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SENATE—Monday, September 26, 1994

(Legislative day of Monday, September 12, 1994)

The Senate met at 3 p.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable HARLAN
MATHEWS, a Senator from the State of
Tennessee.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Trust in the Lord with all thine heart;
and lean not unto thine own understand-
ing. In all thy ways acknowledge him,
and he shall direct thy paths.—Proverbs
3:5, 6.

Lord God Jehovah, Father of us all,
Creator, sustainer, and consummator
of history, we ask for Your special
blessing upon the Senators, their fami-
lies, and their staffs in these strenuous
days as adjournment sine die ap-
proaches. Make real the wisdom of Sol-
omon in the proverb with which we
began this prayer. Help them realize
there is divine wisdom and support
available for the difficult task of legis-
lation.

Guide Your servants in these pres-
sure days to a satisfactory conclusion
of the 103d Congress.

In His name who is the way, the
truth, and the life. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 26, 1994.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable HARLAN MATHEWS, a
Senator from the State of Tennessee, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MATHEWS thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the
leadership time is reserved.

VA AND HUD APPROPRIATIONS
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of the pending business, the conference
report accompanying H.R. 4624, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Conference report to accompany H.R. 4624,
an act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the conference report.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR—H.R. 4624,
CONFERENCE REPORT

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent that Chris Ga-
briel of my staff be granted the privi-
lege of the floor during the consider-
ation of the conference report to H.R.
4624.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this
afternoon I am pleased to present the
conference report accompanying the
fiscal year 1995 VA, HUD, and inde-
pendent agencies appropriations bill to
the Senate.

This conference report is a finely
crafted compromise between the posi-
tions of the two Houses on spending de-
cisions for fiscal year 1995 for the agen-
cies funded through this bill.

It balances the competing interests
and priorities in this bill and accom-
plishes the key goals which we set out
to achieve at the beginning of this
year:

Meet our commitments to veterans;

Fund a balanced U.S. space program,;

Address the highest priority housing
areas;

Continue our investments in science
and technology to generate new ideas
that will lead to new jobs,

Preserve the environment of the
United States and around the globe;

Keep our commitment to national
service and opportunity for young peo-
ple to draw down their college debt
while giving back to their community.

In doing this, we faced a number of
major hurdles which had to be over-
come:

First, a 602(b) allocation that fell
nearly $600 million in outlays below

that requested for the subcommittee in
the President’s budget;

Second, shortfalls in the proposed ad-
ministration budgets for veterans med-
ical care, veterans medical research,
and housing for the elderly;

And third, pressure for increases in
key areas like science and technology,
the environment, national service, and
community development banks.

These competing pressures forced us
to make very tough choices. Spending
increases in some areas were less than
we would have preferred and spending
cuts in some areas were deeper than we
would have liked.

I would like to briefly highlight our
efforts in some key areas.

Mr. President, I use the terms “‘we’
and ‘‘our” because it has been the tra-
dition of this subcommittee to work on
a bipartisan basis. We have done so,
with my ranking minority, Senator
PHIL GRAMM. Joining me today, I
know, is the ranking Republican on the
full committee, Senator MARK HAT-
FIELD.

What we would like to talk about is
veterans. We have provided a total VA
appropriation of nearly $37.6 billion,
about $900 million higher than 1994, and
$460 million above the President's
budget.

This includes an additional $111 mil-
lion for medical care above the budget
request, an increase of more than $610
million above the 1994 level.

The agreement also includes an addi-
tional $41 million to the budget request
for veterans medical and prosthetic re-
search, providing a total of $252 mil-
lion.

We have also added $47 million to the
budget request to address the serious
backlog in the processing of veterans
pension and disability claims. Our
American veterans should not have to
stand in line to get their disability
claims adjudicated.

In the area of housing, for HUD we
have recommended $25.4 billion in new
budget authority. This level will enable
us to address the most pressing needs
in community development, housing
for the elderly, fighting crime in feder-
ally assisted housing, and reducing the
problems of homelessness.

It includes an increase of $200 million
for the CDBG program, a total of $4.6
billion. It also contains $1.3 billion for
elderly housing, restoring the adminis-
tration's proposed budget cut, and pro-
viding funds for 9,700 new units in 1995.

We have also added $1256 million for
the HOME program, for a total of $1.4
billion.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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And for the homeless, we have pro-
vided the full budget request of $1.25
billion, the cornerstone of the adminis-
tration’s strategy to end homelessness.

In the area of space, for NASA, the
bill proposes almost $14.4 billion, more
than $125 million above the budget re-
quest.

Included in this recommendation is
$2.1 billion for the space station, full
funding for all major NASA space
science initiatives, including the
Cassini planetary mission to Saturn
and the mission to planet Earth.

In addition to NASA’'s core program,
we have added $400 million for a new
wind tunnel initiative in aeronautics.
This effort is a must if we are to keep
our domestic aeronautics industry
competitive into the 21st century.

In the area of the environment, for
EPA we are providing a substantial in-
crease. The conferees approved an ap-
propriation of more than $7.2 billion for
it, more than $600 million over last
year and $250 million above the budget
request.

EPA’'s operating programs would
grow by almost 7 percent over 1994.
This includes important initiatives for
States and localities to implement the
Clean Air and Clean Water acts, as well
as address environmental risks caused
by lead, toxic waste, and other poten-
tially harmful substances.

We have also restored the Superfund
program to a level of more than $1.4
billion, and have included almost $3
billion for water infrastructure activi-
ties.

In science, for the National Science
Foundation, we are recommending just
under $3.4 billion. This is $343 million
above last year and $162 million above
the budget request.

During the past year, the Foundation
has willingly accepted the challenges
in strategic research which the com-
mittee set out for it last year. We be-
lieve that those efforts should there-
fore be encouraged and so have rec-
ommended the increases for NSF in
this bill.

These appropriations include nearly
$2.3 billion for basic research, $606 mil-
lion for science education, and $250 for
research facilities modernization.

For national service, we are provid-
ing $577 million, just $34 million less
than the full budget request, but 58
percent more than the 1994 level.

In the area of community develop-
ment banks, we have included $125 mil-
lion to initiate the President's Commu-
nity Development Bank Program to
help revitalize underserved areas.

In summary, our efforts were made
easier this year because, once again, we
worked in a bicameral, bipartisan fash-
ion in shaping this conference agree-
ment. I am grateful for the cooperation
I received from the subcommittee's
ranking minority, Senator PHIL
GRAMM, and for his help and support in
this process. And I am also deeply ap-
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preciative of the cooperation I received
from the full committee chairman,
Senator BYRD, and his staff, as well as
the committee’s ranking member, Sen-
ator HATFIELD, and his staff.

We have not provided for all the
needs for which requests were made,
and many will be unhappy that our
wallet was not as large as the wish list
for those who sought funds to the VA-
HUD Subcommittee. On balance, how-
ever, I think it addresses the high pri-
ority matters in a way that is fair and
balanced, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support the adoption of this
conference report.

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first,
let me make an observation as the
ranking member of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee. I am happy to re-
port that as of last night, the con-
ference on defense completed its work.
So now we have this particular status
with the 13 appropriations bills:

We have five bills signed into law; we
have four bills—their conference re-
ports—that are awaiting Senate action;
we have four more bills—their con-
ference reports—that are awaiting both
House and Senate action.

So, in effect, as of today, the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate and the House have discharged
their responsibilities. The leadership
now is in the position of scheduling
these conference reports as they may
be approved by both the House and the
Senate, and I also would like to say
that the fiscal year ends this Friday
night at midnight. So, in effect, this is
the first of eight unfinished conference
reports that we will, hopefully, com-
plete today.

Mr. President, I am substituting for
Senator GRAMM, of Texas, in offering a
few comments on behalf of the minor-
ity.

Needless to say, I am in agreement
with the outline of this report as given
by the Senator from Maryland, and I
have frequently had the opportunity to
recommend to the Senate a bill from
the Appropriations Committee over my
20 years, or such, in the appropriations
role. But seldom in my experience can
I describe such a major piece of legisla-
tion as the product of any individual
Member. But this one is. I am privi-
leged to congratulate the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI]
for not only authoring this bill, but
masterfully shepherding its consider-
ation.

Often we have been guilty at one
point or another of being overly gener-
ous in our praise for a colleague. It is
difficult, however, to be so today in ref-
erence to Senator MIKULSKI. Mr. Presi-
dent, when we began considering this
measure this year, assessments of this
bill were uniformly grim. Previously
enacted constraints on discretionary
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spending of the Deficit Reduction Act,
augmented by further cuts in the budg-
et resolution and the 602(b) allocation,
represented a reduction of more than $1
billion from the subcommittee’s base-
line.

Let me underscore that by saying, in
effect, that we had $1 billion less this
yvear to appropriate to our various ac-
counts than we had in the current fis-
cal year of 1994. Critical basic research,
as well as math and science education
initiatives of the National Science
Foundation and technology develop-
ment activities of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration were
threatened by ongoing requirements
for maintaining low-income housing
assistance, veterans' benefits, and help
to States and localities for environ-
mental compliance and economic de-
velopment. We had to balance all of
these claims of need and of maintain-
ing our levels of service.

I am delighted, and, frankly, I am
surprised that despite these dismal as-
sessments, the measure we have before
us today avoided sacrificing invest-
ments in our Nation’s technological fu-
ture. This bill firmly grapples with the
spiraling costs of housing subsidies by
reforming annual inflationary adjust-
ments for section 8 contracts to elimi-
nate excessive payments to landlords
and providing for a more diverse eligi-
bility mix of both working as well as
welfare-dependent families in sub-
sidized housing.

These program improvements gen-
erated the savings necessary to sustain
critical programs in space and basic re-
search and also to accommodate major
new initiatives in aeronautical re-
search and development and in aca-
demic facility modernization. These
two initiatives will help maintain our
global competitive position in commer-
cial aircraft development and will re-
dress years of neglect in the research
facility infrastructure of our univer-
sities.

The leadership and diligence of the
Senator from Maryland has been re-
markable, and this good conference
agreement is a testament to her hard
work. However, as in any compromise
agreement, some issues were settled in
a fashion that any one of us individ-
ually might do differently. Frankly, I
can only say that with respect to those
issues that I have brought to the atten-
tion of the Senator from Maryland, she
respected my assessment, the merits of
each item, and conscientiously consid-
ered these needs in the context of a
very constrained budget. I deeply ap-
preciate her efforts to accommodate
these proposals which help the people
of my State and other parts of this Na-
tion as well.

It is very easy to be critical of con-
gressional earmarks, and I appreciate
the arguments of those who would
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choose a different mechanism to evalu-
ate such items. I can only say that cer-
tainly with the projects that I rec-
ommended, and, I know, of other mem-
bers of the minority as well we can say
we are pleased to have been approved,
they stand on their individual merits
and are fully justified for funding.

For these reasons, I strongly support
this conference agreement and, again,
wish to commend the Senator from
Maryland for her outstanding work on
this measure and the tremendous as-
sistance she had from the majority
staff, headed by Kevin Kelly, Carrie
Apostolu, Juanita Griffen, Chris Ga-
briel, and by minority staff, Stephen
Kohashi and Dona Pate.

S0, Mr. President, I urge the Mem-
bers of this body on both sides to sup-
port this conference report.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Oregon, the
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee, for those kind remarks.

I now ask unanimous consent that
the conference report be temporarily
laid aside and that it be in order to
proceed to the consideration of the re-
maining amendments in disagreement.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI I note that there
were some Senators who had concern
about some of these amendments. I
would like to just proceed down each
amendment.

Mr. HATFIELD. That is fine with us.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO THE
AMENDMENT OF THE SENATE NO. 5

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the first
amendment in disagreement.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 5 to the aforesaid bill, and con-
cur therein with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: **$355,612,000",

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE
AMENDMENT NO. 14
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report. The legisla-
tive clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate No. 14 and concur therein with an amend-
ment; :

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: “to be added to and
merged with the foregoing amounts there
shall be up to $400,000,000 of amounts of budg-
et authority (and contract authority) re-
served or obligated in prior years for the de-
velopment or acquisition costs of public
housing (including public housing for Indian
families), for modernization of existing pub-
lic housing projects (including such projects
for Indian families), and, except as herein
provided, for programs under section 8 of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 14370), which are recaptured
during fiscal year 1995 or are unobligated as
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of September 30, 1994; and up to $100,000,000 of
transfers of unobligated balances from the
Urban Development Action Grants pro-
gram;".

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the House amendment to
Senate amendment No. 14.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table. The motion to lay
on the table was agreed to.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 19

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the next
amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 19 and concur therein with an
amendment:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: **$2,785,582,000"".

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the House amendment to
Senate amendment No. 19.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 20

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the next
amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 20 and concur therein with an
amendment:

In lieu of the matter proposed in said
amendment, insert: ‘*: Provided further, That
of the total amount provided for rental as-
sistance, a total of up to $400,000,000 may be
made available for new programs subject to
enactment into law of applicable authorizing
legislation".

