funding of
law enforcement programs should be maintained,
and Federal funding for the Violent Crime Reduc-
tion Trust Fund should not be reduced.        Page S7410

(3) Exon (for Feingold) Amendment No. 1173, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding the need to
enact long-term care reforms to achieve lasting defi-
cit reduction.                                                        Pages S7411–12

(4) Exon (for Baucus) Amendment No. 1178, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding mandatory
major assumptions under Function 270: Energy. (By
35 yeas to 64 nays (Vote No. 212), Senate earlier
failed to table the amendment.)                  Pages S7416–17

(5) Exon (for Levin/Simon) Amendment No. 1179,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding reducing
overhead expenses in the Department of Defense.
                                                                                    Pages S7417–18

(6) Exon (for Baucus) Modified Amendment No.
1180, to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the essential air service program of the Department
of Transportation.                                                       Page S7418

(7) By 54 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 214), Do-
menici (for Grams/Abraham/Lieberman) Amendment
No. 1182, to establish procedures to provide family
tax relief and incentives to stimulate savings, invest-
ment, job creation, and economic growth.
                                                                                    Pages S7418–19

(8) Exon (for Bingaman/Jeffords) Amendment No.
1191, to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the priority that should be given to renewable en-
ergy and energy efficiency research, development,
and demonstration activities.                        Pages S7428–29

(9) By 67 yeas to 32 nays (Vote No. 231), Do-
menici (for Snowe) Amendment No. 1197, to reduce
the reconciliation instructions to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources from $13,795,000,000
in outlays over seven years to $4,395,000,000 by
closing tax loopholes.                                       Pages S7442–44
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Rejected:
(1) By 31 yeas to 68 nays (Vote No. 204), Exon

(for Lautenberg) Amendment No. 1168, to allow the
transfer of $1 billion from the military budget for
use in strengthening enforcement of immigration
laws.                                                                                  Page S7408

(2) By 26 yeas to 73 nays (Vote No. 205), Exon
(for Lautenberg) Amendment No. 1169, to allow the
transfer of $2 billion from the military budget for
use in addressing the problem of domestic violence.
                                                                                            Page S7409

(3) Exon (for Harkin) Amendment No. 1172), to
provide for additional medicare payment safeguards.
(By 63 yeas to 36 nays (Vote No. 207), Senate ta-
bled the amendment.)                                      Pages S7410–11

(4) Exon (for Harkin) Amendment No. 1174, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding losses to
medicare and medicaid and other health programs
due to disease and disability caused by tobacco prod-
ucts. (By 68 yeas to 31 nays (Vote No. 208), Senate
tabled the amendment.)                                          Page S7412

(5) Exon (for Baucus) Modified Amendment No.
1181, to express the sense of the Senate regarding
funding for the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration. (By 50 yeas to 49 nays (Vote No. 213),
Senate tabled the amendment.)                           Page S7418

(6) By 39 yeas to 60 nays (Vote No. 215), Exon
(for Conrad) Amendment No. 1183, in the nature of
a substitute.                                                           Pages S7419–22

(7) Exon (for Simon/Pell/Kennedy) Amendment
No. 1184, to eliminate Section 207: Credit Reform
and Guaranteed Student Loans. (By 56 yeas to 43
nays (Vote No. 216), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                            Page S7423

(8) Exon (for Harkin) Amendment No. 1185, to
reduce military spending by $100 to reduce the defi-
cit. (By 73 yeas to 26 nays (Vote No. 221), Senate
tabled the amendment.)                     Pages S7423–24, S7428

(9) Domenici (for Craig) Amendment No. 1186
(to Amendment No. 1185), to express the sense of
the Congress that swine research be reduced by
$100. (The amendment fell when Amendment No.
1185, listed above, was tabled.)          Pages S7424, S7428

(10) Exon (for Simon/Bumpers) Amendment No.
1187, to eliminate the firewall between defense and
nondefense discretionary accounts. (By 65 yeas to 33
nays (Vote No. 217), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S7424–25

(11) Exon (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 1188,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding the in-
clusion in Medicare spending in the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 1996. (By 58
yeas to 41 nays (Vote No. 218), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                  Pages S7425, S7427

(12) Exon (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 1189,
to restore $28 billion in outlays over seven years to

reduce by $22 billion the discretionary cuts proposed
in elementary and secondary education programs and
reduce the reconciliation instructions to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources by $6 billion
by closing corporate tax loopholes. (By 54 yeas to 45
nays (Vote No. 219), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S7425–28

(13) Exon (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 1190,
to add $8,871,091,316 in Budget Authority and
$6,770,659,752 in Outlays to Function 500 over
seven years to restore funding to the Pell Grant Pro-
gram by closing tax loopholes. (By 54 yeas to 45
nays (Vote No. 220), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S7426–28

(14) Exon (for Bradley) Amendment No. 1193, to
restore cuts in Medicare and NIH by raising the to-
bacco tax by $1 a pack. (By 62 yeas to 38 nays
(Vote No. 223), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S7430–33

(15) Exon (for Bradley) Amendment No. 1194, to
express the sense of the Senate that Congress should
remove tax loopholes and use the savings from clos-
ing special interest tax loopholes to reduce tax rates
broadly for all classes of taxpayers. (By 53 yeas to 47
nays (Vote No. 224), Senate tabled the amendment.
                                                                                    Pages S7433–34

(16) By 45 yeas to 55 nays (Vote No. 226), Exon
(for Wellstone) Amendment No. 1195, to express
the sense of the Senate that the Committee on Fi-
nance will limit or eliminate excessive and unneces-
sary tax expenditures, and express the sense of the
Senate regarding the delivery of veterans’ services.
                                                                                    Pages S7435–37

(17) By 12 yeas to 87 nays (Vote No. 227), Exon
(for Wellstone) Amendment No. 1138, to reduce fis-
cal year 1996 defense spending by $10 billion and
apply the savings to deficit reduction.    Pages S7436–37

(18) Exon (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 1136,
to direct the Committee on Finance to further re-
duce the deficit by limiting or eliminating excessive
and unnecessary tax expenditures. (By 84 yeas to 15
nays (Vote No. 228), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                Pages S7437–39, S7443–44

(19) Exon (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 1141,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding low-pri-
ority domestic discretionary funding to be reduced
in order to pay for partial restoration of funding for
the National Institutes of Health. (By 81 yeas to 18
nays (Vote No. 229), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                      Pages S7439–40, S7444

(20) Exon (for Bradley) Amendment No. 1196, in
the nature of a substitute. (By 86 yeas to 13 nays
(Vote No. 230), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                      Pages S7440–42, S7444

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:
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By 42 yeas to 57 nays (Vote No. 209), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 with respect to consideration of Exon (for
Johnston) Amendment No. 1175, to provide for the
restoration of Medicare funding. Subsequently, a
point of order that the amendment was in violation
of Section 305(b)(2) was sustained, and the amend-
ment was ruled out of order.                        Pages S7412–13

By 46 yeas to 53 nays (Vote No. 210), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 with respect to consideration of Exon (for
Reid) Amendment No. 1176, to restore funding for
national parks by using amounts set aside for a tax
cut. Subsequently, a point of order that the amend-
ment was in violation of Section 305(b)(2) was sus-
tained, and the amendment was ruled out of order.
                                                                                            Page S7413

By 43 yeas to 56 nays (Vote No. 211), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 with respect to consideration of Exon (for
Sarbanes) Amendment No. 1177, to restore funding
for water infrastructure grants. Subsequently, a point
of order that the amendment was in violation of Sec-
tion 305(b)(2) was sustained, and the amendment
was ruled out of order.                                    Pages S7413–16