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the House amendment to
Senate amendment No. 20.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Ms., MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table,

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 28

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the next
amendment.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 28 and concur therein with an
amendment:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: **: Provided further, That
notwithstanding the language preceding the
first proviso of this paragraph $289,500,000
shall be used for special purpose grants in ac-
cordance with the terms and conditions spec-
ified for such grants in the committee of
conference report and statement of the man-
agers (H. Rept. 103-715) accompanying H.R.
4624, except for the grant of $500,000 for the
Earth Conservatory for the acquisition of
land near Wilkes Barre, PA".

Ms. MIKULSKI. I would note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A quorum has been questioned.
The clerk will call the roll.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the erder for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
that consideration of amendment 28 as
a freestanding item be withdrawn.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE
AMENDMENTS NO. 30, 51, 56, 58, 60, 64, T1, 72, 98,
100, 111, AND 117
Ms. MIKULSKI. I now ask unanimous

consent that the remaining amend-

ments of the House to the amendments
of the Senate in disagreement be con-
sidered and agreed to en bloc with the
exception of amendments 28, 84, and

123.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The amendments in disagreement
considered and agreed to en bloc are as
follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 30 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the sum proposed in said amend-
ment, insert: ‘*$2,536,000,000"".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 51 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert:

The United States Housing Act of 1937 is
amended in each of sections 6(c)(4)(A)ii) and
8(d)(1)(AXii), by striking “and (V)" and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “(V) as-
sisting families that include one or more
adult members who are employed; and (VI)';
and in sections 6(c)(4)(A)(ii) and B(d)(1)(A)(ii),
by inserting after the final semicolon in each
the following: “‘subclause (V) shall be effec-
tive only during fiscal year 1995;".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 56 to the aforesaid bill, and
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concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103-124, $1,730,000 are
rescinded immediately upon enactment of
this Act.

Resoloved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 58 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS FUND

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For grants, loans, and technical assistance
to qualifying community development lend-
ers, and administrative expenses of the
Fund, $125,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 1996: Provided, That of the
funds made available under this heading, up
to $10,000,000 may be used for the cost of di-
rect loans, and up to $1,000,000 may be used
for administrative expenses to carry out the
direct loan program: Provided further, That
the cost of direct loans, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be defined as in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974: Provided further, That these funds are
available to subsidize gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans not to
exceed $75,815,000: Provided further, That not
more than $39,000,000 of the funds made
available under this heading may be used for
programs and activities authorized in sec-
tion 114 of the Community Development
Banking and Financial Institutions Act of
1994,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 60 to the aforesaid bill, and
;;ancur therein with an amendment as fol-
OWS:

In lieu of the matter stricken and proposed
by said amendment, insert: *‘$575,000,000, of
which $386,212,000 is available for obligation
for the period September 1, 1995 through Au-
gust 31, 1996,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 64 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: **: Provided further, That
not more than $14,175,000 of the $145,900,000
for the National Service Trust shall be for
educational awards anthorized under section
129(b) of the subtitle C of title I of the Act”.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 71 to the aforesaid bill, and
;:oncur therein with an amendment as fol-
OWS:

In lien of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For research and development activities,
including procurement of laboratory equip-
ment and supplies; other operating expenses
in support of research and development; and
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilita-
tion and renovation of facilities, not to ex-
ceed $75,000 per project; $350,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 1996: Pro-
vided, That not more than $55,000,000 of these

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

funds shall be available for procurement of
laboratory equipment, supplies, and other
operating expenses in support of research
and development.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 72 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE

For abatement, control, and compliance
activities, including hire of passenger motor
vehicles; hire, maintenance, and operation of
aircraft; purchase of reprints; library mem-
berships in societies or associations which
issue publications to members only or at a
price to members lower than to subscribers
who are not members; construction, alter-
ation, repair, rehabilitation, and renovation
of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project;
and not to exceed $6,000 for official reception
and representation expenses; $1,417,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 1996:
Provided, That not more than $304,722,500 of
these funds shall be available for operating
expenses: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated under this head shall be
available to the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration pursuant to sec-
tion 118(h)(3) of the Federal water Pollution
Control Act, as amended: Provided further,
That from funds appropriated under this
heading, the Administrator may make
grants to federally recognized Indian govern-
ments for the development of multimedia en-
vironmental programs.

Resolved, that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 98 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert:

National Aeronautical Facilities
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For construction of new national wind tun-
nel facilities, including final design, modi-
fication of existing facilities, necessary
equipment, and for acquisition or condemna-
tion of real property as authorized by law,
for the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, $400,000,000, to remain avail-
able until March 31, 1997: Provided, That the
funds made available under this heading
shall be rescinded on July 15, 1995, unless the
President requests at least $400,000,000 in the
fiscal year 1996 budget request for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion for continuation of this wind tunnel ini-
tiative.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 100 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert: ‘‘, to remain available
until September 30, 1996: Provided, That of
the amounts made available under the head-
ing “‘Research and program management’ in
Public Law 103-211, $18,000,000 are rescinded
immediately upon enactment of this Act:
Provided further, That an additional
$18,000,000, to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1995, shall be immediately available
for research and program management ac-
tivities, contingent upon the enactment of
the rescission in the preceding proviso before
October 1, 1994".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
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ate numbered 111 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: *': Provided further, That
$131,867,000 of the funds under this heading
are available for obligation for the period
September 1, 1995 through August 31, 1996:
Provided further, That the funds made avail-
able in the preceding proviso shall be re-
scinded on July 15, 1995, unless the President
requests at least $250,000,000 in the fiscal
year 1996 budget request for the National
Science Foundation for academic research
infrastructure activities'.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 117 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lien of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert:

SEC. 518. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to implement any cap
on reimbursements to grantees for indirect
costs, except as published in Office of Man-
agement and Budget Circular A-21.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. As I understand it, 28
is the pending business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I note that the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would prefer
that the Senator from Arizona go forth
first on his amendment to 84, so that I
ask that amendment 28 be laid aside
and that we proceed to amendment 84.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 84

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., The clerk will report the next
amendment in disagreement.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 84 and concur therein with an
amendment:

In lien of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE/STATE REVOLVING

FUND

For necessary expenses for capitalization
grants for State revolving funds to support
water infrastructure financing, and to carry
out the purposes of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended, and the Water
Quality Act of 1987, $2,962,000,000, to remain
available until expended, of which $22,500,000
shall be for making grants under section
104(b}3) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act, as amended; $100,000,000 shall be for
making grants under section 319 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend-
ed, and shall be available only upon enact-
ment of clean water authorizing legislation,
but if no such legislation is enacted by No-
vember 1, 1994, these funds shall immediately
be available; $52,500,000 shall be for section
510 of the Water Quality Act of 1987;
$70,000,000 shall be for making grants under
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section 1443(a) of the Public Health Service
Act; and, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, $781,800,000 shall be available
upon enactment of clean water authorizing
legislation, but if no such legislation is en-
acted by November 1, 1994, the funds shall
then be available for making grants for the
construction of wastewater treatment facili-
ties in accordance with the terms and condi-
tions specified for such grants in House Re-
port 103-T15: Provided, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, $500,000,000 made
available under this heading in Public Law
103-124, and earmarked to not become avail-
able until May 31, 1994, which date was ex-
tended to September 30, 1994, in Public Law
103-211, shall be available upon enactment of
clean water authorizing legislation, but if no
such legislation is enacted by September 30,
1994, these funds shall then be available for
making grants for the construction of
wastewater treatment facilities in accord-
ance with the terms and conditions specified
for such grants in House Report 103-715: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, $1,235,200,000 shall be
available upon enactment of clean water
state revolving fund authorizing legislation,
but if no such legislation is enacted by No-
vember 1, 1994, these funds shall immediately
be available for making capitalization grants
under title VI of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended: Provided further,
That the grant awarded from funds appro-
priated under the paragraph with the head-
ing “‘Construction grants' in title III of the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Independ-
ent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1990 (103
Stat. 858), for construction of wastewater
treatment facilities for the towns of Ware
Shoals and Honea Path, South Carolina, and
would include, but would not be limited to,
the construction of a connector sewer line,
consisting of a main trunk line and four
pump stations for the town of Honea Path,
South Carolina, to the wastewater treatment
facility in the town of Ware Shoals, South
Carolina, the upgrade and expansion of the
Ware Shoals wastewater treatment plant,
and the demolition of the Chiguala Mill La-
goon, the Clatworthy Lagoon, the Corner
Creek Lagoon, and the Still Branch Lagoon.

AMENDMENT NO. 2587 TO THE AMENDMENT IN

DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE AMENDMENT NO. 84
(Purpose: To prohibit the expenditure of ap-

propriated amounts to carry out certain

programs and projects)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to amendment No. 84 to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr, McCAIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2587 to
the amendment of the House to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 84.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading for
the amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, add the following:
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SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE EXPENDITURE OF
APPROPRIATED AMOUNTS FOR CER-
TAIN PROGRAMS AND

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act—

(1) no amounts appropriated under this Act
shall be expended for a program or project
that has not been—

(A) specifically, authorized by law prior to
the date of enactment of this Act; or

(B) funded under—

(i) H.R. 4624, as passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives on June 29, 1994; or

(ii) H.R. 4624, as passed by the Senate on
August 4, 1994; and

(2) any amounts appropriated under this
Act for a program or project that does not
meet the requirements of paragraph (1) shall
be distributed by the agency designated
under this Act to administer the funds ac-
cording to an applicable formula or an appro-
priate merit-based selection procedure.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this legislation. I am sur-
prised and deeply disappointed that
this body today is considering a bill
that contains hundreds of millions of
dollars for specific projects that were
not approved in either the House bill or
the Senate bill but were inserted in
conference behind closed doors by a few
select members of the committee with-
out the input, and advice, or the con-
sent of the Members of this body.

Mr. President, last week, a very in-
teresting poll was published, and it was
done by Times Mirror, a very respected
organization, and among many inter-
esting statistics that this poll showed
is that 20 percent of the American peo-
ple believe we are on the right track. A
very small percentage approve of Con-
gress. In fact, the public, and I quote
now, ‘‘is more supportive of a third
major party today than it was a decade
ago." Today, 53 percent of the Amer-
ican people would rather see a different
party than the two that they have
today.

I just came back from visiting a
neighboring State of mine. I traveled
also around my State. I have recently
visited many States giving talks,
meeting with people, having discus-
sions, and doing a lot of campaigning.
Do you know what the common theme
is which I hear from everybody I talk
to in my State, and also in many West-
ern States where I have been primarily
spending my time? It is an anger, a dis-
gust with the way Congress does busi-
ness. Mr. President, they are tired of
the pork-barreling that goes on and on
and on, and it has to stop. It must stop.

This bill before us has the unique
quality that there is more money, hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, $155 mil-
lion in new special purpose grants, for
example, that were not in the House
bill, were not in the Senate bill, were
never proposed, debated on the floor of
this Senate. Now we find them coming
out of the conference in the bill.

Mr. President, I say to the members
of the Appropriations Committee, do
you know what you do when you do
that? You deprive me of my vote and
you deprive the citizens of Arizona of
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their representation because Members
of Congress who were not on the Appro-
priations Committee were not able to
fully consider these appropriations. All
of the Members of this body and from
the House that were sent here by their
constituents were not able to review
these projects. The only people who
knew about it were the people from the
Appropriations Committee. And aston-
ishingly enough, guess what? Most of
the money goes to the States and the
districts of the members of the com-
mittee. Is that not a coincidence?

Mr. President, I am going to detail
some of these projects. Some of them
may be good, some of them may be bad,
some of them may be worthwhile, and
some of them may not be worthwhile.
But the fact is, this is the first time
that the Senate, the overall 100 Mem-
bers of the Senate, have had the oppor-
tunity to consider them when we really
have little option. The only option we
have is to amend an amendment in dis-
agreement.

I do not know if $1556 million in new
special purpose grants, which includes
$300,000 to rehabilitate uninsured build-
ings damaged by fire and provide resi-
dential and commercial use in Auburn,
NY, is something that is so critical be-
cause I have not had a chance to review
it, or other Members of this body. I do
not know if $450,000 for the construc-
tion of the Center for Political Partici-
pation at the University of Maryland is
a worthwhile project. This is the first
time I have seen it. I am all for politi-
cal participation. But do we really need
to spend $450,000 for the construction of
that center at College Park, MD, with-
out this body having considered it?

How about $750,000 for the SciTrek
Science Museum to create a mezzanine
level in its building to increase exhibit
space in downtown Atlanta? That may
be crucial. It may be that the citizens
of Arizona say, ‘‘Please, Senator
McCAIN. Give them $750,000 to con-
struct a mezzanine level in their build-
ing.”” But where is the competition?
Where is the judgment here? Who said
that we needed it?