By 44 yeas to 56 nays (Vote No. 222), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive Section 904 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 with respect to consideration of Exon (for
Bradley) Amendment No. 1192, to establish a proc-
ess to identify and control tax expenditures by set-
ting a target for cuts. Subsequently, a point of order
that the amendment was in violation of Section
305(b)(2) was sustained, and the amendment was
ruled out of order.                                Pages S7429–30, S7433

By 40 yeas to 60 nays (Vote No. 225), Senate re-
jected a motion to recommit the resolution to the
Committee on the Budget with instructions.
                                                                      Pages S7434–35, S7437

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
was authorized to appoint conferees on the part of
the Senate.                                                                      Page S7423

Subsequently, S. Con. Res. 13 was returned to the
Senate Calendar.                                                          Page S7578

Supplemental Rescissions Conference Report-
Agreement: By 61 yeas to 38 nays (Vote No. 203),
Senate agreed to the conference report on H.R.
1158, making emergency supplemental appropria-

tions for additional disaster assistance and making
rescissions for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1995, clearing the measure for the President.
                                                                                    Pages S7405–07

Comprehensive Terrorism Prevention Act: Senate
began consideration of S. 735, to prevent and punish
acts of terrorism, taking action on amendments pro-
posed thereto, as follows:                                Pages S7479–89

Pending:
Hatch Amendment No. 1199, in the nature of a

substitute.                                                              Pages S7479–89
Senate will continue consideration of the bill on

Friday, May 26, 1995.
Appointments:

Advisory Committee on Records of Congress: The
Chair announced, on behalf of the Republican Lead-
er, pursuant to Public Law 101–509, his appoint-
ment of Dr. William L. Richter, of Kansas, to the
Advisory Committee on the Records of Congress.
                                                                                            Page S7581

Advisory Committee on Records of Congress: The
Chair announced, on behalf of the Secretary of the
Senate, pursuant to Public Law 101–509, her ap-
pointment of Richard N. Smith, of California, to the
Advisory Committee on the Records of Congress.
                                                                                            Page S7581

Authority for Committees: All committees were
authorized to file executive and legislative reports
during the recess/adjournment of the Senate on
Wednesday, May 31, 1995, from 10 a.m. until 2
p.m.                                                                                   Page S7579

Messages From the President: Senate received the
following messages from the President of the United
States:

Transmitting the report on the state of small
business; referred to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. (PM–53).                                                     Pages S7495–96

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Ronna Lee Beck, of the District of Columbia, to
be an Associate Judge of the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia for the term of fifteen years.

Linda Kay Davis, of the District of Columbia, to
be an Associate Judge of the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia for the term of fifteen years.

Eric T. Washington, of the District of Columbia,
to be an Associate Judge of the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia for the term of fifteen
years.

Rose Ochi, of California, to be an Associate Direc-
tor for National Drug Control Policy.

George K. McKinney, of Maryland, to be United
States Marshal for the District of Maryland for the
term of four years.
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Bruce A. Morrison, of Connecticut, to be a Direc-
tor of the Federal Housing Finance Board for a term
expiring February 27, 2000.

J. Timothy O’Neill, of Virginia, to be a Director
of the Federal Housing Finance Board for the re-
mainder of the term expiring February 27, 1997.

G. Edward DeSeve, of Pennsylvania, to be Con-
troller, Office of Federal Financial Management, Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

S. David Fineman, of Pennsylvania, to be a Gov-
ernor of the United States Postal Service for the term
expiring December 8, 2003.

Susan Y. Illston, of California, to be United States
District Judge for the Northern District of Califor-
nia.

Inez Smith Reid, of the District of Columbia, to
be an Associate Judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals for the term of fifteen years.

Mary Beck Briscoe, of Kansas, to be United States
Circuit Judge for the Tenth Circuit.

John Garvan Murtha, of Vermont, to be United
States District Judge for the District of Vermont.

George A. O’Toole, Jr., of Massachusetts, to be
United States District Judge for the District of Mas-
sachusetts.

John W. Carlin, of Kansas, to be Archivist of the
United States.

Robert F. Rider, of Delaware, to be a Governor of
the United States Postal Service for the remainder of
the term expiring December 8, 1995.

Patrick M. Ryan, of Oklahoma, to be United
States Attorney for the Western District of Okla-
homa for the term of four years.

71 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
1 Army nomination in the rank of Vice Chief of

Staff of the Army.
18 Army nominations in the rank of general.
4 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Air Force, Army, Marine

Corps.                                                                       Pages S7579–83

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

Kenneth H. Bacon, of the District of Columbia,
to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense.

Sheryl R. Marshall, of Massachusetts, to be a
Member of the Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board for a term expiring October 11, 1998.

Peggy A. Nagae, of Oregon, to be a Member of
the Board of Directors of the Civil Liberties Public
Education Fund for a term of three years.     Page S7581

Messages From the President:                Pages S7495–96

Messages From the House:                               Page S7496

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S7497

Statements on Introduced Bills:     Pages S7498–S7528

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S7528

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S7530–70

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S7570

Authority for Committees:                                Page S7571

Additional Statements:                                Pages S7571–77

Record Votes: Thirty record votes were taken
today. (Total—232)         Pages S7405, S7408–13, S7416–19,

S7422–23, S7425, S7427–28, S7433–34, S7437, S7443–44,
S7473

Recess: Senate convened at 9 a.m., and recessed at
8:32 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Friday, May 26, 1995.
(For Senate’s program, see the remarks of the Acting
Majority Leader in today’s RECORD on page S7581.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

1995 FARM BILL: FARM EXPORT
PROGRAMS
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Sub-
committee on Marketing, Inspection, and Product
Promotion concluded hearings on proposed legisla-
tion to strengthen and improve United States agri-
cultural programs, focusing on Federal farm export
programs, after receiving testimony from Eugene
Moos, Under Secretary of Agriculture for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services; Daniel Amstutz,
North American Export Grain Association, Wash-
ington, D.C., on behalf of the Coalition for a Com-
petitive Food and Agricultural System; Dwayne
Andreas, Archer Daniels Midland Company, Deca-
tur, Illinois, on behalf of the Coalition to Promote
United States Agricultural Exports; Dan Blackshear,
Carolina Turkeys, Mt. Olive, North Carolina, on be-
half of the National Turkey Federation; Rob
Paarlberg, Wellesley College, Wellesley, Massachu-
setts; Philip Johnston, CARE, Atlanta, Georgia, on
behalf of the Coalition for Food Aid; and Brad Fay,
North Dakota Grain Growers, Bismarck, on behalf
of the United States Wheat Associates and the Unit-
ed States Feed Grains Council.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee ordered favorably reported the nomina-
tions of Bruce A. Morrison, of Connecticut, and J.
Timothy O’Neill, of Virginia, each to be a Director
of the Federal Housing Finance Board.

AUTHORIZATION—U.S. TERRITORIES
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
concluded hearings on S. 638, authorizing funds for
fiscal years 1996 through 2001 for project develop-
ment programs of United States insular areas, after
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receiving testimony from Allen P. Stayman, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Territorial and
International Affairs; American Samoa Governor A.P.
Lutali, and American Samoa Delegate Eni F.H.
Faleomavaega, both of Pago Pago; Commonwealth of
Northern Mariana Islands Resident Representative
Juan N. Babauta; and Wendy L. Doromal, Daytona
Beach, Florida, on behalf of the foreign contract
workers of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of Timothy Michael
Carney, of Washington, to be Ambassador to the
Republic of Sudan, Donald K. Steinberg, of Califor-
nia, to be Ambassador to the Republic of Angola,
Mosina H. Jordan, of New York, to be Ambassador
to the Central African Republic, and Lannon Walk-
er, of Maryland, to be Ambassador to the Republic
of Cote D’Ivoire, after the nominees testified and an-
swered questions in their own behalf.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee ordered
favorably reported the nominations of Inez Smith
Reid, to be an Associate Judge of the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals, Ronna Lee Beck, Linda
Kay Davis, and Eric T. Washington, each to be an
Associate Judge of the Superior Court of the District
of Columbia, Robert F. Rider, of Delaware, and S.
David Fineman, of Pennsylvania, each to be a Gov-
ernor of the United States Postal Service, G. Edward
DeSeve, of Pennsylvania, to be Controller, Office of
Federal Financial Management, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and John W. Carlin, of Kansas,
to be Archivist of the United States, National Ar-
chives and Records Administration.