What about $2.6 million to the city of
Houston for community development
activities? I believe that the city of
Houston needs community activities. I
have not been to Houston lately. But I
think it is probably something that is
very nice. Why could we not have con-
sidered an amendment for $2.6 million
for the city of Houston on that bill?

Mr. President, you know, one of the
things that we spend the taxpayers’
money on, which we do a lot of around
here, is to print pamphlets. These are
very important to educate the Amer-
ican people. I think that some of them
are very worthwhile. One of them that,
I have used and sent to my constitu-
ents when they have asked for it is, of
course, ‘‘How Our Laws Are Made."” It
is an excellent publication. Do you
know what it says in ‘“‘How Our Laws
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Are Made’'? It says that the conference
cannot add any extraneous or addi-
tional amendments that were not in-
cluded in either the House or the Sen-
ate bill.

So what we need to do, in my view, is
either stop sending out this book or
correct it and tell the American people
the truth. Tell them what is going on
here. In this case, hundreds of millions
of dollars were added in conference
which were neither in the House nor
the Senate bill.

I want to repeat. These may be good
projects. In fact, there is a project in-
cluded in this for my own state of Ari-
zona which is an important project. I
would like to see that project funded.
But I do not believe it should be funded
in this manner. I cannot stand before
you and seek approval for a project in
Arizona and disapprove of others
throughout the country.

The conference committee added
more than $250 million in new ear-
marked wastewater treatment plants
projects to the bill. I remind my col-
leagues that this was in addition to the
more than $529 million in earmarks
that were already in the bill. The
money being directed to these special
projects would otherwise be distributed
equally to all States. I want to repeat.
This $529 million was already approved,
and then add on $250 million, and these
are earmarked wastewater treatment
projects that are going to go to specific
States and districts. If they were not
earmarked, then that money would go
equally to all other States. So what we
are doing is showing favoritism to
some States over others in this legisla-
tion.

It should come as no surprise that
most of this money went to the home
States of Members on the Appropria-
tions Committee or in leadership posi-
tions. Estimates indicate that half the
special purpose grants went to seven
States represented by a dozen members
of the conference committee. All of the
State revolving fund earmarks went to
States represented by either members
of the Appropriations Committee or
congressional leadership.

Congressman FAWELL in the House
estimates that only $7 million of the
special purpose grants had been prop-
erly authorized; $7 million of the $250
million. I ask my colleagues, in times
of shrinking budgets and increasing de-
mands, is this the proper way to do the
Nation’s business?

I want to make it clear again that I
am not opposed to any individual
project included in this conference re-
port. The amendment that I am offer-
ing is not about any one project. In
fact, I am certain, as I said, that many
of these projects are very worthy and
may merit support. But the fact is that
we have a limited amount of Federal
resources to address pressing needs. A
$4 trillion debt and the interest of good
government demand that these re-
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sources be distributed favorably and
according to our true priorities.

The amendment which I have intro-
duced today speaks directly to the
practice by striking funding for any
projects added in conference that has
not been authorized. It is crucial that
the Senate be heard on this issue. The
conference report before the Senate
contains millions of dollars in ear-
marks, as I said, that were added dur-
ing the conference. This practice is
having a damaging effect on the budget
process.

Mr. President, I realize this amend-
ment will probably fail. The budget cri-
sis affecting the Nation is a sickness
requiring strong medicine. Unfortu-
nately, when I or my colleagues have
offered strong medicine, we have been
rebuffed. During the appropriations
process, several amendments were of-
fered to either curb or eliminate these
types of earmarks, and each time the
Senate voted to keep it.

One of the best examples of this was
an amendment offered by the Senator
from New Hampshire to take money for
special purpose grants and place it into
the Community Development Block
Grant Program. The Community De-
velopment Block Program is one of the
best examples of community
empowerment within the Federal Gov-
ernment. This program allows for com-
petition between and among projects.
How do I know that an Arizona project
is not more worthy than ones receiving
earmarks. Unfortunately, under this
bill, there is no opportunity for com-
petitiveness.

My amendment, I believe, will re-
store some fairness. As I said, I realize
that one of the projects added in con-
ference would benefit my home State
of Arizona. The conference report con-
tains $5 million for a regional water
quality research project in Pima Coun-
ty, AZ. I believe it is a worthwhile
project, and one that I would fully sup-
port. But its inclusion in the con-
ference report, without consideration
by either House or Senate, is not prop-
er. [ am sure that the more political re-
sponse may be to say that we should go
ahead with this. But I cannot.

The practice of earmarking funds is
seriously affecting the ability of Con-
gress to set and fund our Nation’s pri-
orities. The process is skewed even fur-
ther when the earmarks are added in
conference. I want to repeat: This
amendment would strike any earmark
that was not included in either the
House or the Senate bill and was not
authorized.

I do this, Mr. President, because I be-
lieve that the people of my State sent
me here to have a voice in what this
body does. They sent Members of the
House of Representatives, the other
body, so that they would have a voice.
They do not have a voice when con-
ferees join together in a room some-
where and put in projects that were not
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in the Senate bill, were not in the
House bill, and the first time we see it
is when a conference report comes out,
which we know is wvery difficult to
amend, if not impossible, and to de-
bate.

This practice must stop, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The reason why the crime bill, which
passed the Congress, was so strongly
opposed by the American people was
not because of the issue of the ban on
assault weapons. In fact, the first time
the crime bill passed this body by a
vote of about 94 to 5. The reason why
the American people—by the last poll I
saw, 55 percent of them opposed the
crime bill for the reason that they
thought it was full of pork. They are
right. This bill has many very impor-
tant and vital projects in it.

So instead of having a bill we can
show the American people that we are
proud of and which will address many
of the pressing needs of our veterans
and our housing needs throughout this
Nation, instead we are now putting in
these projects which may or may not
be necessary. If they are necessary, let
us go through the proper process that
““How Our Laws Are Made’ describes as
to how this Congress should work. The
American people want us to go back to
legislating in a manner in which all of
the Members of both bodies can par-
ticipate. When we do it this way, we
are being unfair to the American peo-
ple.

As I say, I do not believe this amend-
ment will carry. We have lost other
amendments. But I would like to say
again to my colleagues that I will con-
tinue to fight unauthorized appropria-
tions in a conference report every time
it comes up. Maybe I will not prevail
the first time or the second time or the
fifth time or the tenth time. But I
know the American people do not want
this, just like several other issues I
have been involved in. They do not
want it. They do not believe that the
majority of these projects should be
earmarked for members of the commit-
tee or the congressional leadership.
They believe there should be a fair and
honest and open competition for
projects using their hard-earned tax
dollars., Maybe we need a mezzanine, a
science museum mezzanine, and maybe
the city of Houston needs $2.6 million
for community development activities.
But we will never know because it has
not been open to competition.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on this amendment, and I ask
unanimous consent that the vote be
held tomorrow at a time set by the ma-
jority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time for the vote will be
set by the majority leader.
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Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, thank
you very much. I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Arizona.

First, I am going to deal with an
issue raised by the Senator in his de-
bate. The sponsor of this amendment
inferred that because some projects
were added in conference, that this is
somehow an underhanded process that
was not subject to full and open disclo-
sure. That is simply not true.

In the first instance, adding projects
in conference does not violate Senate
rules and is not subject to any points
of order.

Second, our conference was open to
the public and held during normal busi-
ness hours. I repeat that. Our con-
ference was open to the public and held
during normal business hours. Anyone
could have attended. Anyone could
have sent their staff. We received no
notes that came in in opposition to
what we were doing. Copies of the con-
ference committee’s annotated con-
ference notes with the disposition of all
items in disagreement—which really
ran 88 pages of single-spaced type for
the entire bill—were given to all mem-
bers of the conference committee on
both sides of the aisle.

Our conference report was filed on
September 1. Members of the Senate
and their staffs have had more than 3
weeks to review the decisions made by
the conferees. We were bipartisan, and
we were bicameral in our approach to
projects. There were no sharp elbows.
There were no efforts to exclude or pre-
clude members on the Republican side
of the aisle from this process. In fact,
during the meetings held in conference,
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee, the Senator from Texas,
was present at all times. His staff was
involved.

So this is not like something that
was done in the middle of the night.
This is not where someone held a con-
ference from 3 in the morning to 5:30 in
the morning to be cute or to be tricky,
and so on. Nor is it characteristic of
this Chair of the subcommittee to do
anything underhanded, behind the
scenes, or in a backhanded, under-
handed way. I think we need to realize
that. We followed the rules, and we met
during normal business hours. The Sen-
ate has had the time to review these
projects.

Let me go into the projects. None of
the projects we added were done in an
arbitrary way by this Appropriations
Committee. Every item proposed by
the House was requested by a Member
of the House. Every item proposed by
the House was requested by a Member
of the House, and most of them had a
Member of the Senate requesting them
as well.

Senators addressed the
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I received 1,100 requests for projects
in this bill. I received 1,100 requests for
projects in this bill, with a total dollar
amount of $96 billion. Shocking, is it
not? But that is what we on the Appro-
priations Committee do. We say ‘‘no”
more often than we say *‘yes.” It is not
like these are just a few items that
have come to us; 1,100 requests came to
me and, I know, to the distinguished
Senator from Texas, and it totaled $96
billion just on individual projects in a
variety of things.

You have no idea of the number of
outpatient clinics people wanted to
build, how many wings on art museums
they wanted to build, and how many
other items, where we felt we were
going to not do wings on our museums,
but we were going to come in on a wing
and a prayer. This list, compared to
what we have, is skimpy. The criterion
we used was that it had to meet a real
need to have the concurrence of a
House or Senate Member.

I will note that the Senator from Ari-
zona made no request of the 1,100. But
what we did do, when we talk about au-
thorizing, is that we have done things
for Arizona that were not authorized,
and we went ahead and did them know-
ing they were going to be authorized.
There is a much-needed VA facility in
Arizona due to the changing population
there that was requested by the other
Senator from Arizona. We knew it was
pending in VA authorization. We were
not sure when the VA authorization
would move forth, but we knew it had
been requested by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, that it met a need, and
by the other Senator from Arizona, and
that it was in the VA authorizing bill.
We went ahead and moved it. It has
subsequently been authorized. But we
did not wait for it to be authorized be-
cause we would not have been able to
meet that need in this fiscal year.

The compelling subject of the
colonias that both Senators from New
Mexico have spoken to me about, both
Senators from Texas have spoken to
me about, is also in Arizona. We know
the issue of colonias. We helped with
the colonias bill in another fiscal year.
It was not authorized but it sure met
that need.

Also we have the request then from
both Senators from New Mexico, one a
member of the party not mine.

So we have tried to work together in
anticipation of what has been author-
ized, but I think we need to face facts.
There has been a collapse of the au-
thorizing process for a variety of rea-
sons which we will not discuss in this
debate to it, and then it falls on the
Appropriations Committee to do that
and then we are taken to the woodshed
because of the fact that there is
gridlock in the authorizing commit-
tees.

I just wanted to bring to the atten-
tion of my colleagues and perhaps now
when we return to it next after this
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year's election perhaps the distin-
guished Senator who offers this amend-
ment would like to join the Appropria-
tions Committee because I know the
Senator from Arizona knows currently
the appropriation is not there.

It is a very tough job being on the
Appropriations Committee, and we
wish that the authorizing committees
could get their legislation done.

Let me just give you an example of
the HUD projects. Everybody says it is
going to only the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee or to the lead-
ership of the Appropriations Commit-
tee. In the HUD projects in this bill
they go to 45 States. We do not focus
on projects which will benefit just for
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. In this bill we funded HUD
projects in 19 States that have no
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Among those States that have
no members of the Appropriations
Committee are: Kansas, Alabama, Con-
necticut, Illinois, Georgia, Indiana—
where both Senators are from a dif-
ferent party so it does not tilt to one
party—Massachusetts, Michigan,
Maine, Minnesota, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Utah, Virginia, and Wy-
oming.

I want to bring that to the attention
of my colleagues. This subject was con-
sidered for debate in the Senate’s origi-
nal consideration of the VA-HUD bill. I
know the Senator from New Hampshire
offered an amendment to strike the
projects and we had I felt a very civil
and rational debate. The Senate voted
71 to 27 to support the inclusion of HUD
projects in this legislation and then
voted by a vote of 60 to 37 to include
EPA wastewater projects in this bill.

In terms of the HUD projects, as the
sponsors of the amendment know, the
Senate Banking Committee reported
out comprehensive housing legislation
on July 13, more than 2 months ago.
But the leaders of that committee have
not been allowed to bring that bill to
the floor for either a vote or amend-
ments.

There will be little likelihood to get
any projects authorized on that vehi-
cle. The House, therefore, felt that it
should bring those items to the VA-
HUD conference, and they were added
there.