CHILD PROTECTION REFORM
Committee on Labor and Human Resources: Subcommit-
tee on Children and Families concluded hearings on
proposed legislation authorizing funds for programs
of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act,
focusing on child protection reform measures, after
receiving testimony from Richard Wexler, Penn-
sylvania State University, Beaver, on behalf of the
National Coalition for Child Protection Reform;
Betty S. Spivack, Hartford Hospital/University of
Connecticut Health Center, Hartford; Michael W.
Weber, St. Paul, Minnesota, on behalf of the Chapin
Hall Center for Children at the University of Chi-
cago; Carol L. Hopkins, San Diego, California;
Thomas D. Morton, Child Welfare Institute, At-
lanta, Georgia; and James B. Wade, Cabool, Mis-
souri.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
Committee on Labor and Human Resources: Subcommit-
tee on Education, Arts, and Humanities concluded
hearings on proposed legislation authorizing funds
for programs of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Applied Technology Act of 1990, focusing on the
role of business in building a better workforce, after
receiving testimony from Hedrick Smith, Johns
Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies,
Washington, D.C.; Carver C. Gayton, The Boeing
Company, Seattle, Washington; Rebecca J. Taylor,
Vocational Foundation, Inc., New York, New York;
John Hamill, Fleet Bank of Massachusetts, Boston;
Dave Adomyetz, Rogers Group, Inc., Nashville, Ten-
nessee; and Earl Jaskol, J & J Flock Products, Eas-
ton, Pennsylvania, and Elizabeth Volard, Virginia
Council on Economic Education, Richmond, both on
behalf of the National Council on Economic Edu-
cation.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: Thirty-one public bills, H.R.
1709–1739; one private bill, H.R. 1740; and seven
resolutions, H.J. Res. 93, H. Con. Res. 72–73, and
H. Res. 157–160 were introduced.           Pages H5607–08

Reports Filed: One report was filed as follows: H.
Res. 156, providing for further consideration of H.R.
1561, to consolidate the foreign affairs agencies of
the United States; to authorize appropriations for the
Department of State and related agencies for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997; to responsibly reduce the au-

thorizations of appropriations for United States for-
eign assistance programs for fiscal years 1996 and
1997 (H. Rept. 104–130).                    Pages H5584, H5607

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a message from the
Speaker wherein he designates Representative Bonilla
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.        Page H5577

Medicare Select Program: House disagreed to the
Senate amendment to H.R. 483, to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to permit Medicare
select policies to be offered in all States; and asked
a conference. Appointed as conferees: Representatives
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Bliley, Bilirakis, Hastert, Archer, Thomas, Johnson
of Connecticut, Dingell, Waxman, Gibbons, and
Stark.                                                                        Pages H5577–86

Rejected the Doggett motion that sought to in-
struct House conferees, when deciding on the exten-
sion period of the Medicare Select Program, to take
into account the changes in Medicare increasing ben-
eficiary cost-sharing and limiting the choice of
health care providers that may be required to imple-
ment the budget resolution (rejected by a yea-and-
nay vote of 197 yeas to 224 nays, Roll No. 355).
                                                                                    Pages H5578–86

Legislative Program: The Majority Leader an-
nounced the legislative program for the week of June
5. Agreed to meet at noon on Wednesday June 7.
                                                                                            Page H5587

District Work Period: House agreed to H. Con.
Res. 72, providing for an adjournment of the two
Houses.                                                                            Page H5587

Committee Elections: House agreed to H. Res.
157, electing the following named Members to the
following standing committees:

Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight: Representative Hastert, to rank following Mr.
Burton.