These projects were the subject of
full and vigorous debate when the VA-
HUD conference report was considered
on the House floor. The House approved
those projects by a vote of 189 to 180 on
September 12.

So each body has voted on these
items at least once and approved them.

This procedure for accommodating
House HUD special purpose grants is
nothing new. In fact, it is the exact
same approach which was used on the
last three VA-HUD bills that had HUD
special projects, fiscal years 1993, 1992,
and 1991.
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This not a new procedure. We have
done it this way in the past and the
Senate has approved this approach.

We should then also turn to the VA
construction projects. When the House
and Senate initially passed the VA-
HUD bill, there was still the chance
that a substantial health care insur-
ance reform bill would pass.

The projects added in conference for
VA facility construction were all re-
quested by the administration as part
of the veterans' component of health
care legislation.

Since the decision to postpone com-
prehensive health care reform was
made after Senate action on the VA-
HUD bill, the conferees believed that
we should permit the VA to proceed
with these four additional ambulatory
care additions which were requested.

We did not want to penalize the vet-
erans of the four places where these
projects will be located—Florida, Vir-
ginia Connecticut, and Puerto Rico—
simply because health insurance re-
form was not passed.

Each project has been included in the
VA-HUD construction authorization
bill that passed the Senate prior to the
August recess.

Lastly, I would like to address the
EPA wastewater projects. These are
projects focused on so-called called
needy cities, areas with severe water
pollution problems which cannot afford
to bear the entire cost of the facilities
needed to correct these problems under
the Clean Water Act.

As I said, the Senate voted in favor of
including EPA wastewater projects by
a vote of 60 to 37 on August 4.

The House approved the conferees ac-
tion on them just 2 weeks ago.

Many might wonder why we waited
until conference to add some projects
in EPA. The answer is simple—out of
deference to the authorization process.
Could they do it? The answer is no,
they could not. That is a no-fault com-
ment of mine. There are a variety of
reasons why, but they could not. We
know that both in the House and the
Senate the authorizers could not move
a bill and we waited and we waited and
we waited.

EPA’'s Clean Water Act programs
have not been authorized since fiscal
year 1992. For the last 3 years we have
waited to see if the clean water bill
would pass the Congress.

So, you can see that is where these
items arise.

I would just like to then say in sum-
mary if we adopt the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Arizona we
will run the risk of delaying the enact-
ment of this important legislation
until after October 1 and force the
amendment to go back to the House for
a separate vote, and it probably means
we would not get this bill passed before
the start of the fiscal year at midnight
on Friday. And this kind of delay will
have negative cost consequences for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

VA funding, the space program. The
committee included a provision that
allow VA to use $50 million in 1994 for
veterans’ medical care that otherwise
lapses on October 1.

Delaying action on this bill is not
simply making a $50 million cut in VA.
It would cut it and its effect would be
9,800 veterans will be denied medical
care, and 83,000 outpatient visits to
doctors will not take place, and it
would have a very serious impact.

I could go through the impact on
other items but let me say this: For
many years we went into something
called the continuing resolution, and
for those colleagues who did not serve
in the House—I know the Senator from
Idaho has and the Senator from New
Hampshire has—but I say this to the
Senator from Arizona. It was awful
here. We would be here until after Oc-
tober 1. The Appropriations Committee
moved at a different pace than now.

Now really we have stepped up to the
responsibility of meeting our respon-
sibilities in a way that meets the
times. I have been waiting since we
came back from the so-called August
break to move my bill, but we worked
very hard to be able to make sure that
we were ready to go for the fiscal year
and we worked hard, as I said, in public
meetings, regular business hours, and
S0 on.

So I know that the Senator has con-
cerns, and I think that there is some
merit to his concerns. But I think to
pass this amendment, send it back on
October 1, place this bill in a continu-
ing resolution, really would jeopardize
some of the things related to the core
programs and really hurt, actually
hurt people in terms of things like vet-
erans’ medical care, and housing for
the elderly, and other things, and so
forth.

I know we could debate this at
length. I just wanted to bring some of
these items to my colleagues’' atten-
tion. And of course I am prepared to
discuss this further but for now I will
yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I shall
make a couple brief remarks.

One is “How Our Laws Are Made.” I
would hope that we could run another
printing. Because how our laws are
made under authority of conferees it
says:

The conferees are strictly limited in their
consideration to matters in disagreement be-
tween the two Houses. Consequently, they
may not strike out or amend any portion of
the bill not amended by the Senate. Further-
more they may not insert new matter that is
not germane to the differences between the
two Houses.

Clearly we are misinforming the
American people very badly, and I
think we ought to have a reprint of
this because we are deceiving them be-
cause what actually happens is that we
spend hours of debate on a bill here in
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the Senate. They do not in the other
body because of the difference in rules.
And the hundreds of requests for spe-
cial projects that the Senator from
Maryland mentioned should be consid-
ered I would hope rather than stuffed
in this in a conference which is not in
keeping with the law as we know it but
more importantly deprives the rest of
us from any input into it.

I would also repeat that this amend-
ment says that it will strike only those
appropriations which are not author-
ized. The Senator from Maryland men-
tioned that there is money for 9 VA
ambulatory care additions at the VA
medical center in Phoenix. That is an
authorized project and would not be
subject to this amendment. Whether it
was or not, it is the process that we are
trying to change here not the individ-
ual projects.

I note that the proponents of doing
business this way do not address the
process, but they address the virtues of
some of the projects themselves. I do
not intend to get into that debate. The
virtues of those projects should be ad-
dressed when we are considering the
legislation originally, not having the
80-some other Members of this body
that are not members of the Appropria-
tions Committee presented a fait
accompli into which we have had no
input.

And it is wrong. Everybody knows
that it is wrong. The outside watchdog
groups that observe the legislature in
action, the National Taxpayers Union,
the Citizens Against Government
Waste, the Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy, every objective observer knows
this process is wrong.

As I said, sooner or later, if we ever
hope to obtain a modicum of con-
fidence from the people we represent, it
has to stop. It just has to stop.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time for the yeas and
nays on this amendment be set by the
majority leader at some later time
today or later tomorrow.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REID). The Senator from Idaho is rec-
ognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thought
it would be an opportune time this
afternoon, with the debate of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, to present to the
Senate, to the chairman from Mary-
land, the ranking member from Oregon
and all that are interested in this proc-
ess, as we all are, an editorial that ap-
peared in Investor's Business Daily
today that I thought was very fitting
to the debate in the context of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Arizona. The title of the editorial
is ‘‘Putting Principle First."

The reason I thought it was appro-
priate is because it places in context
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the jeopardy—I use the word ‘‘jeop-
ardy’’—that I believe both political
parties are placing themselves in the
business-as-usual attitude that we con-
stantly work at here, failing to recog-
nize what I believe the American peo-
ple are beginning to say very loudly
about that business-as-usual attitude.

Let me for a few moments refer to
portions of the editorial.

And I also ask unanimous consent
that the full text of the editorial be
printed in the RECORD.

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

PUTTING PRINCIPLE FIRST

Voter anger and cynicism continue to grow
because our political leaders refuse to
change anything but their rhetoric. Their
talk shifts with the wind, but Washington
goes on as usual,

Until the parties put forth policies based
on principles—and actually follow them—
anti-incumbent fever will continue to rage.

The failure to comprehend this is most ob-
vious at the White House, where President
Clinton blames his declining popularity on
poor communications and fears fanned by
special interests that oppose his policies.

In fact, Clinton is unpopular because he
has changed little in Washington in two
Years.

Expert and popular opinion agree, for ex-
ample, that the just-passed crime bill won't
reduce crime—let alone put 100,000 more cops
on the street.

The declining budget deficit is mainly the
result of defense cuts and accounting tricks.
The entitlement-spending time-bomb guar-
antees the deficit will boom again before the
end of the decade.

Clinton's biggest initiative by far was his
health-care reform plan—an audacious bid to
increase government power while talking up
market reform.

His chief allies in this battle were the
Democratic congressional leadership—
reactionaries hoping to recover the glories of
the New Deal and the Great Society.

The same alliance has led him to put off
welfare reform, oppose term limits and gut
potentially beneficial measures like ‘‘re-
inventing government' and proposals on
education and job-training.

Washington's Republicans are no better.
They collude in ignoring the entitlement
mess, shy away from specific spending cuts
and secretly fear term limits. Above all else,
they are scared to admit to the voters that
government can't cure all ills, even under
Republicans.

The GOP faces a choice between the
Reaganauts and the Nixonites. Nixon per-
fected the art of channeling voter anger at
his opponents during campaigns, but he ex-
acerbated the root causes of that anger while
in office. -

Nixon first nationalized the crime issue
but did nothing about it. He appealed to con-
cerns over moral decline and economic inse-
curity, but expanded the welfare state and
instituted wage and price controls.

Reagan, an American optimist, said the
federal government was the problem, not the
solution, and did his best to govern by that
philosophy. It is no coincidence that public
distrust of government fell as Reagan tamed
an ambitious bureaucracy.

Bush wrapped himself in Reagan’'s aura,
but soon showed he lacked guiding prin-
ciples. He successfully exposed Michael
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Dukakis' liberalism, but in office offered
only a watered-down version of the same.
Taxes, spending and regulation all boomed as
the economy sank.

On Tuesday, House Republicans will unveil
an agenda for the next Congress, including
such goodies as modest welfare reform and a
cut in the tax on capital gains. GOP Senate
candidates have already endorsed a similar
list.

But as Jack Kemp has already pointed out,
there's no grand vision—no serious income-
tax cut, no challenge to the perverse incen-
tives of the welfare-entitlement state.

In other words, it's hard to see how big Re-
publican gains in November will bring any
more change to Washington than did the ar-
rival of Bill Clinton.

Both U.S. political parties should look at
what's happened to their counterparts
throughout the West. Recent elections have
crippled or destroyed parties in Japan, Can-
ada, Italy, France and Australia. Britain's
Tories are on the ropes, saved only by the
sorry state of England's Left.

The same fate may await the Democrats
this fall.

Republicans may benefit short-term from
Clinton's failure. But they will have to
elaborate some closely held beliefs and craft
policies to reflect them or they will be the
next.

Mr. CRAIG. The editorial starts out
by talking about:

Voter anger and cynicism continue to go
grow because our political leaders refuse to
change anything but their rhetoric. Their
talk shifts with the wind, but Washington
goes on as usual.

Until the parties put forth policies based
on principles—and actually follow them—
anti-incumbent fever will continue to rage.

The failure to comprehend this is most ob-
vious with the White House, where President
Clinton blames his declining popularity on
poor communications and fears fanned by
special interests that oppose his policies.

In fact, Clinton is unpopular because he
has changed little in Washington in 2 years.

We have changed little in the budget
process in the last 2 years. We have
talked about budget control and deficit
control and yet the deficit continues to
grow and the debt becomes even larger
and the American people become in-
creasingly angry.

The editorial goes on:

Expert and popular opinion agree, for
example, that the just-passed crime
bill won't reduce crime—let alone put
100,000 more cops on the street.

“The declining budget deficit’—
while it is declining a little bit—*‘is
mainly the result of defense cuts and a
few accounting tricks. The entitle-
ment-spending time bomb guarantees
the deficit will boom again before the
end of the decade.”

While the editorial goes on to be crit-
ical of President Clinton and the proc-
ess, I would not be fair to the editorial
or the premise of my argument if I did
not drop down and read this. It says:
‘*‘Washington’s Republicans are no bet-
ter. They collude in ignoring the enti-
tlement mess, shy away from specific
spending cuts"—of the kind we are
talking here today—‘‘and secretly fear
term limits. Above all else, they are
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scared to admit to the voters that Gov-
ernment can't cure all ills, even under
Republicans.”

In other words, the article was criti-
cal of both parties. And it was critical
of both parties because we will not
stand for reform, we will not talk
about the principles on which we be-
lieve better Government could run.
And so for the next few moments I
would like to tell you that there are
some who are trying to do that.

Just this week, PHIL GRAMM and
those who are running for the Senate
here—Senate challengers—brought out
seven principles that they say will be
key to the debate if another party, my
party, is in the majority in the U.S.
Senate: Enactment of a balanced budg-
et amendment. Is that a principle? You
are darn right it is a principle that
many of us have been debating for and
agreeing on for many years but never
get the two-thirds majority necessary.

Now, I will tell you, if we had a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, I doubt that the Senator
from Arizona would be on the floor
today offering an amendment to cut
nonauthorized provisions out of an ap-
propriations bill. And the reason is
that would not be allowed. There would
not be any margins of hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars laying around inside a
budget because we would have to ad-
here to the very strict guidelines of a
budgetary process that would probably
come if we enacted a balanced budget
amendment.

Those Senators or candidates who
stood before a podium last week on
Capitol Hill to talk about the seven
principles that would guide a Repub-
lican Senate talked about doubling the
income tax exemption for children. In
other words, shifting away from Gov-
ernment and shifting back to families
and allowing them to have a greater
priority of the use of their own money
instead of the Federal Government
taking it away from them and
reprioritizing its spending outside of
what a family believes is best for them-
selves and their children. That is a
principle. That is a principle that we
used to adhere to years and years ago,
until we, in a very creeping and me-
thodical way, decided that Government
could do more for people than the peo-
ple themselves and especially the fam-
ily unit. And we starved that unit down
so that now it is almost impossible for
it to operate in the context that we
once believed a family unit in Amer-
ican society could operate.

Well, we have debated health care
and health care reform, and we will get
back to that in another year, hopefully
guided by principles of a marketplace
in which real people make real deci-
sions about their health instead of a
Federal bureaucracy built on making
decisions of what is good for people.

I hope we get there. That is a prin-
ciple that this Government and this
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Congress ought to be geared toward
and that we ought to debate. And it is
something that the Investor’'s Business
Daily spoke of today as principles in
Government that Americans want to
see their two-party system talk about
instead of what we have been currently
involved in.

There were other issues involved, but
let me, in closing, talk about another
approach that I and Senator BEN CAMP-
BELL in a bipartisan way this last
week, now signed on by nearly 10 Mem-
bers of the Senate, believe is part of
why we ought to be talking about prin-
ciple.

We offered for this Senate to review
what we call a Common Cents Budget
Reform Act. And I think the Budget
Committee will begin to look at this
next year. The Budget Committee
chairman has talked about a hearing
on October 5. Well, that is just a few
days before adjournment, and I would
not expect that we could enact any of
these policies this year, but it begins
to move us toward principle again.

Baseline budget reform. In other
words, look at the budgets as they are
each year and decide on what we add or
want to add to them, not this auto-
matic escalator that is built into our
system when we cut $200 billion out of
a budget and somebody says it is a real
cut when in fact it is only a reduction
in the rates of increase, a 4- or 5-per-
cent increase instead of a 10- or 12-per-
cent increase. My goodness, that con-
fuses the American people. They do not
understand what we are talking about.

We tell them that the budget is cut,
and yet the budget is more than it was
the year before and they say, ‘‘Where
are the principles in budgeting? Why
are we here talking about projects that
were unauthorized to the tune of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars?"

I am not condemning the chairman
or the ranking member, because that is
the way it has been done. That is the
way the process has worked. Is it right
or is it wrong? I will not judge it, but
the American people are judging it.
They are confused. They are growing
angry. And as the editorial spoke of
today, there is a growing malaise of
cynicism across this country that says
something is wrong in Washington and
nobody wants to fix it. We know what
happens when nobody here fixes it.
Those folks outside the beltway fix it
because they send new faces with new
messages and a new idea.

In that Common Cents Budget Re-
form Act that we introduced last Fri-
day, we talked also about guaranteeing
that a cut is a cut. In other words,
when you cut a budget it does not go
over somewhere else and get spent, it
actually goes against the deficit. Is
that not an exciting idea?

I have served on a few conferences
when I would be willing to cut some-
thing, only to find another Member
grabbing it and adding it to another
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program. And the American people say
then why do you cut? The reason that
goes on is because for years the way
you got elected was who could deliver
the greatest amount of pork to their
district or their State. It was a test of
their ability as a governing politician.
And, thank goodness, the American
people are beginning to say, ‘““No, no,
that is not going to be a test any-
more."

The crime bill, *‘How much pork can
I deliver to my urban area?" The
American people, by a poll of now near-
ly 60 percent said, ““Wrong, you mis-
judged us. We did not want a pork bill.
We wanted a crime bill. We wanted
criminals off the street. We did not
want midnight basketball. We did not
want a lot of other things that be-
longed to the responsibility of the mu-
nicipality or the State where law en-
forcement has always been the primary
responsibility.”

In other words, “Washington, you
really cannot judge us very well as a
citizenry, as a community. Let us do
for ourselves what we think is best.
But pass some national laws that get
tough on criminals and keep them off
the streets. That is what will make
America safer.” That is part of this de-
bate.

Has it anything to do with the
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona? Yes, it does in some way, because
it is clearly part of that growing cyni-
cism, as I mentioned, that the editorial
in that newspaper talked about.

I also, along with Senator CAMPBELL,
introduced the modified line-item veto
expedited rescission approach. I trust
this President or any President to have
the right to pull out his pen and walk
across an appropriations bill and say,
““No, that does not fit my agenda, my
spending priorities.”

I might happen to disagree with it.
But I do, then, believe it is the respon-
sibility of this Senate and the House to
be able to vote up or down and say,
‘““Yes, the President is right,” or, “*No,
the President is wrong.” It gives an op-
portunity to air, maybe, some of these
special items the Senator from Arizona
is talking about today that somehow
creep into a budget because it is a spe-
cial project for a special politician who
serves on the right committee. It is
now in the RECORD, and I commend to
my colleagues' reading, this editorial
from Investors Business Daily called
“Putting Principle First.” It is really
something we ought to be about and,
hopefully, in the new year and for
years ahead we will get to the business
of being about.

It comes in the form of budget re-
form, the balanced budget amendment,
the responsibility to stay within the
spending limits, willingness of the tax-
payers to pay for it instead of borrow-
ing ourselves into nearly $5 trillion
worth of debt that is costing nearly 40
percent of the American taxpayers' tax
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dollars just to pay interest on prin-
cipal.

Those are important issues that
ought to be debated. When we cannot
debate them and when we cannot guide
ourselves in those kinds of straight
lines, then my guess is we will see,
year after year, amendments like that
of the Senator from Arizona that in
just some little way, tries to pull back
a few hundred million dollars and allow
it not to be spent, drop the deficit
down a little bit, and hopefully get our-
selves to a sense of fiscal responsibility
so the American citizenry will begin to
say: You know, for the first time in
decades the Senate of the United
States is starting to put principle first
and taxpayers first, over the idea of a
little more Federal program for a few
more people.

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise in
very strong support. I am an original
cosponsor of the amendment of the
Senator from Arizona, Senator
McCAIN. The list of these projects is ex-
tremely lengthy. I have counted the
ones in just the HUD section of the bill
and there are 159. There is also a long
list under the EPA projects.

The question again goes to whether
or not this is right. I cannot recall who
said it, but whoever said it makes a
very valid point when he or she, who-
ever it was, said that if one could see
how laws and sausages are made, they
would probably be sick.

I think that is very accurate. The
Senator from Arizona mentioned this
booklet, “How Our Laws Are Made.” 1
used to teach civics in high school for
a number of years and, frankly, I did
not teach it the way we are doing it
today. I took these books to mean
what they said. Unfortunately, I was
wrong. With some humor I say that. I
do not have any personal animosity. I
think my colleagues know this, the
Senator from Oregon and the Senator
from Maryland. This is a process issue.
It is a question of whether it is right or
whether it is wrong. I could add more.
Here is the book called ‘““How Our Laws
Are Made." Senator MCCAIN has al-
ready pointed out that we, in essence,
have violated that.

This is the Senate manual. It is in
the desk of every Member. It has my
name inscribed on it. It says: Senate
Manual, Standing Rules. . .of the Unit-
ed States Senate, 1993 * * * | Constitu-
tion of the United States of America.

I would turn to page 52, paragraph
28.2. It says:

Conferees shall not insert in their report
matter not committed to them by either
House, nor shall they strike from the bill
matter agreed to by both Houses. If new
matter is inserted in the report or if matter
which was agreed to by both Houses is
stricken from the bill, a point of order may
be made against the report.

So, you see, we are not only violating
in essence the booklets that we put out
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in this Congress which tell the Amer-
ican people how laws are made, or ex-
plain how laws are made, on top of that
we are violating the rules that we use
right here in this great, big, thick
book—which I am sure all Senators
have read.

We have violated the rules of the U.S.
Senate. We are violating them right
now. It is a process. It has been going
on—certainly it is not the fault of the
Senator from Maryland per se. My
goodness, this process has been going
on—it went on when the Republicans
had the Senate. The same thing hap-
pened then. So we are talking about
process.

I think the Senator from Arizona has
tried to point out the question: Is this
right? He was honest about it when he
said there may be projects from Ari-
zona here, there may be projects from
New Hampshire. The point is that is
not the issue. The issue is whether it is
right to add in conference by conferees,
projects and expenditures that were
not in the report when it came through
the House, that were not in it when it
came through the Senate. So, what
happens—if I could put on my civics
teacher hat for 30 seconds, as I used to
explain to my classes, I used to say:
“Whatever goes into the House bill is
then sent to conference. Whatever is in
the Senate bill is then sent to con-
ference. In the conference, differences
are resolved.”

There is nothing in the Senate man-
nal, and there is nothing in this docu-
ment, and there was nothing that I
taught in my civic classes about adding
things that the conferees feel ought to
be added that the rest of the Senate or
the House never had an opportunity to
look at.

So I say to the American people who
are watching this debate, listen very
carefully to what is happening. Do you
want to know why the national debt is
$4.7 trillion? Do you want to know why
we cannot balance the budget? This is
why. Because we do not play by our
own rules. We spend money like water.
It is your money, the taxpayers’
money. It is not authorized. It is added
by a select few group of people, and I
will tell you—and Senator MCCAIN has
said it and I will repeat it—many of
those projects are good projects. I do
not want to get into that. That is not
the issue. If they are good, then they
should stand the scrutiny of the light
of day and the light of day says that
they ought to be debated on the floor
of the House or at least provided in the
bill when it runs through the House
and the same thing in the Senate, and
whatever those differences are should
be resolved. But adding new projects,
good or bad, that have nothing to do
with what was in the original bill is
wrong.

We have had this debate before, and I
am not going to prolong it. But I just
say to you, there is a certain amount
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of attitude, I guess for want of a better
word, around here, where everybody
says, “Well, we'll get through this.”
All of those who are on the Appropria-
tions Committee and all of those who
are afraid to take on the Appropria-
tions Committee for fear they may lose
something, will say, ‘‘Well, OK, they'll
have the debate. We'll lose and we will
move on and we will keep things the
way it has always gone."

Change is very difficult to make hap-
pen around here. But if you want to
know why the American people rank us
way down there, low on their list in
terms of how we get the job done, or do
not get it done, this is one of the rea-
sons.

This is a very interesting debate that
we are having here, and we have had it
before. We are violating the manuals
that we pass out on how laws are made.
We are violating the Senate manual,
our own rules. We are adding hundreds
of millions of dollars in projects—some
good, admittedly, some bad—but no-
body approved them except the con-
ferees. That is not to say that the con-
ferees who did it are bad people. That
is not the issue, either. The process is
bad. It should not happen.

Every Senator who is not on that
committee, every House Member who
is not on the conference committee,
should be upset by this process. And
the reason the debt is going to con-
tinue to rise and the reason the deficits
are going to continue and the budget is
not going to be balanced is because of
things like this. Until the American
people understand it fully and realize
what is being done and pass judgment
on those of us in here who do it, it is
going to continue year after year after
year.

Who determines that a project in Or-
egon or any other place is better than
a project in New Jersey or New Hamp-
shire or Massachusetts, or any other
place? Who determines that? Twenty
people. Was it voted on in the House?
No. Was it voted on in the Senate? No.
Did it violate the rules of the House
and the Senate? Yes. But it is there,
and this debate will go on tomorrow.
There will be a recorded vote, and we
will lose, probably 75 to 25, if we are
lucky, and everything will just roll
along. And we will be the naysayers,
the troublemakers.

Let me tell you, it is going to catch
up. It is going to happen one of these
days. One of these days, the American
people are going to get control of the
people that they elect and it is going to
stop and it is going to come crashing
down real hard, and rightfully so.

This is a very serious debate. I want
to compliment the Senator from Ari-
zona. He has taken a lot of heat for it.
He takes a lot of heat for standing up
here and taking these positions. It is
not pleasant to have to do this. Some-
times you lose a project in your own
State. So be it. It is not right.

September 26, 1994

How can anybody say it is right to
add hundreds of millions of dollars in a
conference committee without any au-
thorization from the Senate or the
House? How can that be right? How is
that fair? You say, ‘“Well, there is a
wonderful project in Texas that gets
this money."” Sure, and there are prob-
ably 100 wonderful projects in Montana
that deserve some money, too, but they
did not get a chance.

I will conclude on this point, not to
belabor it. What really baffles me as a
civics teacher now, not just as a U.8.
Senator, but as a former civics teacher:
I do not understand how others in good
conscience can approve this. How can
you in good conscience do this when
you know that there are many things
in your own State that are getting
cheated by this process? You have no
say in it, none whatsoever, unless you
met privately with one of the conferees
and said, ““Here, put this in.”” Maybe
that happens. It could be. I do not
know. We do not know.