Committee on Resources: Mr. Ensign.
Committee on Small Business: Mr. LaTourette.
Committee on Commerce: Mr. Deal, to rank fol-

lowing Mr. Cox of California.                     Pages H5587–88

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed to dispense with Cal-
endar Wednesday Business of June 7.             Page H5588

Presidential Message—Small Business: Read a
message from the President wherein he transmits the
second annual report on Small Business—referred to
the Committee on Small Business.           Pages H5588–89

Quorum Calls—Votes: One yea-and-nay vote de-
veloped during the proceedings of the House today
and appears on page H5585.
Adjournment: Met at 10 a.m. and adjourned at
2:22 p.m.

Committee Meetings
FARM BILL—COTTON AND FEED GRAINS
TITLES
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on General
Farm Commodities held a hearing on the 1995 Farm
bill—Cotton and Feed Grains Titles. Testimony was
heard from public witnesses.
MILK PRICING
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on Livestock,
Dairy, and Poultry held a hearing on the classified
pricing for milk, the appropriate number of classes
within the pricing system, replacement of the Min-
nesota-Wisconsin (‘‘M-W’’) series, formulae to deter-

mine future prices for manufacturing and Class I
milk, the continuation of state make allowances, the
continuation or elimination of Class III-A pricing,
and multiple component pricing. Testimony was
heard from Lon S. Hatamiya, Administrator, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service, USDA; and public wit-
nesses.
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS AUTHORIZATION
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Domestic and International Monetary
Policy approved for full Committee action amended
H.R. 1667, IDA/ADB Authorization Act of 1995.
HOMESTEADING AND NEIGHBORHOOD
RESTORATION ACT; APPROACHES TO
HOMEOWNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Housing and Community Opportunity
approved for full Committee action amended H.R.
1691, Homesteading and Neighborhood Restoration
Act.

The Subcommittee also held a hearing on innova-
tive approaches to homeownership opportunities, fo-
cusing on the efforts of Habitat for Humanity Inter-
national. Testimony was heard from Speaker Ging-
rich; Henry G. Cisneros, Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development; and Millard Fuller, founder and
President, Habitat for Humanity International.
COMMUNICATIONS ACT
Committee on Commerce: Ordered reported amended
H.R. 1555, Communications Act of 1995.
DRUGS AND BIOLOGICS—A CONSUMER’S
PERSPECTIVE
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations held a hearing on A Consumer’s
Perspective on Drugs and Biologics. Testimony was
heard from Janet Woodcock, Director, Center for
Drug Evaluation and Research, FDA, Department of
Health and Human Services; and public witnesses.
ADAMS FRUIT CO., VERSUS BARRETT
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities:
Subcommittee on Workforce Protections held a hear-
ing on Adams Fruit Co., Inc. v. Barrett. Testimony
was heard from public witnesses.
FEDERAL ACQUISITION REFORM ACT
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: and the
Committee on National Security held a joint hearing
on H.R. 1670, The Federal Acquisition Reform Act
of 1995. Testimony was heard from the following of-
ficials of the GSA: Elizabeth Salih, Contracting Offi-
cer, Fort Worth, Texas; and Stephen Daniels, Chair-
man, General Services Board of Contract Appeals;
the following officials of the Department of Defense:
Col. John M. Case, USAF, Program Director, Max-
well Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama; and
Capt. Barry Cohen, USN, Deputy to the Deputy
Under Secretary, Acquisition Reform; Robert Mur-
phy, General Counsel, GAO; and public witnesses.
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FLAG DESECRATION
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution approved for full Committee action H.J.
Res. 79, proposing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States authorizing the Congress
and the States to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States.
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
Committee on National Security: On May 24, the Com-
mittee ordered reported amended H.R. 1530, Na-
tional Defense Authorization for fiscal year 1996.
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
IMPROVEMENT ACT
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Fisheries,
Wildlife and Oceans held a hearing on H.R. 1675,
National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1995.
Testimony was heard from Representatives Herger,
Meehan and Cooley; Mollie Beattie, Director, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Inte-
rior; and public witnesses.
OVERSIGHT
Committee on Resources: Endangered Species Act Task
Force concluded oversight hearings on the Endan-
gered Species Act. Testimony was heard from Speak-
er Gingrich; George T. Frampton, Jr., Assistant Sec-
retary, Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Department of the
Interior; Rolland Schmitten, Director, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, Department of Commerce;
David G. Unger, Associate Chief, Forest Service,
USDA; Thomas A. Kourlis, Commissioner of Agri-
culture, State of Colorado; and public witnesses.
AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTERESTS ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a recorded vote of
7–3, a rule providing for the further consideration of
amendments to H.R. 1561, Overseas Interests Act of
1995, for an additional period of 6 hours after the
expiration of the initial 10-hour amendment process
provided for in H. Res. 155.