It is true, the meetings are open, but
it happens. Everybody is busy around
here, and trying to attend all the con-
ference committee meetings that go on
around here—it is hard enough to at-
tend the ones you are required to at-
tend that you know about. It is not ex-
actly a highly publicized matter.

So I hope that some day, somehow,
some way, we will win a vote on one of
these things and stop this terrible
process. I am going to talk a little
more about it on my amendment, No.
28, which will follow the amendment of
the Senator from Arizona.

At this point, I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
manager of the bill, the Senator from
Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we have had a good debate on this
amendment. I now ask that amend-
ment No. 84 be temporarily laid aside,
and we now take up amendment No. 28.
I believe the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has an amendment on that one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2588 TO THE AMENDMENT IN
DISAGREEMENT TO SENATE AMENDMENT NO. 28
(Purpose: To require that the joint explana-
tory statement of the conference commit-
tee on an appropriations bill specify
whether earmarked expenditures in the
conference report or joint explanatory
statement were contained in the House bill
or committee report, the Senate bill or
committee report, or added by the con-

ferees.)

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have
amendment No. 28 that I send to the
desk, and I ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH] proposes an amendment numbered
2588 to the amendment of the House to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 28.

At the end, add the following:

SEC. . IDENTIFYING THE ORIGIN OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS EARMARKS.

It shall not be in order in the Senate or the
House of Representatives to consider a con-
ference report on an appropriations bill un-
less the joint explanatory statement of the
conference committee on an appropriations
bill specifies whether earmarked expendi-
tures in the conference report or joint ex-
planatory statement were contained in the
House bill or committee report, the Senate
bill or committee report, or added by the
conferees.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, this is
really a very simple amendment. It
simply requires—and I want everyone
of the 75 or so who voted the last time
against what Senator McCAIN and I are
trying to do to listen very carefully.
Maybe we can win a couple of votes
here. This amendment is very simple.
It requires only—only—that the con-
ference reports on appropriations bills
label the earmarks.

This is going to be a very interesting
vote tomorrow. That is all I am asking,
is that we say in the report when we
get it at the desk—and we have to de-
bate this—it says this is what the
House passed, it is listed; this is what
the Senate passed, listed; and here is
what was added, listed. It is simply
listed so that we do not have to go
through this thing and figure out what
was in the House and what was in the
Senate.

I would like to offer my colleagues a
little quiz since I am a former teacher.
I hope I can have your indulgence. We
have in this special purpose grant quiz
that I have here, over on the left-hand
side, the House bill funding—this is in
this bill we are talking about—was
zero. The House put no projects in
their bill. Over on the right, it says the
Senate bill funding, and we have $135
million worth of projects in there.

So we have on the House side, zero.
They did not put any in, to their cred-
it. On the Senate side, it is $135 mil-
lion. Now, as I used to say when I was
teaching civics, the House bill, the
Senate bill comes in to conference.
How much was appropriated in the con-
ference report?

All of you out there who are follow-
ing along and taking this test—I hope
some of the civics teachers out there
are taking this test along with me: A,
was it zero? B, was it $67.5 million,
which is half of the $135 million? C, was
it $135 million, which was in the Sen-
ate, contrasted to the zero in the
House? Or D, was it $290 million?

I will give you a chance to think
about it for a minute. It seems logical.
But here is the answer: $290 million of
your tax dollars. It was not the zero
figure that the House had. It was not
the $135 million that the Senate had. It
was not half of the difference. It was
$155 million more; 155 plus 135 equals
$290 million.
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So again, as I said in the last amend-
ment, you violated this one in our
civics books with which we teach
throughout colleges and high schools
and elementary schools in America,
and we violated the Senate rules
which, as I said, and I will repeat it for
the purpose of debate on this issue,
*Conferees shall not"—that is n-o-t—
‘‘insert in their report matter not com-
mitted to them by either House."

Now, if I could have that placard put
back up there one more time. Shall not
put—shall not put—something in there
that was not committed to them by ei-
ther House.

Well, here is the zero and here is the
135. Those are the only two things that
were committed. Since the answer is
$290 million, we have obviously vio-
lated the Senate rules.

We have obviously, as Senator
MCcCAIN already pointed out, violated
the civics handbooks and textbooks
that are used throughout America. I
hope that some of the teachers and stu-
dents who might be listening to this
debate would read how a bill becomes a
law or how our laws are made, or civics
in America, whatever the name of your
textbook, read the section on the part
where two bills come together from the
House and Senate and see if it does not
say essentially the same thing and
then perhaps as a classroom project
you could take a look at this and see if
it works the way your civics book says
it works.

If you do not think it does, take a
look at the recorded vote on this
amendment tomorrow and look at the
75 or so people who are going to vote
against me. Why not write them a let-
ter and ask them why they voted
against this? It might be interesting to
hear how they explain the vote. I would
like to hear it. As a matter of fact, if
you get a response from them, I would
appreciate it if you would send it back
and share it with me because 1 would
like to hear their rationale because I
have not heard anything that makes
any sense yet.

So this is a very simple amendment
here that I have. I am not asking you
to cut anything in this amendment. I
am not asking you to do a thing except
write it down.

I want, in addition to this column
zero, which would be a list—and since
there is a zero there, there is no list—
and this column 135, I am asking in the
report, in the Senate bill funding, to
list those projects. And then I am ask-
ing that the other $156 million that was
added by the conferees, I am asking
that you list those projects without us
having to pull them all out and figure
out which ones were added and which
ones were not added.

That is all I am asking. That is my
amendment. That is it, pure and sim-
ple. It does not say you cannot add
them. We just debated that issue on
the McCain amendment. I think we
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should., But this amendment simply
says write it down so we can see it.

Now, it does not even say that you
should not add an item in the con-
ference committee, although my col-
leagues know where I stand on that
issue. So if you are going to add items,
let us print it in a readable manner—
not so that we have to go through each
one.

See, that is the difficulty. They are
all there. We have the report. It is
right here. There are about 14 pages of
projects in this report, all outlined.
The difficulty, I would say to my col-
leagues and to the American people,
and especially the civics teachers out
there, is that we have to go through
them and figure out which ones were
added in conference that were not
originally authorized. And they do it
on purpose. They do it on purpose, be-
lieve me, because it makes it easier to
sell them. So the American taxpayers
should not have to get a copy of the
House report and then a copy of the
Senate report, and then trace the line
items back and forth and see if they
made the conference report.

This is simply a public disclosure
amendment. I am going to be watching
very carefully on this because, again,
the issue is not whether you put in the
money or whether you do not put in
the money. The issue is, if you put it
in, are you willing to write it down in
the conference report so that all of us
can understand it and see it? That is
all we are asking to do.

So it will be very interesting to see
what happens. It does not attack the
worthiness of one project. If there is a
project in there for Kentucky or Mary-
land or New Hampshire, Massachu-
setts, wherever it is, it does not attack
it. It does not say a word about it.
Nothing.

So by my estimate this special pur-
pose grant section of this bill under my
rules, if my amendment were to pass,
would include 159 earmarks that were
added in the conference committee. So
over here on the right would be ear-
marks added, and there would be $155
million listed and over here a little bit
to the left of that would be $135 million
worth of projects, whatever number of
projects that was totaling up to, be
listed.

So here we are. I would ask my col-
leagues, tomorrow, before casting your
vote, to simply ask yourself if it would
be reasonable and honest to list the
add-ons and identify them as add-ons.
That is all I am asking.

We know from past experience and
past votes here in the Chamber that be-
cause of the pressure put on many
members, frankly, by the appropri-
ators, who have a lot of power—they
are the most powerful committee in
the Senate. With all due respect to ev-
erybody else, the Appropriations Com-
mittee is the number one power over
here. They supersede the authorizing
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committee all the time. They control
the purse strings, and it is tough to
take them on. You pay the price some-
times when you do it. We know that.

But the issue is, are you willing to
simply not take them on, not say no on
projects, not cut any money but simply
write it down, right here, so all of us
can see it? It is going to be fascinating.
I cannot wait for the vote tomorrow
just to find out how many will break
into that 75 who voted against this
when we tried to cut them or when we
tried to redistribute them, which we
have tried to do. I tried to do that; re-
distributing the projects based on the
formula, the accepted formula. That
did not work. That went down to big
defeat, 75 to 25, something like that,
maybe worse. Senator MCCAIN now has
one which says we ought to cut them.
We had one in the past, and that went
down big. Now we will see if you are
willing to write them down and show
them to your colleagues and list them.

That is all my amendment does. So it
is basically a truth in conferencing
amendment. That is what I am going
to label it, truth in conferencing. We
have truth in labeling. We have truth
in everything around here. But this is a
truth in conferencing amendment
which simply requires that those re-
ports be printed in a clear, understand-
able fashion so all can see. I am not
going to hold my breath hoping there
might be unanimous consent to ap-
prove this amendment, but I am really
looking forward to the vote because I
wish to see if even the appropriators
and the friends of the appropriators—
and there are many—are willing to just
write it down so all of us can see it and
understand it. Those 80 of us who do
not have the opportunity, for whatever
reason, to sit in on the conference com-
mittee and see what goes on in the con-
ference committee, if you just write it
down for us so we can better under-
stand it, so we can explain it to our
constituents and to the American peo-
ple.

So I am looking forward to it tomor-
TOwW.

Mr. President, excepting whatever
unanimous consent as been agreed to
or will be agreed to to have this vote
tomorrow by the majority Ileader,
under that heading I would ask for the
yeas and nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
manager of the bill.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the Smith amendment.
This amendment seeks to change the
Senate rules and set new terms for con-
sideration of the conference report. Es-
sentially, with the changing of the
Senate rules, really, this amendment
could border on legislating on appro-
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priations. That is why I know the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, who chairs the
Rules Committee, will be talking about
that.

Much has been said in this discus-
sion, both on the previous amendment
and on this amendment, about the Sen-
ate rules. Well, this amendment
changes the Senate rules, and it
changes them by setting new terms for
the consideration of conference re-
ports.

If we want to change the rules of the
Senate, then we need to do it by going
through the regular authorizing proc-
ess for Senate rules change. I would
recommend that for those who would
support the direction that the Senator
from New Hampshire wishes to go in
with his amendment that they do it
through an authorizing process and not
parachute this now on this particular
Senate appropriations.

Both during this debate and on the
previous amendment, much has been
said about principles and much has
been said about process. I acknowledge
what my colleagues have said. There is
the discussion on principles, and there
are many points that they have made
on principles that I would support.
However, as we talk about the cyni-
cism of the American people, let me
tell you what I think is the root of the
cynicism of American people.

First of all, they want the U.S. Sen-
ate to be able to go by the same rules
as the private sector. They want us to
be accountable under ADA, under
OSHA, under every other kind of rule
for personnel and other practices that
we put on the private sector. I support
that initiative. I would always support
it. I believe in the McConnell and
Lieberman initiative on that as well as
the one by Senator NICKLES of Okla-
homa. I support that because they feel
that we have one set of rules for our-
selves and one set of rules for them. So
if we are going to talk about changing
the rules, that is where we should focus
the rules—on that reform package.

The other thing that I think I believe
the American people are cynical about
is campaign financing. They really be-
lieve that one of the things that we
need to change in this country is cam-
paign financing. That is why I have
been a strong supporter of campaign fi-
nance reform. The American people
have to believe that we are un-bought
and un-bossed and the way we can
begin to make the important steps to
convince them of that is by the cam-
paign finance reform legislation that
was debated for 30 hours the other day,
which was ably represented by another
Senator from Oklahoma, Senator
BOREN. We cannot get to really being
able to vote on campaign finance re-
form because of the use of the tech-
niques of the Senate. We are now into
a rolling gridlock on campaign finance
reform.

So if we want to talk about process,
if we want to talk about principle, and
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if we want to talk about restoring con-
fidence of the American people in this
institution, let us show them we are
un-bought, un-bossed, not up for hire
except to them, and we are not for rent
because of any particular amendment.
Let us pass campaign finance reform.

While we are at it, I think we need to
pass the lobbying reform bill. I believe
that by passing the lobbying reform
bill we once again say to the American
people it is not special interests that
are out here determining the course of
action on the floor of the U.S. Senate,
that it is not the course of action being
determined by those who are high-paid
lobbyists with golden letterheads and
great expense accounts, that it is the
U.S. Senate interacting with our con-
stituents, listening to the American
people as I know my colleagues do on
the other side of the aisle.

S0 I believe if we want to restore
confidence in the U.S. Senate, let us
pass campaign finance reform, let us
pass lobbying reform, let us pass gift
reform, and let us also pass the reform
that enables us to go by the same rules
that we ask the private sector.

On to this conference committee.
Much has been said about the environ-
ment in which we did the conference
committee. I will come back. What we
did was in open, public session, during
regular business hours, with both polit-
ical parties in the room from both the
House of Representatives and the U.S.
Senate. This was not some midnight
appropriations basketball where we
were slam dunking these projects in
the dark of the night with no super-
vision. We had supervision. We had a
lot of supervision in doing that. We as
I said met under the rules of the Sen-
ate, and we moved this legislation.