The rule permits the consideration only of amend-
ments printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by
May 24, 1995, under the five-minute rule, pro forma
amendments for debate purposes, amendments con-
sidered en bloc pursuant to section 2 of H. Res. 155
if printed in the RECORD by May 24th (and ger-
mane modifications thereof), and an amendment by
the chairman of the International Relations Commit-
tee, after consultation with the ranking minority
member, if otherwise in order, even though not
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
SBA’S DISASTER ASSISTANCE LOAN
PROGRAM
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Programs held a hearing on the SBA’s Dis-

aster Assistance Loan Program. Testimony was heard
from the following officials of the SBA: Jim
Hammersley, Acting Deputy Associate Adminis-
trator, Office of Disaster Assistance; James Rivera,
Senior Loan Officer; and Karen Lee, Deputy Inspec-
tor General; and Quirina Iannazzo, Administrative
Program Manager, Emergency Management Agency,
State of Massachusetts.

AMTRAK REFORM AND PRIVITIZATION
ACT
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Railroads approved for full Committee
action the Amtrak Reform and Privitization Act of
1995.

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY INSURANCE
PROGRAM
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Health concluded hearings to explore increasing and
improving options for Medicare Beneficiaries, with
emphasis on the Potential Role for Employers, Asso-
ciations, and Medical Savings Accounts in the Medi-
care Program, with emphasis on the Potential Role
for Employers, Associations, and Medical Savings
Accounts in the Medicare Program. Testimony was
heard from public witnesses.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
MAY 26, 1995

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Legisla-

tive Branch, to hold hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1996 for the General Accounting Of-
fice, and the Office of Technology Assessment, 9:30 a.m.,
SD–116.

Committee on Finance, business meeting, to resume
markup of H.R. 4, to restore the American family, reduce
illegitimacy, control welfare spending and reduce welfare
dependence, 9:30 a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, business meet-
ing, to consider the nomination of Henry W. Foster Jr.,
of Tennessee, to be Medical Director in the Regular
Corps of the Public Health Service, subject to qualifica-
tions therefor as provided by law and regulations, and to
be Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; and to mark up S.
850, authorizing funds for programs of the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act, 9 a.m., SD–430.

House
No committee meetings are scheduled.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m. Friday, May 26

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will resume consideration of
S. 735, Comprehensive Terrorism Prevention Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12 noon, Tuesday, June 6

House Chamber

Program For Tuesday: No legislative business is sched-
uled.
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