S0, when we look at this, let us be
very clear how this legislation oc-
curred.

Let us look at the consequences of
the Senator’s amendment. It is not
only on content, which I think is wor-
thy of debate, and it is worthy of de-
bate. If the Senate passed that under
the authorizing committee after hear-
ings on the consequences, after hear-
ings of pros and cons, the debate on the
Senate floor and so on, we would go by
those rules. But we have operated
under them.

If the Smith amendment is adopted,
this will put us in disagreement with
the House of Representatives. The
American people can say, ‘“‘So what?
More gridlock.” Well, we do not want
that because the consequences of not
passing an appropriations bill by Octo-
ber 1 is that we will go into a continu-
ing resolution, meaning that we will
have, with the fiscal year beginning
October 1, things in this bill that need
compelling human needs to not be
there.

I will come back and remind my col-
leagues that if we are not passing this
legislation by October 1, the VA medi-
cal care will stand to lose $50 million
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because of the way we are bridging it,
and it cannot be accommodated in a
continuing resolution. It will have the
effect of a $50 million cut. That means
8,800 veterans will be denied care next
year. That means that 3,800 vets who
need in-patient care will not get it, and
thousands of outpatient visits to VA
doctors will not take place. So I would
really say let us look at the con-
sequences of what we do.

This amendment will cause delays in
the space program. We would be per-
mitting NASA to use $18 million in
civil service funds that would other-
wise lapse on October 1—meaning just
evaporate—to be able to bridge it so
that we can make wiser use of dollars
in fiscal years. Without these funds we
will force NASA to RIF people, as
many as 600 people working in the
space program.

So when we vote on this amendment
tomorrow, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to not legislate on appropria-
tions, No. 1, on this bill with this
amendment; not cause the October 1
delay by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire who has made some very excel-
lent points over this as part of the au-
thorizing.

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. I see the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. I will only be a minute.

I have a freestanding bill, I say to the
Senator from Maryland, which I have
introduced to provide that Members of
Congress live under the same rules as
others. There are not a heck of a lot of
cosponsors on it at this point. I do not
believe the Senator from Maryland is
on it. But she may want to take a look
at the bill because it does exactly what
she expressed would be her interest. I
also intend to offer a freestanding bill
along the lines of this same issue. I
would hope that I would have the Sen-
ator’s support on that to make the
changes.

In conclusion, the third point I want
to make is it is unbelievable as we lis-
ten to the debate, the response from
the Senator from Maryland was that
somehow, with all due respect, simply
taking this report and having it pub-
lished with the list of the added
projects is somehow now going to take
away $50 million in VA benefits, and it
is going to interrupt the space station
and NASA—I mean, my goodness.
Where does all that come from? All I
am asking is that this simply be writ-
ten down so that we know what the
projects are. I will be happy to write it
down at no cost to the Government if
that is a problem. I am not trying to
stop VA benefits or the space station. I
support both, as a matter of fact,
wholeheartedly. So I am amazed that
that logic would be used. That is not
my intention. All I am trying to do is
to be fair to the Members of the Senate
who have to vote on this thing.
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All I am asking is that these add-ons
be so listed and so indicated along with
the other items from the House and
Senate, and that is all. That is all I am
requesting. I think that it does not vio-
late any rules to do that, in my opin-
ion, and that we are violating rules by
not doing it, in my opinion.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the argu-
ments of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire are interesting. He said all he
wants to do is this and all he wants to
do is that. If we pass his amendment,
or any other amendment, this bill goes
back to the House. And underlying
here is delay, trying to delay every-
thing this Congress is trying to do.
Whatever piece of legislation comes up,
there is delay. We stayed here all night
the other night, and he was one of
those that spoke trying to delay the
operation of this institution.

Mr. President, this is legislation on
an appropriations bill, pure and simple.
It violates the process; therefore, it
violates the rules. If you want to
change the rules of the Senate, apply a
rule. But the essence of this amend-
ment is to delay this piece of legisla-
tion, delay this conference report, and
send it back to the House. That is, pure
and simple, what it is.

I can stand here and say it is just 159
items that we have to list, and I have
a halo—you know, it is wonderful.
Sometimes they get tarnished, and tar-
nishing the halo here is to delay the
conference report and delay the help to
the veterans and delay the help to
housing in order to send it back to the
House and delay it a few days longer
and try to show that we cannot get
anything out of here. Well, I under-
stand the rules of the Senate about as
well as most—not as well as some but
as well as most. So this approach is,
first, change the rules—and they make
it sound so simple, so easy, you know,
it is all you have to do—second, delay
the conference report. What is new
about a conference report? What is new
about what is going on here? For 6
years we watched you all do it. We
watched the other side of the aisle do
it. Then all of a sudden, it is wrong. We
have been doing this process for the 20
years I have been here. I think it has
worked very well.

I think the integrity of the conferees
was above reproach. I think the integ-
rity of both parties, both Democrat and
Republican, who sat at the table in
daylight, was above reproach. And now
we are trying to condemn them on this
floor by amendment, saying that the
conferees were somehow misusing the
taxpayers’ funds. We have to account
for those the same as everybody else.
We have to account for this. Our vote
on the Senate floor is recorded. Our
vote on these items and what is in this
legislation, we are accountable for
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that. I do not think you or anybody
else makes me accountable for any-
thing. So I want to be careful in what
I say. The Senator does not have to
make me accountable for my constitu-
ency. I am already there.

I think the underlying process here is
wrong. It is as wrong as it can be. I
hope the vote is 75-25. In fact, I hope it
is B0-20, or 90-10 to prove to our col-
leagues that our conferees on the Ap-
propriations Committee did it right.
They were aboveboard and they were
there during daylight. There was noth-
ing sinister, as is being implied here.

1 hope my colleagues, first, will not
allow them to, by any other name,
change the rules; second, not allow leg-
islation on an appropriations bill; and
third, support the conferees of both
parties who signed this conference re-
port and thinks that the Senate ought
to pass it and send it on to the Presi-
dent.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the
Senator wanted to make a brief com-
ment in response, I would be willing to
yield for that purpose.

Mr. SMITH. Yes; I thank the Senator
for his courtesy. I will make a brief re-
sponse to the Senator from Kentucky.
I want to make it very clear—and I do
not think the Senator was on the floor
at the time, but I made it very clear
that this process had been ongoing
when the Republicans were in power as
well. I did not say it was a partisan
issue at all. I made that very clear that
this was an ongoing issue that took
place when we were in the majority.
That is No. 1.

Also, for the Senator to imply that
somehow this thing has to be delayed
for days and days because I am asking
that something be written down for all
to see is preposterous. Maybe it indi-
cates that I have scored a point or two,
since the chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee saw fit to come to the floor and
challenge me. I am hopeful we may go
a little better than the 75. The truth of
the matter is that it would take about
15 minutes for the House and Senate to
say, OK, we are going to write these
things down. Why is that going to
delay veterans' benefits.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. SMITH. I am taking the time of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. FORD. But this is an amendment
on a conference bill and it has to go
back.

Mr. SMITH. That is true, but we can
do it quickly.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are
not under a time agreement, are we?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.
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Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
disappointed that the Senate will not
vote on major health care legislation
this year. We made substantial
progress this year with Senators
CHAFEE and BREAUX and their biparti-
san coalition. We were in striking dis-
tance of a significant bipartisan com-
promise. But Republican opposition
has prevented us from moving forward.
The sad fact is that too many of our
Republican colleagues are more inter-
ested in the health of the Republican
Party than in the health of the Amer-
ican people.

It is regrettable that because of elec-
tion year politics, Republican leaders
are bent upon preventing anything
that President Clinton can claim as a
victory, no matter what the cost is to
the American people. While our failure
to enact legislation this year is deeply
disappointing, we take pride that we
have come farther than ever before. We
have laid a solid foundation for re-
newed action next year.

Health care continues to be a top pri-
ority for the American people, and it
will be a top priority for the new Con-
gress. In recent weeks, many of us have
persisted in the hope that we might
still reach an agreement that could ob-
tain bipartisan support. I have worked
closely with Senators MITCHELL,
CHAFEE, BREAUX, LIEBERMAN, KERREY,
and others on a compromise measure,
and we have made great progress in our
negotiation. These efforts will help to
lay a foundation for health reform leg-
islation next year. Possibly, some parts
of this proposal can still be enacted
this year, but time is clearly running
out.

Some have suggested that health re-
form has been halted in this Congress
because it is no longer an important
national issue. That is what the special
interests would like us to believe. But
that is not what the American people
think.

There is a health care crisis, and pro-
viding health insurance for every
American is very important. The
health care crisis has not disappeared.
The situation is worse than it was a
year ago when President Clinton called
on Congress to enact health reform—
and it will continue to worsen as long
as we fail to act.

The debate may be about to end in
Congress for now, but it will go on in
the homes and around the dinner tables
of families across America.

Today, like last year, Americans still
have to worry about losing their insur-
ance coverage if they change their job
or lose their job. Today, like last year,
Americans still have to worry that
they will lose their coverage or pay
higher premiums if they are sick and
actually need to use the insurance they
have been paying for.
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Today, like last year, Americans still
have to worry that they will not be
able to get coverage if they have a pre-
existing condition.

Today, like last year, we are still the
only major industrialized nation in the
world, apart from South Africa, that
does not guarantee insurance for all
citizens.

Fifty-one Americans lose their
health insurance every minute. All of
them are at risk of physical and finan-
cial disaster if illnmess or accident
strikes. We all know friends and ac-
quaintances who have no insurance and
face unpayable bills.

Today, even for those families fortu-
nate enough to have health insurance,
the costs of care are often staggering—
and the costs will continue to worsen
without reform.

If we do nothing, the average family
will be spending 18 cents out of every
dollar earned on health care by the
year 2000—double the percentage of
family income paid for health costs in
1980.

Some have suggested that health re-
form failed because we insisted on the
goal of universal coverage. But the
American people want affordable
health insurance for all, and they de-
serve it. And universal coverage is the
only way to achieve that goal.

Without universal coverage, we will
never avoid the tragedies that too
often result when uninsured persons
fall ill with no means to pay for treat-
ment.

Without universal coverage, we will
never be able to control costs and end
the unfair cost-shifting that plagues
our current system.

Some have claimed that comprehen-
sive health reform failed this year be-
cause the proposals were too complex
and would take away choice. But a
major part of the problem is the pri-
vate insurance bureaucracies that are
proliferating today. According to one
report, they are exerting more influ-
ence over day-to-day medical decisions
than President Clinton ever proposed
giving the Federal Government. They
are second-guessing physicians. Doc-
tors and medical executives call them
the health police.

Compare this with the recent an-
nouncement from the Federal Employ-
ees Health Benefits Program, which in-
sures the Members of Congress and of-

fers choices from a large range of-.

health plans. That program has just
added benefits and lowered premiums.

The fact is that our Democratic pro-
posals would have assured more choice
and less bureaucracy than under the
current system.

Some have said that Democrats
should have been more willing to com-
promise with Republicans. That's ex-
actly what we have been working to
achieve the last several weeks.

I commend Senator CHAFEE and
those of his colleagues on the other
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side of the aisle who were willing to
join in seeking a bipartisan bill.

But the sad fact is that too many of
our Republican colleagues refused to
join in that commitment. They have
carried out a policy of gridlock for po-
litical gain, while pointing the finger
of blame at others. As one Republican
Senator reportedly told his colleagues,
“We've killed health care reform. Now
we've got to make sure our fingerprints
aren’t on it.”

Our Republican opponents filibus-
tered the Mitchell bill when it was on
the floor in August. They threatened to
kill GATT if we tried to push for
health reform.

Our Republican opponents have
slowed down essential appropriations
bills. They are blocking campaign fi-
nance reform. They have blocked tele-
communications reform. And now they
are blocking health reform.

They say we are too far apart to
reach agreement this year. But in fact,
Republicans and Democrats were never
that far apart on many of the most
basic issues.

Some of the most adamant opponents
of health reform today have supported
nearly every basic element of the plans
proposed by Democrats in the Senate
and included in the bipartisan com-
promise being prepared by Senator
MITCHELL and Senator CHAFEE.

The Democratic bills and the biparti-
san compromise would have provided
basic insurance reforms, to prevent
companies from denying coverage for
preexisting conditions, or dropping
coverage just when people need it
most. These reforms also would have
guaranteed that Americans could carry
their insurance coverage with them
from one job to another.

Senator DOLE wrote or cosponsored
three different bills that included simi-
lar steps.

Our Democratic bills and the biparti-
san compromise would have reformed
the insurance market to increase cov-
erage and choice and lower costs, by
grouping the purchasing power of indi-
viduals and small businesses who are at
a disadvantage in the current system.
These bills would also have opened the
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Program to give individuals and small
businesses the same access to coverage
that Members of Congress have. These
bills would have guaranteed large num-
bers of Americans a much greater
choice of health plans than they have
today.

In addition, the leading Democratic
and Republican bills would have re-
formed malpractice litigation, sim-
plified the administration of the
health-care system, ensured the pri-
vacy of individual health information,
provided fair tax treatment for the
self-employed, subsidized insurance
premiums for the poorest Americans,
given emphasis to coverage for preg-
nant women and children, and provided
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needed support for research and train-
ing.

But now, as we have sought to reach
out to our Republican colleagues, they
have backed away from the positions
they once held. The more we move to-
ward them, the further they retreat.

Our opponents’ principal allies in
this battle against reform have been
the health and insurance industries.
While some companies and organiza-
tions have acted responsibly and
worked with us to develop effective
proposals, the opponents of reform
have spent millions of dollars to con-
fuse and scare the public and under-
mine reform.

According to one study, special inter-
est groups opposed to health care re-
form spent $46 million on campaign
contributions to candidates for Con-
gress in the first 19 months of this elec-
tion cycle. Another $60 million has
been spent on health care advertising,
mostly to oppose reform.

The compromise measure that Sen-
ator MITCHELL and Senator CHAFEE
were negotiating offered the chance to
make a real difference in the lives of
millions of Americans. While many of
us still had concerns about some as-
pects of this bill, it offered the oppor-
tunity for significant progress this
year, and I regret that we are no longer
able to move forward on it.

We had a historic opportunity this
year to make a real difference in the
lives of all Americans. We could have
covered more than 8 million children
who have no health insurance. We
could have guaranteed that all expect-
ant mothers have access to comprehen-
sive prenatal care.

We could have helped senior citizens
and people with disabilities pay for
long-term care. We could have freed all
Americans from the fear that they will
lose their health insurance when they
are sick or unemployed. We could have
taken each of these long overdue
steps—but we were blocked by our Re-
publican opponents and their special
interest allies.

But let us not lose sight of what we
did accomplish. Thanks to the leader-
ship of the President and Mrs. Clinton,
Congress faced up to the issue of com-
prehensive health reform as it never
has before.

We finally began to seek solutions to
the extreme gaps in coverage and the
endlessly rising costs that plague our
health care system.

We held extensive hearings on health
reform, including 46 hearings in the
Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources alone. Four commit-
tees reported major health care legisla-
tion. We debated a comprehensive re-
form bill on the Senate floor. That
achievement is unprecedented in the
history of Congress.

As a result of this debate and in spite
of all the disagreements, we have
moved closer to agreement on several
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key points that will serve as the basis
for a health reform bill next year.

First, we agree on the need for insur-
ance industry reform. Companies
should not be allowed to drop coverage
or raise premiums when a person falls
ill. They must not be permitted to
refuse insurance to applicants who
have a preexisting condition. Employ-
ees should not be in danger of losing
their insurance when they lose their
job, or change their job—they should
have the right to continue their cov-
erage.

Second, we should be able to agree on
the importance of insuring children
and pregnant women. Nearly 1 in 10 ex-
pectant mothers has no health insur-
ance, and one in every four babies is
born to a mother who does not receive
adequate prenatal care.

The advantages of guaranteeing cov-
erage for these mothers and their in-
fants far outweigh the costs. Every dol-
lar invested in early, comprehensive
prenatal care saves $3 in later costs. A
visit to a doctor to treat a child’s strep
throat costs about $20, but hospitaliza-
tion for a child whose untreated strep
throat has developed into rheumatic
fever can cost thousands of dollars.

Third, we agree on greater assistance
for low-income Americans of all ages.
Today, families on welfare have health
coverage, but many working parents
can't afford to buy insurance for their
families. That's absurd. Every major
bill, both Republican and Democrat,
has included expanded subsidies to help
low-income families purchase insur-
ance.

Finally, we should be able to agree
on improved coverage for the Nation's
senior citizens, People who have
worked hard all their lives should not
have to worry about losing their life
savings to pay for long-term care. They
shouldn’t have to choose between buy-

ing food and buying the prescription

drugs they need. Any reform should in-
clude steps to increase health security
for older Americans.

When Congress returns next year, I
intend to begin work immediately on a
bill that will bring these basic protec-
tions to the American people as soon as
possible.

Our underlying goal is and must re-
main universal coverage. I will con-
tinue to fight in every possible way to
guarantee affordable health insurance
for every American. Any measure that
we adopt must be a stepping stone, and
not a barrier, to that goal.

Many Senators deserve credit for the
progress that we have made. Senator
DAscHLE, Senator ROCKEFELLER, Sen-
ator WOFFORD, and I see Senator HAR-
KIN in the Chamber, and Senator
WELLSTONE, and my colleagues in the
universal coverage coalition worked
tirelessly effectively for our goal.

Above all, Majority Leader MITCHELL
deserves the gratitude of all Americans
for his outstanding leadership on
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health reform throughout these past 2
difficult years. No Member of this body
has worked harder or achieved more to
try to make health security a reality
for the American people. I deeply re-
gret that we were not able to win this
battle this year. But he has put us
squarely on the road to real reform,
and because of him, there will be no
turning back.

As we carry on this fight, we renew
our pledge to see the battle through.
Parents across America desire to be se-
cure in the knowledge that, whatever
happens, they will be able to afford the
care their children need. I will never
give up the fight for health reform
until senior citizens no longer have to
worry about how to pay for long-term
care. I will never give up the fight until
the working men and women of this
country know that years of effort and
hard-won savings cannot be wiped out
by a sudden illness. The drive for com-
prehensive health reform will begin
again next year. We are closer than
ever to our goal, and I am confident
that we will prevail.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
several of my colleagues are here and I
will defer to them, but I would just like
to say one thing for now.

I have been in the U.S. Senate for a
little bit over 4 years. I do not have
very much to add, because I believe
from the bottom of my heart that we
have just heard from a giant. While I
am really saddened and maybe a little
angry about what has happened, that
we cannot move this reform bill
through, when I hear Senator KENNEDY
from Massachusetts finish up by saying
that he will never, never, never stop
until we make sure that we respond to
people's lives and move forward in
health care reform, it just gives me a
great deal of heart.

I just cannot begin to tell you, from
my point of view, what it is about
being in the U.S. Senate and having a
chance to serve with the Senator from
Massachusetts. I could go on and on
and on.

I think what I will do is, it is my un-
derstanding Senator HARKIN has to
leave. If not, I will take a few minutes

the

only.

Would the Senator like to have a few
minutes now? Maybe I could follow
him. I do not want to stop him from
leaving. I just wanted to respond to the
Senator from Massachusetts. I have
more to say, but the Senator can go
ahead.

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding to me. I do
have to be down at a swearing-in cere-
mony for Marca Bristo at the White
House very shortly.
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But I wanted join my colleague and
friend from Minnesota in again saying
a great big thank you to Senator KEN-
NEDY for his many years of leadership,
especially in the health care reform
area. I, too, am heartened by what he
just said; that, in fact, we will be back
again next year.

I, along with Senator WELLSTONE,
serve on Senator KENNEDY's Committee
on Labor and Human Resources. I just
want Senator KENNEDY to know that
we are going to be there behind him.
We will help him in every way next
year to once again make sure that the
hopes and dreams of so many millions
of Americans—that they, too, will have
the same kind of health care coverage
that we have here in the Congress—will
become a reality.

The announcement this afternoon by
Senator MITCHELL that we will not be
taking up health care this year comes
as a tragic blow to millions of Ameri-
cans.

I, too, want to join Senator KENNEDY
in complimenting our leader, Senator
MITCHELL, for all of the effort that he
has put into it last year and this year
to try to get something through the
Senate. But it has all come to naught.
And one really has to ask why.

Mr. President, I think Senator
McConNNELL said it earlier this year
when he said that gridlock was back in
Washington. And he said it is a good
thing, because there are some things
the American people do not want to get
through here.

Senator GRAMM, the head of the Re-
publican Senate Campaign Committee,
also said it. He said we are going to use
every procedural tool that we have to
stop health care reform.

Last week, it was reported in the
paper that Senator PACKWOOD said that
he was quoted as telling his colleagues
at a lunch on Tuesday that, ‘“We have
killed health care reform. Now we have
to make sure our fingerprints are not
on it."”

William Kristol, the sort of ideologi-
cal parent of the Republican Party, in
his newsletter, said their No. 1 goal
was to kill health care reform. Well, it
has happened. It is dead for this year.

But I want Mr. Kristol, Senator
GRAMM, Congressman GINGRICH, Sen-
ator DOLE and everyone else who has
tried to stop and stymie and block and
kill health care reform to know that
we are going to be back, and we are
going to be back next year. We are
going to get our guidance and direction
from Senator KENNEDY. We are going
to give him every possible support to
make sure that next year we are going
to bring it back to the American people
with full force and fury. We have not
given up.

And I stand behind Senator KENNEDY.
We will not give up. The American peo-
ple demand this of us. It is the least we
can do. It is a tragedy that we did not
get it done this year, and put it off for
yvet another year.
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But I know that President Clinton
will be here next year, Senator KEN-
NEDY will be here next year, and we are
going to be here next year. We are
going to pick this fight up again next
year. We are going to make sure that
the American people get the health
care they deserve.

I can just only speak for myself, Mr.
President, in saying that it is a shame
that we did not do it.

I am going to ask to have printed in
the RECORD a letter that was sent out
today from Senator HARRIS WOFFORD of
Pennsylvania in which he pointed out
there were seven areas of agreement to
which we have all agreed in the Labor
Committee, the Finance Committee,
the Dole bill, the mainstream group all
agreed on seven different areas.

Senator WOFFORD asked in this plan,
“Why can’t we pass the things that we
agree upon and fight about the things
we don’'t agree on?"”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this letter printed in the
RECORD, because it is right on point.

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

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, DC, September 26, 1994.
Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. ROBERT DOLE,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS MITCHELL AND DOLE: Even
though there is broad agreement on many
elements of health reform, it now appears
that Congress may recess without passing
any health reform legislation. To adjourn
without enacting those measures upon which
we agree would be a scandal. It is hard for
me—and more importantly hard for the
American people—to understand why we
would leave so many significant agreements
on the table.

We have seen how baseball owners and
players, by emphasizing their disagreements,
ruined a wonderful season for everyone. Let's
choose the opposite course. Let's emphasize
our common ground, and act on it. That
would be a victory for everyone, most sig-
nificantly for the American people who
would find health insurance more accessible
and more secure.

As you, Senator Dole, have suggested on
numerous occasions, there are clear areas of
agreement on health reform that can still
pass with overwhelming support in the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives. Spe-
cifically, I propose a bill that includes the
following provisions, which you and many
Republicans and Democrats have supported.
(I have noted how each item has already
been included in existing proposals.)

1. Insurance market reforms. Strengthen
private health insurance by eliminating pre-
existing condition exclusions and enacting
other widely agreed upon changes in insur-
ance industry practices. (Mitchell, Dole,
Labor Committee, Finance Committee,
Mainstream Group)

2. Federal Employees Health Benefits Pro-
gram (FEHBP). Open to individuals and
small businesses the program that we and
millions of Americans use to get health in-
surance. (Mitchell, Dole, Labor Committee,
Finance Committee, Mainstream Group)

3. Expanded coverage of children. Provide
subsidies for low and moderate income chil-
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dren. Virtually all health reform proposals
include subsidies for individuals and families
with low and moderate income. This ap-
proach would focus subsidies on expanding
coverage for children. (Mitchell, Labor Com-
mittee, Finance Committee, Mainstream
Group)

4. Long-term home and community-based
care. Make a start on long-term care by cre-
ating a capped state grant program to pro-
vide assistance to the elderly and disabled
for the cost of home and community-based
care. (Mitchell, Dole, Labor Committee, Fi-
nance Committee, Mainstream Group)

5. Deductibility for the self-employed. Per-
mit farmers, sole proprietors, and other self-
employed persons to deduct 100 percent of
their health care costs. Virtually all health
reform proposals include an expansion of the
deductibility for the self-employed. (Mitch-
ell, Dole, Labor Committee, Finance Com-
mittee, Mainstream Group)

6. Administrative simplification. Reduce
the cost and frustration caused by the mass
of paperwork that plagues the current health
care system by moving to a uniform elec-
tronic system for medical records and
claims, building on private sector, not gov-
ernment initiatives. (Mitchell, Dole, Labor
Committee, Finance Committee, Main-
stream Group)

7. Anti-fraud and abuse. Enhanced inves-
tigation and enforcement of fraud and abuse
laws. (Mitchell, Dole, Labor Committee, Fi-
nance Committee, Mainstream Group)

This “*Seven-Point Common Ground Plan™
is made up entirely of provisions that we
have all supported. I believe the Am